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CHAPTER T
INTRODUCTION

By the middle of 1950, the]Uﬁited States was facing serious polit~-
1ca1 prob;3§§ in East and Southeast Asia. The communiéation of China
and the Korean War had gravely undermlned American policies in the
Orieﬁt and necessitated a re-evaluation of these policies. In the
coursé of this re—assqssmént, the United States reached the decision
that it had a Vital»intéfest in brevqnting commnist-oriented forces
from gaiping political control/;}3£ﬁdochina.1-

~ The purpose of this thesis is to examlne the nature of American
interest in Indochina and(to\analyze Amerlcan p011c1es there during the
four critical years of the Indochinese War, 1950-1954. These policies
‘will be examined in the context of the traditional policies of the
United States toward East Asia. To understand the relationship between
‘these more recent policies pursued in Indochina and the traditionél
policies pursued in Asia,'it is necessary to ﬁn&erStand the nature and
extent of ﬁhe problems confronting the United States in Asia in 1950.
o The defeat of the Kuomintang and subsequent communizatibn df China
 were‘major‘blows to the United Statésw During the Second World War,
she had heavily committed herself to a strong and unified China

friendly to the United States and able to play a key role in the

1Indoch:.na was made up of what are today the independent states of
North and South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.



preservation of a balance of power in the Far East., The establishment
of a commmnist regime in China meant, at the very least, that China |

would not fulfill the role cast{£§53her by the United States, In addi- -

"tion, it soon came to be realized that China's very commnization would
prevent the realiz#tion of any balance of power favorable to the United
Statés because it had created a power distribution quite inimical to
Uniﬁed States interest% in Asia. When the'Korean War broke out, the

- United States recognized fhat(ggﬁmgglz was the power distribution in

b - . .
L Asia unfavorable to her interests, but also that forces were at work

o S,

— o - ,
ch)could lead toyz>Soviet domination of East and Southeast Asia. At
e .

7
A Qw

.,

.gvﬁdﬁ the same time, within Indoéhina, the French were engaged in a war with

- a communist-oriented nationalist‘movemsnt, the outcome of whiéh could
certainly have great influence on the'surrounding areas of Southeast
Asia, | | | _

By itself, Indochina posed an unhappy‘dilemma for United States
policy makers who were anxious to support independence movements, yet
concerned ﬁith the commnist orieﬁtaﬁibn of Ho Chi Minh;, Viewed,*how-
ever, in the larger context of the growing commﬁnist influence in all of
‘Asia, the Indochinese War seemed fraﬁght with danger to the United
Statgs and her aliies. Thus, in:l950; the cgnéern of the United States
with her ow detefiorating power position in Asia and the growing in-
fluence of communist forces léd her to re-examine her policies toward
the Far East and to focus new attention on Indochina. The goal of

| United Sﬁates policies towafd Indochina became the pfevention of a
vcomﬁanist fakeover, bedauéé, as shall'be discussed, a commnist victory
would disturb the existing power relations in Asia in a manner unfavor-

~ able to the United States. ‘



v~ _This study will attempt an investigation of the hypothesis: United
States policies in Indochina during the last four years of the Indo-
chine-e War represented a continuation of the traditional policies of
EE? Qp}ted States in the Far East. It is suggested that there was a
great deal of similarity between the goals of American policy in
Indochina and the instruments of this policy, and the traditional pol-
icies and instruments of the United States in East Asia, The study will
also investigate a second, but related, hypothesis: The Eisenhower-
Dulles' policies toward Indochina attempted to utilize Indochina as a
\fqlcrum for a new balance of power in Asia, The Eisenhower Administra-
tion sought to create a counterweight to Sino-Soviet power in the Far
East, a counterweight which would contribute to the creation of a new

balance of power.
Justification

Although the literature is replete with analyses of the Indo-
chinese War, little has been devoted to an analysis of United States
policies in Indochina during this peried. Only four studies have fo-
cused on this problem. Two, however, were written either during or
immediately after the Indochinese War and lacked both resources and
historical perspactive.2 Three lack continuity because they were con-

cerned only with United States policies for a selected period of the War.

2Miriam Farley, United States Relations with Southeast Asia (New
York, 1955), and Frances Louise Johnson, American Post war Policy in
Indochina (unpublished M,A. thesis, University of California, 1951).

Sviktor Bator, Vietnam: A Diplomatic Tragedy.(New York, 1965).
Also, Johnson, American Post War Policy in Indochina, and Melvin
Gurtov, The First Vietnam Crisis (New York, 1967).




None have attempted to analyze the historical antesedents of these pol-
icies. Thus, there appears some justification for a study of this

SCoPp8.
Methedology

For the purposes of this study, it is necessary to define certain
terms which are frequently employed.

The "traditional® {old) balance of power in the Far East is defined

as ths squilibrium (not static, however) which existed from the turn of
the twentieth century up until World War IT,

The powsr distribution {or power structure) in the Far East at the

end of 1949 was characterized by the end of the old balance of powsr
with the Soviet Union and China holding the preponderance of power,

The new balance of power which the Eisenhowsr Administration

appearsd to be working for was & balancs of power bassd on the strength
of a Southeast Asian organization for collective defense which could
"neutralize"” Sino-Soviet power. At the same time, Japan in East 4sia
was also to figure prominently in the containment of Chins and the
Soviet Union.  This thesis is not concerned, however, with the Japanese
role in the overall contaimment structure,

The Far Fast for the purposes of this study, is defined as incliud-

ing not only China, Japan, Korsa, but also the entire area of what is
commonly ealled Scutheast Asia (Barma, Thailand, Indochina, the
Philippines, Malaysia, Singapore, and Indonesia).

This study is based primarily on material gathered from official
United States Govermment sources, particularly the Department of State

Bulletin, Foreign Relations of the United States, and the Public Papers




of the Presidents., Memoirs, wherever available, were utilized to pro-
vide additional insights into American policies. It should be noted
that within the memoirs of the key public officials, conflicting mate-
rial often is found; scme attempt will be made to reconcile or explain
these contradictions, For the chapter on traditional American policy in
the Far East, secondary sources which have come to be recognized as
authoritative are utilized.

Chapter II is devoted to a recapitulation of traditional American
policy in the Far East., Chapter III contains background information on
the Indochinese War and on early American policies toward Indochina, as
well as a discussion of the problems confronting the United States in
the Far East in 1949-1950. In Chapter IV, United States policies toward
Indochina from 1350—1994-_ are discussed and analyzed. In the final
chapter, V, conclusions are presented and United States policies toward
Indochina are evaluated.



CHAPTER II

THE TRADITIONAL FAR EASTERN POLICIES
OF THE UNITED STATES

The Far Eastern! policies of the United States developed slowly out
of a body of precedents laid down in the nineteenth and the early
twentieth centuries and in response to new problems creafed by changing
patterns of political power. The diplomat followed in the wake of the
trader; the 1étter was a critical factor during the gestation stage of
American félicies. ‘In this chapter, the bases of these policies, as

well as the policiés themselves, will be exémined.
Earliest Americén Contacts with the Far East

Earliest American contacts with the Far East were aimost exclu~

- 8ively commercial in ﬁature. ,In 1784, the Emﬁresé gﬁ_Chiha,vcarrying a
cargo 6f ginseng, salled on an exploratory v§yage to Canton; Before -
this, there were nol "more than one or two native‘bqrn Americans who

~ had ever been on the eoasts of Asia, and in;i784, probably thére were
not a half dozeﬁ péople on all the Atlantié‘seaboard who had any first-
hand‘knowledge whatsoevef of the other side of the world."? Although

'onlyvmodest.profits’werevreaiized by the Empress of China, some

11 this chapter, the term Far East will be used to refer to
China, Japan, Southeast Asia, and the surrounding islands,

2Ty'ler Dennett, Ameriéans in East Asia (New York, 1922), p. 4.



Americans, predicting greater opportunities for trade with the Far East,
soon agitated for tariff protection against East Asian goods carried

on foreign ships.3 In the Tariff Act of 1789, preferential duties were
extended to Asian imports carried on American ships. Most of this early
trade was conducted by numerous small New England merchants, who had to
ply a circuitous trade route and, often, were required to pay for
Eastern goods with cash. As a small agricultural nation with only
incipient manufactures, the United States had little to exchange for
Asian goods.

The United States government, during these early days, seems to
have taken little interest in the welfare of Americans in East Asia,
probably because she did not have the means to protect their activities.
As a result, early American traders in the Far East were usually con-
ciliatory toward the local authorities and, without benefit of company
warships or treaties, relied on their own bargaining skills and culti-
vated the friendship of native authorities to promote their interests.

This developing commerce was interrupted by the War of 1812, but
subsequently, trade grew rapidly and by the late 1820's, the small mer-
chant had been replaced by a few large commercial firms having somewhat

of a monopoly on the trade.n

These commercial firms gradually came to
view China as a potentially unlimited market for American manufactured
goods. Exports began to grow. In 1826, fifteen thousand dollars worth

of cottons were exported; in 1836, one hundred seventy thousand dollars

JReportedly $37,727. Ibids p. 7.

4Trade never, however, exceeded a modest sum, Total trade from
1817 to 1833 was twelve and one-half million dollars and most of this
represented Chinese imports. C. F. Remer, Foreign Investments in China
(New York, 1933), p. 242,




worth of cottons were sold, By 1845, annual sales were well over two
million dollara.5 Americans continued to purchase more than they sold,
"but the Americans had had a glimpse of Asia as a market for American
manufactured goods, and that glimpse influenced the policy of Americans
and guided the formation of the policy of their gwernment."6

Almost all trade was with Canton, but Americans were interested in
other Asiatic opportunities, especially in Japan. Japan was a closed
society, however, with foreign commerce generally prohibited by Japanese
law, A few Americans had had an occasion to visit Japan when, in 1798,
the Dutch chartered the American ship the Eliza to carry Dutch produce
to Nagasaki, The use of American ships became a regular practice.
When the United States government began to show an interest in Japan,
it was through Dutch sources and Americans employed by the Dutch that
the Department of State received its information on Japan.

During these early years of commercial intercourse, no offiecial
policy can be attributed to the United States government. As Tyler
Dennett has emphasized: "The early American policy in Asia, meaning

merely the policy of Americans for thers was no other policy, was

purely negative in its origins. It appeared only when there was oppo-
sition or obstruction to the trade. When trade was free, there was no
polioy.“? Satisfied, in general, with their treatment by the Chinese,
Americans fostered an atmosphere of harmony and friendship. "Relations

between the Chinese and the American traders were, therefore, friendly,

SDennett, p. 73-7h.
6Tbid, p. 7.

7Underlined by the author of this thesis for emphasis. Ibid,
p. 69.



and on the whole not unsuccessful, though there were exceptions."8

It was not until 1833 that the United States evinced an interest
in establishing diplomatic relations with countries in the Far East.
In that year, at the request of Andrew Jackson, Edmund Roberts was sent
to East Asia in an attempt to establish official contacts with Cochin
China, Japan, Muscat, and Siam. Roberts died before he could get to
Japan and was unable to establish diplomatic ties with Cochin China,
The official relations between the United States and China were post-
poned until after the Opium War. The British, as a result of the Opium
War, were able to extort numerous trading privileges from the Chinese.
American merchants at Canton hungrily eyed the concessions secured by
the British, and petitioned their Government, in 1842, to send an
emissary to China to negotiate a commercial treaty. Under pressure
from this nascent "China Lobby", the Government ordered the East India
Squadron, commanded by Commodore Kearny, to proceed to China in a show
of force. Kearny obtained a verbal promise from the Governor of Canton
that the United States would receive most-favored nation status, but
Kearny thought a written treaty was necessary. At the same time, the
House of Representatives initiated investigations into the desirability
of establishing treaty relations with China, and asked the Executive to
furnish it with information on China. President Tyler decided to act,
and in 1843, he sent Caleb Cushing, a member of the House Committee on

Foreign Affairs, to China, with instructions which constituted the

BSamuel Flagg Bemis, A Diplomatic History of the United States
(New York, 1955), p. 3#45.




10

first official declaration of American policy in China.?

Cushing succeeded in negotiating the Treaty of Wanghia, 1844,
Under the terms of this treaty, the United States was granted most-
favored nation status and, in addition, privileges of extraterritori-
ality. This treaty established a precedent Americans were to adhere to
throughout the nineteenth century: to insist, in negotiations with the
Chinese, on privileges commensurate with those obtained by the British
by force of arms. "It became ingloriously, yet very profitably, the
role of the United States pacifically to follow England to China in the
wake of war, and to profit greatly by the victories of British arms."10
After the second Opium War of 1857-1858, Americans again reaped the
benefits of European arms. Although at no time during the nineteenth
century did the United States involve herself in acts of war in China
and although she harshly condemned the "gun~boat diplomacy" of the
Europeans, she was always quick to exploit conditions created by others.

Ten years after the first American treaty with China, the United
States secured a treaty of friendship and restricted trade with Japan.
This did not come about, however, until after several unsuccessful

attempts had been made to "open up" Japan.ll

Finally, in 1853,
Commodore Matthew C. Perry was sent to Japan to "persuade" the Japanese

to open some of their ports to Americans for refueling, to make treaty

9Cushing's official instructions were "to secure the entry of
American ships and cargoes into these ports on terms as favorable as
those which are enjoyed by English merchants." Quoted in Bemis, p. 345.

10pennett, p. 159.

llpoberts had been given instructions to make treaty arrangements
with Japan, but he never reached Japan, having died in Macao (1833).
Subsequent missions by Biddle (1846), Glynn (1849), and Harris (1856)
were unsuccessful.
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arrangements for American ships wrecked off the coast of Japan, and to
secure a commercial treaty, if possible., The resulting treaty, the
Treaty of Kanagawa, proved somewhat disappointing to the Americans, in
part, because Perry had been no match for the wily Japanese politicians.
Two ports were opened to American citizens and arrangements were made to
repatriate shipwrecked sailors, but Americans were prohibited from tak-
ing up permanent residence in Japan and trade was limited to a cash and
carry basis. The Treaty did, however, contain a most-favored nation
clause which permitted the United States to share in concessions later
gained by the more sophisticated European diplomats. Townshend Harris
was appointed consul-general in 1855 and in 1857 he negotiated a more
favorable commercial treaty with Japan which was later used as the
pattern for Japanese commercial relations with other states.

Throughout the nineteenth century, United States policies in the
Far East were motivated primarily by commercial considerations. The
principle means for the realization of American goals were: insistence
on most-favored nation treatment for Americans and on equality of
commercial opportunities. The United States never sought territorial
concessions in the Far East, nor until 1898, did she seek naval bases in
the Pacific. Since the American navy was still in a most rudimentary
state of development, military measures could not be relied on to secure
policy goals. Still, when propitiation of the Chinese authorities
failed, and when the European powers managed to extort concessions by
force, the United States, following in the wake of foreign navies,
demanded privileges and rights equal to those obtained by the Europeans.
Thus, early American policy in East Asia was aggressive diplomatically,

but unsupported by American arms; its overriding concern was to
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preserve and enhance commercial opportunities for Americans in the Far

East.
Economic Interests

Economic factors continued to influence American Far Eastern pol-
icy during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, although
American economic interests in the Far East never exceeded modest pro-
portions, in spite of the optimistic predictions of expansionistic
people such as Lodge, Roosevelt, and Mahan. Trade with China, for the
four-year period 1926-1930, amounted to only 3 1/2 percent of the total
United States imports and 2.3 percent of the total United States
axports.12 Still, by 1936, the United States possessed the largest
share of China's foreign trade. During the 1930's Japan purchased be-
tween 8 and 9 percent of the total of United States exports.l3
American investments in the Far East were also somewhat limited. The
total Far Eastern investment of the United States during the 1930's
equalled three-quarters of a billion dollars, or between 5 and 6 per-
cent of the total of American foreign investments. Slightly less than
one~-quarter of a billion dollars was invested in China, and a comparable
amount in Japan.lh

Several factors may have been responsible for the modesty of actual

American commerce and investment in the Far East., The inability of the

lzﬁhrold V. Sare, The United States and the Chinese Civil War
(Unpublished M.A. thesis, Oklahoma State University, 1955), p. 3.

13j0hn King Fairbank, The United States and China (Cambridge,
1965), p. 258.

W1pi4,, p. 258.
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Asian masses to buy foreign imports more than compensated for the osten-
sible vastness of the market, The subsistence level at which the major-
ity of people lived, combined with the anachronistic economic structure
existing in so many East Asian nations, rendered these markets of only
limited value. Under these conditions, there were limited profitable
investment opportunities. Investors were also loathe to risk their
capital in nations that were unwilling or unable to guarantee the in-
vestments. The political instability prevalent in China and other
Asian nations, along with the obvious inability of the United States
government to protect American interests by arms, if necessary, let po=-
tential investors to shun the Far East.

Interestingly enough, even when the Government attempted to spon-
sor increased American economic involvement in the Far East, Americans
were unwilling to take the risks involved. During the Taft Admini-
stration, the United States government tried to increase American in-
fluence in the Far East by augmenting American investments there., It
lobbied the bankers to channel their money into Manchuria to build a
railroad and subsequently, to extend their investments into railroad
building throughout China. One plan, The Knox Neutralization Plan,
called for the establishment of an international consortium to loan
money to China. Although dollar diplomacy incurred the hostility of
the Japanese and the Europeans by demanding equal opportunities for
American capital investment in China, it was unsuccessful, because
American investors could not be convinced by their government of the

wisdom of increased economic involvement in China. In fact, from



14

1908-1912, American investments in China sctually declined.l5

Governmental loans and economic aid were another aspect of American
economic involvement in the Far East. During the 1930's, the United
States undertook the‘stabilizing of the Chinese economy in the face of
Japanese aggression agains£ China, Money was loaned to China in 1937
and again in 1938, to stabilize the Chinese curreﬁcy; Credits for the
purchase of United States agricultural products were extehded in 1931,
1933‘and again in 1938, By 1940, one hundred twenty million dollars
“had been allpcated to China for the purchase of United States wheat,
cot.ton, flour,‘and other agricultural and manufactured goods.16

Aside from commercial interests in the Philippines, American eco-
nomic interests in the rest of the Far East, exclusive of China and
Japan, were thinly spread and relatively insignificant. As mentioned |
- previously, they totaled only one-quarter of a billjon dollars during
the 1930's.. | '
| It can be concluded then that although American policies often
were oriented toward encouraging econbmic ties with East Asia, these
economic ties were always quite circumscribed and never fulfilled the
expectations of thé expansionists. Inétead of economic considerations
dictating the foreign policies of the United States in the Far East,
the United States, during the Taft Adminiétration, tried to promote
commercial ties with the Far East, so that these might serve as a bul-

‘wark of foreign policies. That American investment in and trade with

15Whitney A, Griswold, The Far Bastern Policy of the United States
(New York, 1938), p. 174,

;6United States Department of State, United States Relations with
China, Far Eastern Series 30 (Washington, 1949), p. 32.
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the Far East never attained the heights anticipated was always as mach

a disappointment to the government as it was to eager businessmen.
Strategic Considerations

By 1900, strategic, as well as commercial considerations had to be
weighed in the formulation of America's East Asian policies. Many years
earlier, Perry had strongly recommended the procurement of bases and
coaling stations in the Pacific, possibly through the occupation of
Formosa, the Bonin Islands, or the Riyuku Islands, but his advice was
not then heeded. The westward expansion of Americans and the fulfill-
nent of Manifest Destiny, along with the expansionistic fever of the

1890's, led many Americans to look to the Far East as America's Far

o
e
u}(,;,jﬂr,u,

o West and to clamor for Pacific bases. Hawaii was annexed by the United

W
P
’dﬁﬁ _.annexationists. Guam, Samoa, and the Philippine Islands were incor-
vtﬁ,kffiporated in December of the same year. |
\

i Truly, the acquisition of these distant possessions caused United
States‘policies in the Far East to take on a new urgency, and strategic
considerations--namely the defense of the Philippine Islands~--became a
dominant.theme in fhe years which‘followed. By this almost inédvertent
departure from the mainstream §f nineteenth century policies~~equality
of commercial dpportunity.’most-favored nation status, no territorial
concessions or naval bases--the United States dramatically increased

_her vested interests in the Far East, and burdened herself with the
necessity for a more active role in Asian affairs. Strangely enough,
the Philippine Islands had been acquired on the assumption they would |

further United States commercial interests in China; by providiﬁg



~-current A51an undendog. Thus, at the outbreak of the RuSSOwJapanese

16

| fueling stations and naval protection for American shipping, yet United

States policies in China soon came to be shaped by the need for
Philippine seeurity.l7

The Philippine Islands, under the sovereignty of the United
States became a monument to American good works and good-

- will, a model for colonial dominion and administration in
the world., They also became a military and a diplomatic

. 1liability. They were the Achilles' heel of American de~
fense, a hostage to Japan for American foreign policy in
the Far East ... time and again ... American diplomats had

- to make concessions to Japanese aggression on the Continent
of Asia in return for Japanese disavowal, either explicit 8
or implicit, of aggressive intentions toward the Philippines.l

From 1900 on, strategic considerations, especially the defense of the

Philippines, were a dominant theme in American Far Eastern policies.

~ This hostage in foreign seas made it incumbent on the United States to

try to preserve some sort of balance of power in the Far East. Insis-
tence on the maintenance of the Far Eastern balance of power became,
then, one of the pervasive themes of America's Far Eastern policies.

The United States hoped that by preventing any one nation from becomlng %Q Lﬁm

undisputed master of the Orient, it could most parsihoniously preserveTm

#
/,‘\,u,«:r < S
7

its interests in the Pacific. The United States attempted to preserve

GNP
¢ m“.(_},: it

this balance of power by bolstering any nation that happened to be the /

:
aderea o

-

F« " A Ly Jo
dog, but by the end of the War, Japan's overwhelming victory over

o O3 W ?“xe)s. \J/)
roa
'5‘,"“

R

Russia led Roosevelt to try to secure mild peace terms-for the Russians. '

- Soon, however, China though traditionally weak came to be the undis-

o
puted uriderdog, the sick man of Asia, and Japan the major threst to the

17Griswold, p. 145,
18pemis, p. 475.
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balance of Asian power. The Russo-Japanese War may Weli have marked the
high water mark of American-Japanese relationships, for thereafter, the
’United States embarked on a course of containing Japanese ambitions in
ithe Orient. Thus, American diplomacy from the early years of the
twentieth century was oriented toward preserving the balance of power in

the Far East.
Diplomatie Relations

The military posture of the United States during the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries demanded that Far Eastern policy goals be
realized solely through diplomatic instruments. Rarely before World
vwar II was the United States willing to commit American men or munitions
to the defense of any policy in the Far East., With the exception of the
Roosevelt~ordered round the world cruise, even sabre~rattling was pre-
scribedlas # means for the realization of American goals., Thus, in
spite of‘the fact that after World War I the United States could easily
have become the leading naval power in the Pacific, American antipathy
to the use of force, aiong with economy minded publics and administra-
>tions, led the United States to deprive herself of the ability to de-~
fend militarily her Far Eastern interests.

By the rejection of military measures, the United States forced
herself to depend heavily on the good will of other nations and on
diplomatic c&veats, to preserve her vital interests in East Asia, Dip~
lomatic‘mﬁﬁguvering-~the sending of notes, the formmlating of agreements,
the ca}ling of conferences~-was the major instrument of United States
‘forq;éh poliey in East Asia throughout the first part of the twentieth

cgﬁfury. The United States could not afford to isolate herself

YA e MG NT 2T
3
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diplomatically from the affairs of Asia as she did in the case of
- Burope, if only because the strategic liability imposed by the posses- -
sion of the Philippine Islands démanded éome American participation.
No administration, even had it desired, could ignore the Asian situation,
'The dominant concern of American foreign policy was to presérve
the Far Eastern balance of power. No nation was to be allowed to be-
come so dominant that it could threaten American ties with the
Philippines. NeiEPer China, Russia, nor Japan could be allowed to estab-
lish its own Mbn;gz Doctrine for Asia. These beliefs guided American
foreign policy until World War II. Support of the Asian underdog be-
| came a keynote of American foreign policy in Asia. Thus, when it be-
‘came apparént that China was the sick man of Asia, the United States
committed herself to the diplomatic defense of the unity and territorial
integrity of China, on the theory that the dismemberment of China could
only jeopardize United States commercial intérests in China and could,
possibly, résult in a disturbance of the balance of power in Asia. "The
principal center of international rivalry and confliet in the Far East
after thé first Sino~Japﬁﬁese War was China."19 Since the United States
desired only a passive role in the maintenance of the territorial inte~
grity of China and the b#lance.of power in the Far East, it was neces-
sary to try to line up other nations in such a way that they would serve
United States goals. This the United States attemptéd to do,‘as early
as 1898,
In 1898, spurred on by the British who feared that the dismember-

mént of China was imminent, the United States decided that her most-

19Haro1d M. Vinacke, The United States and the Far East, 1945-1951
(Stanford, 1952), p. 12. ' _
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favored nation status was in danger and decided to issue what became

known as the first of the Open Door Notes,Z0
Although after 1900 we stood for the territorial integrity
of China, usually without any reliance upon British diplo-
macy, the fact remains that our traditional policy began
a8 an inheritance from the British who, as a trading nation
at a great distance, wished to preserve China as an open
market .21

In the fall of 1899, Secretary of State John Hay announced the
principle of the Open Door, in identical notes to Great Britain, France,
Russia, Germany, and Japan. These notes requested only equality of
commercial opportunity for all nations throughout China. The recipient

nations were requested to pledge themselves not to levy discriminatory

tariffs against any nation within particular spheres of influence and
L to agreévthétﬂéﬁines;J%&riffs would apply equally to all nations; Hay's
vj‘ notes, in addition, gave recognition to existing special interests.

However, in these first notes, there was no mention of preserving the

territorial integrity of China or of guaranteeing equality of invest-
ment opportunity within China, but these two demands came soon. In an
interesting letter penned by William Rockhill (on whom Hay relied
heavily in formulating the Open Door Notes), Rockhill wrote:

Of course, there is another side to the question, and that

is that none of the European Powers interested in China would
care, at the present moment at least, to openly oppose such
a seemingly very moderate request as that this Government

has made, as it would put them in a very awkward position
not only as regards each other, but as regards China. There
is no doubt, however, that by these assurances, or rather by
the acceptance by each of the European powers of the

20The British, earlier, had tried to eonvince the United States to
issue a joint declaration along the lines of the Open Door.

21Fairbank, P. 249,
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declarations sought to be obtained from them by the United2
States, this country holds the balance of power in China.?
The European powers accepted Hay's Notes, but with reservations.

‘Hay, perhaps attempting to present these nations with a fait accompli,

announced publicly that since all concerned had responded favorably to

his Notes, the prineiples enunciated in them could be regarded as bind-

ing on all., In spite of Hay's attempt aﬂ bluff the adherence of these=“tﬁ@\ ™
s w,a

nations to the prineciple of the Open Door depended for the next twenty

years, on world conditions, the power relationships among those in
China, and on the good wishes of these nations, rather than on the
United States, and it was not until 1922 that the United States suc-
ceeded in elevating the principle of the Open Door to the level of a
formal treaty, binding on all. .

The secord of the Open Door Notes followed on the heels of the
Boxer Rebellion and the subsequent European intervention in China, It
greatly enlerged the scope of the original Open Door Policy. Dispatched
in July; 1900 Hay's second circular called on all interested parties to ‘,}A:giﬁ;

act in a concert So as to. preserve the terrltorlal integrity-and” admin-

o

more circumspect attitude toward China than that called for in the first bk

circular. Basically, it was a request by the United States that the

22y3113am Rockhill to Alfred E. Hippisley, 1899 Quoted in
Griswold, p. 76.

23Hay wrote: ".,. the policy of the government of the United
States is to seek a solution which may bring about permanent safety and
peace to China, preserve Chinese territories and administrative entity,
protect all rights guaranteed to friendly powers by treaty and inter-
national law, and safeguard for the world the principle of equal and im-
partial trade with all parts of the Chinese Empire." United States
Department of State, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the
United States (Washington, 1902), p. 299,
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great powers of the world: agree to sustain and pre
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then prggent boundaries, and abstain from dividing China up into colo-~
nial si%ﬁapies. In later years, American policy makers vacillated in
their support of this latter principle, and, at times, interpreted the
Open Door to mean only equality of commerecial opportunity, while at

other times the territorial integrity of China.24

Generally, however,
as far as the United States was concerned, the Open Door meant equality
of commercial opportunity and the territorial integrity of China.

That the United States appointed herself to be the guardian of
Chinese unity and territorial integrity cannot be credited with pre=~
venting the dismemberment of the Chinese FEmpire., "The Boer War, the
German Navy, the maneuverings of the hostile European coalitions, the
Czar, the Kaliser, Declasse and Salisbury ~ these were fhe factors and
agents that called the halt, not the diplom;cy of John Hay."ZS Again
and again, the balance of power in the Far East was preserved no thanks
to American diplomacy, but rather by the very nations most in a position
to threaten the'tégyous equilibrium, ’

The balance of power remained precarious in the face of Russian am-

bitions to detach Manchuria and absorb Korea., When the Russo-Japanese

‘War broke out in 1904, American sympathies were extended to the

Japanese, then thought to be the underdog. Roosevelt ".,.was especially
anxious to preserve the balance of power in the Far East between Russia
and Japan, for if either should become dominant%—he particularly

distrusted Russia=--there was reason to believe that the Open Door

24As early as 1903, Hay reverted to his original interpretation of

the Open Door, when he recognized the Russian seizure of Manchuria.

25Griswold, p. 82-83.
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would be closed."26 Roosevelt, however, quickly repented of his early
championship of the Japanese, for the Japanese astonished the President,

» and indeed the world, by their successes over the Russian troops.

7 But the President, like most of the world, had not counted
e Clu v on such an overwhelming defeat as that administered to the
g ﬁgﬁ/ forces of the Czar. He had looked to the temporary exhaus-
LR tion of Russia; now he feared her total collapse., As the
e Gébaclysmie outecome began to appear inevitable, the Presi-
(E;. dent's stratagem underwent two progressive changes. From

the mere elimination of Russia from Manchuria, he turned
- to the re-establishment of the balance of power between
Russia and Japan, and from that to the prevention of fur-
ther territorial expansion by the latter.2
Thus, when the Japanese sought the good offices of the President
in negotiating a peace treaty with the Russians;'Roosevelt deterred
Japan from imposing a heavy indemnity on Russia and from annexing all of
Sakhalin. In so doing, he incurred the hostility of the Japanese who
-félt cheated of the booties of war. "The Russo~Japanese War marked both
: the highswater mark of Japanese-American friendship and a sharp turning
vpoint in our relations."28 Thereafter, the Treaty of Portsmouth, the
immigration policies of the United States, and the expansionistic
&earnings of the Japanese were io cast a pall over American~Japanese
relationships.
The Japan which emerged from the Russo-Japanese War was a power
with which any nation, concerned with the Far Eastern balance of power,
had to reckon. The ﬁnited States was determined to preserve her inter-.

ests in the Philippine Islands and found it necessary to secure

26Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History'ggvthe Ameriéan People
(New York, 1946), p. 566.

27

Griswold, p. 104-105.

28Edwin 0. Reischauer, The United States aﬁd Jaban (Cambridge,
1965), p. 20.
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.Japanese guerantees of her Philippine Islands possessions. In a secret
exeeutive aggreement of 1905, the United States sanctioned the Japanese
takeever of Korea, and in return the Japanese promised to respect United
States interests in the Philippines, Again, in 1908, it seems that the
United States agreed not to interfere with Japanese designs on Manchuria,

29 It seems then

in return for Japanese respect for the Philippines.
that the United States had to trade recognition of Japanese ambitions

| in the Orient for Japanese promises to respect United States sovereignty
in the Philippine Islands.

During the Taft Administration, another method of preserving United
States interests in Asia was underwritten. Efforts were made to increase
the - commerclial and investment interests of the United States in China,
on the assumption that this would lead to a greater voice for the Uniﬁed

States in Asian affairs., Taft demanded that Americans be allowed equal

. investment opportunities in China., But American capital shunned China,

and the unhappy results of the Taft policies were to solidify Russian-
Japanese relations and to incur the hostility of the great powers.

World War I upset the Asian balance of power, Japan, quick to take
advantage of the preoccupation of Great Britain and France with European
affairs, sought to reduce China to the status of a Japanese protectorate,
After seizing Shantung, Japan presented China with the TwentyFOne
Demands, designed to establish Japanese economic and pelitical supre-
macy within China. China was powerless to resist. The United States
insisted on some modifications in the original Demahde, but by then,

was so involved herself in European Affairs, that she was not in a

2 Bemis, p. 490,



24

position to defend China. Upon the Chinese acceptance of the Demands,
the United States issued a statement of nonrecognition of any agreement
impairing United States rights in China, the territorial integrity of
China, or the Open Door.30 The most that the United States would con-
cede to Japan was recognition that "Japan has special.interests in
China, particularly in the part to which her possessions are contig-
ucus."31 At the same time, the United States attempted to restrain
Japanese ambitions in the Orient. She insiéted that Japanese capital
work only through the new four power consortium; established in 1917,
She refused to sanction Japanese military intervention in Siberia, un-~
less it was to be an allied ventﬁre which would include American troops.
Japan, in spite of her ambition to take over Siberia and northern
Manchuria, had to acquiesce and at the close of World War I, United
States forces entered Siberia along with the Japanese. 5She insisted
that Shantung be restored to China, and, finally, that the principle of
the Open Door be éodified in treaty form.

At the Peace Conference of Versailles, "the United States fought
a losing battle to defend China from the encroachments of Japano“32
The United States had to yield to Japan on almost all counts, rather
than see Japan leave the peace conference.
| The calling of the Washington Conferences of 1921-1922 marked the
United States response to the Japanese expansion of the War years. The

United States had survived World War I as the foremost naval power of

3OGriswold, p. 195.
3 1rid,, p. 216.

321bid., p. 239,
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-the world;blUnwilling to accept the costs of a naval armaments race,
convinced that arméments led to war, and seeking to restrain Japan in
the Far East, the United States decided to limit her own naval armaments
and'to leave Japan essentially unchallenged in the Far East, in return
 for Japanese promises of good will and adherence to a treaty codifying
the Open Door.

Three documents came out of the Washington Naval Conferences: the
Four, Five, and Nine Power Treaties. In return for Japanese naval
supremacy in the Pacific, Japan pledged to respect the integrity of the
Philippines and to respect the administrative unity and territorial in=-
tegrity of China. For the first time the principle of the Open Door
Jhad been elevated from the level of moral commitment to that of formal
international law. Yet, in the final analysis, there were no means
provided for in these treaties for the enforcement of the treaty pro-
visibns, and thus the Open Door continued to rest on the good will of
‘nations and their gense of obligation under international law. By the

Treaties of Washington, ywdad | <, ol

o+ .N0 power gained or lost much ... save in the nébulous Uﬁ'%”J“

categories of ultimate goals and logical consequences.

They were primarily a recognition of existing, if brutal
facts, a consolidation of the status quo. By them, the
Pacific suffered no peaceful change; it was only par-

tially frozen. The same was true of China. Admitting

these limitations, the treaties constituted the most
dynamic and the most comprehensive attempt on the part of
the United States to uphold the territorial integrity of
China and all that it believed to depend on it; to make

the Open Door in China an enduring principle of inter- -
national law; to obtain security for its Phllippinefhos~{" o
tage to fortune, and to confine within barriers manu~-
facturg% in Washington the hungry expansionism of

Japan,

331bid., p. 33L.
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For a time, the Washington Treaties seemed to stabilize the Far
Eastern baiance of power, and led to improved American-Japanese rela-
tions. Hewever, by 1929, the balance of power was once again threatened
by the undeclared war between China and Japan. Diplomatic pressures by

the United States failed to restore the situation, When Japan overran

Southern Manchuria and established the puppet state of Manchuckuo, the

‘%égékand joined with the League of Nations in an investigation of the
Japanese aggression. Diplomatic caveats were no longer sufficient to
preserve the balance of power, however, and the United States was un~
;Vﬁqjing to adopt more strihgent measures, Thus, the 1930's marked the.
breakdown of the balance of power in Asia.

In 1937, Japan attacked Peking. At first, the Uhited States
offered only verbal recriminations against Japan. At the Brussels

Conference of the same year, the United States opposed employing coer-

cive measures against Japan. However, Roosevelt did abstain from in-

ﬁoking the Neutrality Resolution, thereby aiding Chine, by allowing arms
shipments to China via Hong Kong. With the signing of the German-
Japanese Nonaggression Pact, the United States attitude toward Japan be-
gan to herden, A moral embargo was placed on arms shipments to Japan,
andilete in 1940, such shipments were prohibited by law. China was
given additioﬁal finaneciasl aid. When the American commercial treaty
»with Japan expired, the United States did not renew it, and by July,
1941, all trade with Japan had ceased and Japanese assets in the United
States had been frogzen,

Until 1941, then; United Statesiforeign policy in the Far East

relied primarily on diplomatic instruments. Its underlying assumptions



27

were that support of thé underdog in Asia would best protect American
interests there. That the balance of power had to be preserved in East
Asia was accepted as the best way of preserving United States strategic

and commercial intgrests in the Far Fast.
World War ITI Poliecies of the United States

American entrance into World War II marked the first significant
occasion when the United States was‘willing to defend its Asian inter-
ests militarily. One major consideration dictated American poliecies
toward the Far East during the War: that the Balance of power must be
restored at the end of the War, so that once again the United States

would be able to play a somewhat passive role in Asian affairs. T

AR T

secure this end, Japw%}emgerdzfeatedz but a Japanese military de-
feat would not guarantee that Japan would never again rear an aggres-
sive head, Thus, along with Japanese military defeét mist go the
destruction of the Japanese military machine-~the destruction of the
Japanese capacity to wage war, ﬁot merely then, but for the future as
well. Japan, for United States policy makers, had to be demilitarized
and demobilized, reduced te a second or third rate power in the Far
East.

At the same time, the United States pinned.

Chiha, once the War was over, was expected to serve as a guardian of
United States interests in the Far East, and as the protector of the
peace. All of the United States wartime policies were predicated on
two'assumptions: that China would be friendly to the United States and
that Japan would be weak and demilitarized. "The United States was

grooming China to become a great power that would not only be able to
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defend itself and its own_existence,‘but to assert a decisive influence

in the Orient in support of the United Nations.“34

However, China was beset by civil war, incapable of defendlng her-

self, let alone amyantlcipated Asian peace. For United States policles
in Asia to be realized, China would have to be strengthened and unified;
FChina, in fact, had to enter the big power club, United States poli-
cies toward China during the War attempted to strengthen China. Even

Praseibe

prior to the entry of the United States into the War, a military mis-
sion was sent to China, along with an air force mission, to aid in the
training of Chinese pilots. One and gi@'ﬂéifhbiliion aéii;fs;”ih"ﬁiii;
tary and‘eeonomic aid, was given to China during World War II.35
General Stilwell and later General Wedemeyer were sent to China to tryk
to modernize the Chinese army and to get the Chinese to fight Japan.
Time and again, in diplomatic summit meetings, China was treated as if

she were, in fact a great _power. The Unlted States did all she could

to promote th;s image, In. January,‘l943, a new treaty was signed be-

tween the Unlted States and China, by which the United States relin-
quished all rights of extraterritoriality in China, At the Cairo
»Conference, China was promised the return of Formosa, Manchuria, and
the Pescadores Islands.‘ The United States insisted that China be given
a permanent seat on the anticipated Security Council as one of the big
- powers. Altheugh at Yalta, Roosevelt made some concessions to the
Russians in respect to Manchuria, he succeeded in obtaining a Russian

promise to support the Nationalist Govermment in China and Chinese

| 3L"'_Sare, p. 27,
35Fairbank, p. 260.
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territorial integrity.
However, the Uﬁited Stétes recognized that for China to take its

~ place as a great power, she would fifst have to be united. Throughout
the War, the United States then operated on the assumption that the
Civil War between the Kuomintang and the Chinese Communists could be
settled and thé United States tried to do just that. As early as
August, 1944, General Patrick J. Hurley was sent to China as Roosevelt's
personal represenfative. His task was to work out a political solution
for China., At the close of the War, General Marshall was sent to China
to try to bring about a political settlement between the Kuomintang and
the Chinese Coﬁmuniét Party. |

Thus, by the end of World Wer II, the United States had committed

herself to the re-establishment of a balance of power in the Far East,

-2 balance.of power that would depend heawily on China. Unable to assess

o

.
SRR ot

the seriousness of the Chinese situation, the United States based its

whole Far Eastern policy on a unified and stable China, friendly to the

United States, and willing to act with her to preserve the balance of

[ a2 e

The tradiﬁional Far Eastern policies of the United Sfates thus
relied on‘others to preserve the balance of power., China was a dominant
consideration in these policies, first as the nation whose independence
was essential to the balance of power, later, following World War II,
as a nation signifiéant to the preservation of the balance of power.
Were China to fail to realize United States hopes, the entire Far
Eastern poliéy of the United States would be in jeopardy and the United
States would be forced eifher to sacrifice her Asian interests or to

develop a new strategy for their defense. This, in fact, is what
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CHAPTER IIT

INDOCHINA: 1940-1950 AND THE
FAR EASTERN SITUATION

Traditionel foreign policies of the United States ignored, for the
moSt.part, Southeast.Asia. Up until World War II,‘the involvement of
the United States in Southeast Asia, with the exception of the
Philippine Islands, was minimal; one searches in vain the literature on
American Far Eastern policies for any detailed discussion on United
btates policies toward this region., Since most of Southeast Asia was
under colonial dominion, the United States seems to have regarded this
area as a poiiticalvextension of Europe and as "neutral" as far as the = .

Far Eastern balance of power was concerned. Until World War II, Unlted

States policies seem to have been predicated on the assumptlon that "
Southeast Asia, including Indochlna, could in no way affect the Far
-Eastern balance of power, because of the stablllty imposed on this area

by the European powers, ,

In this chapter, the status of Indochina1 during the Second World
war; along with United States policies toward Indechina during this
period, will be discussed, In addition, the internal situation in

Indochina subsequent to World War II will be described and analyzed, as

1Indochina includes Tonkin, Annam, and Cochin China, which together
.make up Vietnam; Cambodla, and l.aos. Most of the Nationalist ferment
existed in Vietnam and most of the fighting during the Indochinese War

was in and over Vietnam, Still, the War is generally referred to as the
Indochinese War and this author will use this generally accepted term.

31
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well as United States policies toward Indochina prior to and immediately
after the outbreak of the Indochinese War. It will be suggested that
the immediaté response of the Unitéd States to the Indochinese War was

one of relative disinterest, and that the United States did not become

vitally concerned with Indochina until after the defeat of the

Nationalists in China and the outbreak of war in Korea. In order to

P

understand this shift in American policies toward Indochina, it is

‘necessary

of World War II, the defeat of the Chinese Nationalists, and the re-

VTR SR PSR S

evaluation of United States Far Eastern policies which resulted from
the egtablishment of the People's Republic of China and the commence-

~ment of the Korean War,
- The Wartime Status of Indochina

On the eve of World th IT, Japan was making plans for the conquest
of Indochina and, subseQuently, of all of Southeast Asia, as part of her
dream of a Japanese "Co-Prosperity Sphere for Asia.” Taking‘fﬁll advan-
tage of the French defeat by the Germans, the Japanese, on'June 19, 1940,
presented the French Governor-General of Indochina, Georges Catroux,
with an ultimatum demaﬁding the closing of the Indochinese frontiers,
to prevent the export of war materials to China, and the establishment
. of a Japanese 6ontrol commission to insure compliance with the order,
vCatroux cdmplied, only to be dismissed by the‘Péiain Government, and
replaced by Jean Decoux. The French, however, had no alternative but
to accede to Japanese deménds and when, in August, 1940, Japan deménded
the right of transit through Indochina and the use of several airfields,

Decoux was also compelled to bow to the ultimatum. It was agreed that
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Haiphong would serve as a port of transit for the Japanese Army and that
air bases in Tonkin would be turned over to the Japanese, In spite of
this, Japan invaded Indochina in July, 1941, and for the remainder of
the War, used Indochina as a base for Japanese militaryvoperations
against China,2

Until March of 1945, the French, represented by Jean Decoux, were
allowed to retain nominal control over Indochina, but, in fact, were
only puppets serving at the pleasure of the Japanese, Jggg;gffgggﬂﬁggyjﬁ
Selves offered little opposition to .the. Japanese, but an indigenous,
Eifﬁstancesroupwas formed, under. the leadership of Ho Chi Minh. This
group, known as the Vietminh,3 united Vietnamese nationalists and
communists in opposition to Japan and Vichy. It aided the Allies by
conducting intelligence work, and, with aid given through the Office of
Strategic Services in 1944, initiated guerrilla warfare against the
Japénese. Its long range goals, however, were independence and state-
hood for Vietnam.4

Toward the end of the War, Japan ousted the French from nominal
control and allowed the establishment of native governments in Lao¢s,
Cambodia, and Vietnam, hoping these governments would be more sympathetic
to her after the War than the French., Annam, Tonkin, and Cochin Chinav
were united in the iﬁdependent state of Vietnam, under the leadership
of Bao Dai, former emperor of Annam. In Cambodia and Laos native rulers

were also permitted to proclaim their independence.

2
p. 95.

3The League for Independence for Vietnam, formed May 1, 1941.

Ellen J. Hammer, The Struggle for Indochina (Stanford, 1954),

¥Tbid., p. 100.
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The Japanese occupation of Indochina failed to impose a Japanese
brand of colonialism on the Indochinese, but it had very significant
consequences, Its net effect was to discredit further an already de-
tested French colonial administration and to stimmlate the Indochinese
desire for independence., That French rule was without any substantial
benefit was proven to the Indochinese by the inability of France to pro-
tect Indochina from external aggression. That Asian peoples were cap-
able of self-government was proven to the Indochinese by the Japanese
successes against the 'Westerners”, "Japan's occupation of Southeast
Asia during the Pacific War failed insofar as it sought to substitute
one imperialism for another, but it was successful in stimmlating Asian
nationalisﬁ movements and Asian self-confidence.“5 The close of the
War saw the Indochinese seeking recognition from the rest of the world
of their right to independence.

Indochina at the Close of World War II

At the close of World War II, Indochina was in a state of nation-
alis£ ferment., The Vietminh had been developing an organization through-
~out the countryside and were capitalizing on the antipathy felt by the
people toward both the French and the Japanese. Shortly after the news
of tﬁe Japanese defeat, the Vietminh gained eontrol of the northern

part of Tonkin, moved in around Hanoi, and sponsored a general uprising .

which, in August, 1945, led to the abdication of Bao Dai. A provisional
government, controlled by the Vietminh, was established with Ho Chi Minh

as leader and Bao Dai as Vice-President. In September, 1945, the

5Virginia Thompson and Richard Adloff, Empire's End in Southeast
Asia (New York, 1949), p. 8. '
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indeﬁendent Democratic Repubiic 6f Vietnam was proclaimed.”/éhe Vietminh
were bent on securing independence for all of Vietnam, and having al-
eady obtained de facto control of part of the area, hoped that by pre~
senting a united front to the Allies, they would be allowed to retain
their independence. But the population was split into warring factions,
and especially in the south, the control of the Vietminh was shaky.
Most importéntly, the Vietminh did not anticipate the determination of
the French to reassert sovereignty and the unwillingness of the Allies,
especially the United States, to support the independence of Vietnam.
The French quite early laid the foundations for a reassertion of
their dominion. In March, 1945, the French announced plans for the
establishment of an Indochinese Federation, to consist of Vietnam, Laos,
and Cambodia; the Federation was to be allowed some autonomy within the
projected French Union. France cémpletely rejected the éoncept'of an

international trusteeship for Indochina.6

To the French, national
pride plus the presérvation of the French Empire precluded any consid- |
veration of an Indochina independent of French control. The plans of
the French fell far short of the desires of the Vietminh,

‘The end of World War II saw the Chinese march into northern Indo-
" china to receive the Japanese surrender, while the British occupied the
‘southern half. No sooner had the British occupied éouthern Indochina, -
‘than they ousted the Vietnamese adﬁinistrators from control of Saigon -
'and turned the city over ﬁo the>French. Throughout their occupation, |
the»Brifish sympathized with the French and did what they .could to aid ?
them, |

oy

bRussell H. Fifield, The Diplomscy of Southeast Asia: 1945-1958
(New York, 1958), Pe 38.
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In the north, the situation was somewhat different. There the
Viétminh were firmly in control of the political and administrative
~apparatus, The Chinese were unsympathetic to the French desires and
~ allowed the Vietnamese to retain control of the countryside. So long
 as the Chinese refused to allow the French to ocecupy northern Indochina
and so long as the Vietminh retained control over the administrative
~ apparatus, the likelihood of a reassertion of French sovereignty was
slim, Thus, for a time it appeared as if an independent state in Viet-
nam might be allowed to exist.

The Chinese, however, were more interested in using Indochina as a
bargaining weapon vis 2 vis the French than they were in promoting the
independence of Indochina, In February, 1946, China agreed to withdraw
all of her troops from Indochina, In return, France renounced rights
of extraterritoriality in China, as well as other privileges. She
agreed to exempt Chinese merchandise shipped over the Haiphong-Kunming
Railread from customs duties, and to set up a free zone for Chinese
goods at Haiphcng,fﬁs well as to rélinquish railroad ownership rights
in China, and to gﬁarantee the existing position of Chinese nationals

in Indochina.7
| Ho Chi Minh and the Vietminh had little option then‘buﬁ'to secure
the best deal they could from the French, With the Chinese gone, there
was little to stand in the way of a forceful French recongquest of the
north, In addition, there existed the danger that the French would
sponsor é rival nationalist group and thereby deprive the Vietminh of

the right to act as sole representative of the Vietnamese in bargaining

?Hammer, p. 147,
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~ with the French, Thus, on March 6, 1946, Ho Chi Minh and Sainteny, the
French Representative in Indqchina, signed a preliminary agreement by
which the French recégnized the Democratic Republic of Vietnam as "a
free state with its own government; parliament, army, and finances,
forming part of the Indochinese Federation and the French Unioh,"8 The
French promised to hold a referehdum to determine whether or not Cochin
China should be included along with Annam and Tonkin. In return, the
Vietminh agreed to allow the return of the French Army to Tonkin and
Annam, and they‘permitted troop numbers not to execeed 25,000, with
.the stipulation that by 1952, the French were to wifhdraw all troops
except those stationed at a few specified bases.

Neither side acted in good faith in respect to this agreement, al-
though the French were particularly at fault. Ho Chi Minh was invited
to Paris to draw up some final agreements, but once there, was not even
received by the high French political officials. Meamile, with Ho
and his principle lieutenants out of the country, the French arbitrarily
established the "autonomous republic! of Cochin China, without holding
the promised referendum.9 This was in clear violation of the prelimi-
nary agreement. In Paris, the negotiations were unsuecessful, and Ho |
Chi Ninh returned to Hanoi. Conditions continued to deteriorate, while
thé political discussions were stalemated, In December, 1946, the
.French, by way of reprisal against Vietnamese uncooperativeness, bombed
civilians in the port of Haiphong, whereupon the Vietminh retaliated

by launching an attack against the French in Hanoi., The Indochinese

®mid., p. 153.

9Denis Warner, The Last Confucian (New York, 1963), p. 3.




War had begun,
Upon the outbreak of hostilities, the French concentrated not only
on trying to destroy the Vietminh, but also on finding a more cooper-
ative nationalist movement which would recognize French sovereignty
over Indochina. Convinced that a military victory was possible, the
French made no further attempts at negotiation with the Vietminh. Many
rival nationalist groups existed in the south, and it was to these that
~the French looked to find a counterweight to Ho Chi Minh, Bao Dai, |
former emperor of Annam, appeared to be a promising possibility, but
Bao Dai was unwilling to acquiesce in complete Frénch control over
Inddchina, and demanded that the French negotiate an agreement with
him at least as favorable as fhat earlier accorded to the Vietminh., By
1948, the French had no choice but to accede to his demands; for what
~they had thought'wouid be only a mopping-up operation in northern Tonkin
had developed into a full-scale guerrillé war in Tonkin and Annam, and
a campaign of terrorism in the south. Thus, in June, 1948, an agree-~
ment was signed by Bao Dal and the French according to which the French
recégnizéd Vietnam as an "independent state" within the French Union,
~——On March 8, 1949, the Independent State of Vietnam was proclaimed,
after the signing of the éiysee Agreements between Bao Dal and President
Auriol of Ffance. The French were loathe to grant even this much
antonomy to the Vietnamese, however, and it was not until Janwary, 1950,
tha£ fhe French Assembly ratified the éiysee Accords., Soon, however,
the French were forced to conclude similar agreements with Laos and
Cambodia.

Bao Dai ﬁas somewhat of an opportunist and inspired little popular

support among his people, many of whom regarded him as a French puppet;
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at the sémé time, the Vietminh continued to grow in strength. Although
the Vietminh had not the means to.defeaﬁ the French Army, neither were
the French able to destroy the Vietminh. By the end of 1949, French
casualties in Indochina approximated 100,000. Rice exports had fallen
from the pre-World War II figure of one million tons to less than one
hundred thousand tons.l0 Tt was a war of attrition, a war which the
Vietminh were more capable of continuing indefinitely than were the
French for whom the war constituted an ill-afforded drain of men and
money. The French, however, were still unwilling to give Bao Dal
enough independence to lend credence to the independence of Vietnam and
to‘rally popular support around‘him as a true nationalist leader. Bao
b_ Dai, on his part, was content to reside at Dalat, far from the field of
military operations. He did little to win popular backing for his
government.

The Vietminh, meanwhile, continued to improve their position. The
success of Mao's forces in China led to some changes in Vietminh
strategy and tactics which rendered them a greater threat to the French
than they had been., Vietminh forces were sent to China‘for training and
the Vigtﬁiﬁh began to study the strategy which had proved so sucgessful
for £ﬁ§z¢ommnnists in China, Early in 1949, perhaps in accordance with
Chineéeuédvice, the Vietminh switched from purely guerrilla to mobile |
warfare and began to establish regular army divisions.'l In addition,
the Vietminh and‘Mao Tsé-tuhg reciprocated recognition of one another's

regimes ahd,.in January, 1950, the Vietminh received recognition from

107id., p. 37.

1l1bid,, p. 4o,
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the Soviet Union,

J

Wartime Attitudes ef the United States toward Indochina

Thé United States first evinced an interest in Indochina when the
Japanese commenced the execution of their plans for an "Asian Co-
Prosperity Sphe;e." Wérevthe Japanese to occupy Indochina, the United
States feared they would use it as a base of operations against China,
the rest of Southeast Asia, and possibly the Philippine Islands. The
Japahese acquisition of the raw materials of Southeast Asia would dis~
rupt the balance of power in the Far East and might endanger American
interests in the Philippines. The United States was vitally concerned.,
Throughout 1941, she cautioned Japan against operations iﬁ Indochina
and, in November, let it be known that.unless Japan withdrew her troops’
from Indochina there could be no basis for settlement between her and
the United States.l2

Following the entry of the United States into the War, Roosevelt
frequentl& expressed very definite opinions on the future status of
Indochina. vHe was appalled at the way the‘French had administered
Indochina and opposed any reassertion of Frenéh sovereignty at the end

~of the War. Cordell Huli reports that Roosevelt had strong views on

the need for Indochina to become independent at the end of the War.13

12In a letter from Franklin D, Roosevelt to Winston Churchill,
November 24, 1941, Roosevelt wrote, in part: *It is also proposed to
offer to the Japanese Govermment an alternative proposal...which will
contain an undertaking by Japan to withdraw its forces from Southern
French Indochina, not to replace those forces, to limit those in
Northern Indochina...and not send additional troops to Indochina.* -

Elliott Roosevelt, F,D.R. His Personal Letters (New York, 1950), p. 1245
and 1246,

13corde11 Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (New York, 1948), p.1595
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When Roosevelt met with Chiang Kai-shek at Cairo in 1943, he raised the
subject of Indochina, Chiang allegedly expressed no interest in incor-
‘porating Indochina into China. When Roosevelt broached the idea of an
. international trusteeship for Indochina, Chiang was agreeable.
Stettinius reports the conversation as follows:

The President said that the country is worse off than

it was a hundred years ago. The white man's rule there

is nothing to be proud of. The President said that a

trusteeship is the only practical solution., When the

President asked Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek what he

thought, the General replied that..,he thought a trustee-

ship would be an ideal arrangement.l
Again, this time during a private conversation with Stalin, Roosevelt
raised the subject of the future status of Indochina., Stalin also
expressed apposition to restoring Indochina to the old,French colonial
rule, and reportedly favored the trusteeship idea.l? So great was
‘Roosevelt's opposition to the re-establishment of French sovereignty
- in Indochina that in March, 1944, he warned against the use of French
troops for any military operations there, lest this provide the French
with the opportunity needed to reassert themselves.16

The British rejected the idea of trusteeship for Indochina, per-
haps in fear that they too might be invited to surrender some of their

territories to international trusteeship.l7 Roosevelt believed the

British opposed trusteeship because of the implications it'might have

nluEdward R. Stettinius, Jr., Roosevelt and the Russians, The Yalta

Conference (New York, 1949), p. 237.

15United States Department of State, Foreign Relations of the
United States. The Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 1945 (Washington,
1955), p. 770.

16

Ibid., p. 566.
17stettinius, p. 50.
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for British Burma and did not hesitate to express his views to the
British., Thus:

I saw Halifax last week and told him gquite frankly...that

I had, for over a year, expressed the opinion that Indo-

china should not go back to France, but that it should be

administered by an international trusteeship...The only

reason they seem to oppose it is their fear for the effect

it would have on their own possessions and those of the

Duteh...Bach case, of course, must stand on its own feet,

but the case of Indochina is perfectly clear. France has

milked it for over one hundred years. The people gf Indo-

china are entitled to something better than that.l

However, by 1945, Roosevelt was finding it difficult to contend
with both the British and the French opposition. During a press con-
ference, he reiterated his views on Indochina, but asserted that it was
necessary to avoid too much talk on the subject, lest Allied unity be
impaired.t’ |

It was not until the closing year of the War that any decisions
were made as to who should receive the Japanese surrender in Indochina.
Although during most of the War, Indochina had been part of the Chinese
Theater of Operations, at the Potsdam Conferences, it was decided to
place the southern half of Indochina under the jurisdiction of the
Southeast Asian Command and the British. Whether this decision was
motivated by any high level political considerations is difficult to
ascertain; the decision seems to have been taken on military grounds,
‘but the United States could not have failed to realize that once in
Indochina, the British would do all in their power to aid the French

to return, By the time this decision was taken, however, Roosevelt was

l8Roosevelt, p. 1489.

19Samuel I. Rosenman, ed., The Public Papers and Address of
Franklin D, Roosevelt, 1O44-1945 (New York, 1950), p. 562.
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dead and Truman does not seem to have shared his views as to the desir-
ability or feasibility of a trusteeship for Indochina,

Truman makes no mention of Indochina during the closing year of
the War, except insofar as military operations were concerned'.20 He
was, perhaps, willing to leave the question of trusteeship to the San
Francisco Conference, IHis primary interest was that Americans in

Indochina do nothing to prejudice the political situation.
Postwar Policies of the United States toward Indochina: 1945-1949

United States policies toward Indochina immediately after the War
were shrouded in ambiguities and were never very well defined. A4s pre-
viously mentioned, in the ciosing days of the War, the United States
had dropped her demand that a trusteeship system be established in
Tndochina, To what extent this idea had represented the thinking of the
State Department and to what extent it was a personal projéct of
Roosevelt's is difficult to ascertain, Secretary of State Hull earlier
had expressed misgivings as to the feasibility of a trusteeship system,21
and it may be that even Roosevelt would not have pursued the idea had
he lived. In any event, immediately after the War, the United States
seemed committed to a folicy of "wait and see", No serious attempt was
made to influence the course of events in Indochina. Had the United
States desired to influence the future status of Indochina, she could

easily have secured a foothold there, by employing American troopslin

20No statements by Truman arse to be found in his Memoirs, the
Department of State Bulletin, or the Public Papers of the Presidents,
nor are any attributed to him., :

218011, p. 1597.
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the Japanese surrender; however, no Americans participated in this
surrender, Truman personélly did not make any official reference to
the future status of Indochina in 1945, and up until February, 1947,
there were almost no official statements on Indochina from the United
States government,

The only official statement of United States policy toward Indo=-
china in 1945 or 1946 expressed a determination to remain uninvolved.
It was stated that the United States would respect the legal authority
of the French in Indochina, but would not “assist or participate in
forceful measures for the imposition of control by the territorial
sovereign.,” The United Statés was, however, willing to help settle the
dispute between the indigénous population and the mother country, if
France sought American aid, and would commit herself to the eventual
independence of these countries.22 Although the United States felt

bound to respect Ffench rights in Indochina, she did not relish doing
this and would not aid the French in re~establishing their prewar posi-
tion. If thé French; however, would follow the example of the United
- States in the Philippines and work for the eventual independence of
these peoples, the United States would then try tb be of service, If
not, she wished not to get involved.

During 1945 and 1946, the United States did nothing to pressure
~the French into éllowing some measure of independence to the Indochinese,
Even after an agreement had been signed between the Vietminh and the

French, "the United States Government made no serious attempt to persuade

2zJohn V, Carter, United States Department of State , Bulleiin,
XII (October 21, 1945), p. 646,
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Frénce to live up to its 1946 Agreemént with the Republic of Vietnam, "%
Yet, the United States had no desire for a French return to Indochina.
~In essence then, during the critical and formative years when the sit-
uation in Indochina was still}fluid, and the position of the parties

 to the conflict had not been polarized, the United States made no effort
to try to influence the course of events, "It is a significant indi-
cator of the American role during the first postwar years that one will
séarch ip vain among the many analyses of the problems of the area for
a reference to American policy ..."24

Thus, immediately after the Second World War, the United States
- lacked well~defined policies foward Indochina, On the one hand, she
opposed colonialism, particularly in Indochina; on the other hand, she
did not want to antagonize the French by pressing them to grant inde-
‘pendence to the Indochinese., In these early years the war in Indochina
had only local significance and the United States was too concerned
about European affairs to involve herself extensively in the Indochinese
question. -

By 1947, however, United States interests in Indochipa began to
develop, even though no real policies are in evidence. In the fall of
1947, William Bullitt was sent on a fact-finding mission to the Far
East. While there, he spoké with Bao Dai, ex~emperor of Annam., In an
article published in Life, Bullitt reports his impressions,

Ho Chi Minh, the Communist leader of the Annamite fight for
independence, is followed by millions of Annamites who

2301liver E. Clubb, Jr., The United States and the Sino-Soviet Bloc
in Southeast Asia (Washington, D. C., 1962), p. 5l.

24Lawrence S. Finkelstein, American Foreign Policy in Southeast
Asia (New York, 1950), p. 5. |
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disagree with his political views because he is the symbol

of resistance to France ... Yet the worst disaster which

could befall the French, the Annamites, and the civilized

fo Ho Coi Minh and his commmist comades 25
Bullitt's report reflected the dilemma of American decision makers at
the time., The United States recognized that within Indochina there
existed an indigenously suppérted war directed against French colonial-
ism; and the United States was, in fact, sympathetic to thé desires of
the Vieﬁnamese for indeperdence and wished that the French would im-
vprove the position of the Vietnamese moderates by granting some real
autonomy. Yet, the United States was coming to view Ho Chi Minh as
basically an agent of international communism and to fear a communist
takeover of Vietnam. The overall deterioration in relations between
the Soviet Union and the United States resulted in a hardening of
American attitudes toward cdmmunism. Ho Chi Minh was viewed as a commmu~
'nist rather than as a nationalist. This same deterioration in relations
quickened the desire of the United States to maintain unity with her
European allies ahd to avoid giving offense to the French by pressing
them on Vietnam.

In spite of her lack of concrete policies toward Indochina during
1947 and 1948, the United States was not completely detached from the
struggle, because France was allowed to use lend-lease material left
over from World War II in Indochina,26 The failure of the Marshall

Mission to bring about a reconciliation between the Nationalists and

the Communists in China caused a growing apprehension in the United

251/1)‘».i.ll:lam Bullitt, “The Saddest War," Life, Vol. XXIV (December
29’ 1947), PP« 6Ll"'65.

26Finkelstein, p. 10,
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States concerning all of Asia,‘including Indochina. United States poli=~
cies, however, continued to vacillate between granting support to the
French, so that a commnist take-over might be prevented, on the one
hand, and trying to exert pressure on the French to grant some measure
of autonoﬁy to a moderate govermment within Indochina, on the other.
Early in 1949, in his Inaugural Address, Truman put forth what
came to be known as the Point Four Program, which was meant to have some

application tovSouthéast Asia, including Indochina., Truman called for

underdeveloped.....

a program of fechnical and economic assistance |

counﬁtigg, to strengthen them against commnism. But the prerequisite
of this program was the existence of stable governments in those under-
developed countries that were fto receive aid, so that the assistance
could be effectively utilized. In Indochina, there was of course no
stable government and thus this program (which did not become law until
June 5, 1950 anyway) could have had little effect on the Indochinese
situation. The United States was, however, throughout the spring and
summer of 1949, watching developments very closely in Asia, On June
21, 1949, three months after the signing of the éiysee Agreements and
~ the proclamation of the State of Vietnam, the United States issued a
statement commenting favorably‘on the establishment of the Bao Dal
Government, '

The formation of the new unified State of Vietnam and the

recent announcement by Bao Dai that the future constitution

will be decided by the Vietnamese people are welcome develop-

ments which should serve to hasten the re-establishment of

peace in that country and the attainment of Vietnam's right-

ful place in the family of nations. The United States

Government hopes that the agreements of March 8 between

President Auriol and Bao Dai, who is making sincere efforts
to unite all truly nationalist elements in Vietnam, will



form the basis for the progressive realization °£ the
legitimate aspirations of the Vietnamese people. 7

Perhaps the key to this statement is the "hope'" expressed by the United
States that Bao Dai would be able to‘rally‘his country around him, and
that the French would grant to him genuine autonomy., Still, the United
States did not try to actively involve herself in the politics of Viet-
nam, nor offer any aid to the new state or to the French. She wanted,
again, to ﬁait and see if Bao Dai would prove to be an effective leader,
Thus, even after the outbreak of the Indochinese War, although the
United States displayed an increased interest in the Indochinese sit-
uation, she neither tried to push the French to foster a real‘national-
ist counterpart to Ho Chi Minh nor actively supported the French effort
in.Vietnam. Although her concern with the situation inereased, United
States policies, up until the defeat of the Chinese Nationalists, re-
| mained rather ill-defined. United States vital concerns lay elsewhere,
and shé was evidently neither sufficiently interested in nor worried by

the Indochinese situation.
The Re-evaluation'of United States Far Eastern Policies

The defeat of the Nationalists in China caused the United States
to re-evaluate-her entire Far Eastern policy, including her policy
towardFIndochiﬁa.- For "Nationalist Chiné's collapse and the establish~»
of a Commmunist Goverrmment on the mainland in late 1949 had even further

weakened the Wéstern position in Asia, for it had gravely shifted the

27United States Department of State, Bulletin, XX (July 18, 1949),
pP. 75. , , '



balance of power in the Far East."28 As a result, épe‘Natioﬁalist
debacle led to a belated attempt on the part of the Qnited States to
formylate a more precise policy for Indochina. \

Throughout World War II, the United States had counted on a strong
government in China, frlendly to the Unlted States, and able to support

the balance of power in Asia. The maintenance of the Far Eastern power

S U e IR

equilibrium had tr

nally been an American goal, anq World War IT

further convinced the United States that her own vital ?nterests de=~
manded the re-establishmenﬁ of this balance of power, /%hina was desig-
nated as a key nation in this structure. Disturbed igfflcivil war in
China prevent her from performing her role, and fearful that the mmtual
‘animosity between the Commuinists and Nationalists would leéd to con-
fliet, the ﬁnited States sought, both during and after the War, to unify
China by reconciling the Communists and the Nationalists through the
establishment of a coalition government. Immediately after the War,
| General Marshglliwas sent to Asia for the express purposes of working
‘out a political settlement for China; For a time, it appeared that he
might succeed. He successfully negotiated a truce between the
Nationalists and Communists and got them to engage in political discus-
.sions. But each party to the conflict used the truce to its own advan~
tage and neither was seriously interested in compromise. By early 1947,
Maréhall was compelled to return to the United States and to admit the
failufe of his mission; the Chinese Civii War entered its decisive‘

stage.

28John Spanier, American Foreign Policy Since World War 1I (New
York, 1962), p. 71.
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With the breakdown of political discussions within China, the
United States devoted itself to supporting and strengthening the
Nationalist Regime. Chiang Kai-shek was urged to make some long-needed
social reforms and then to try to gradually extepd his control through-
out China, Approximately twé billion dollars in grants gnd eredits
were extended to Ching between V-J Day and the summer of 1949.29 The
American‘ﬁilitary mission in China attempted to advise Chiang on the
militafy strategy needed to win the war. But Chiang was unwilling or
unable‘té effect ﬁajor reforms needed to win him popular support and
he refused to follow the advice of the American military leaders.
Meanwhilé,»by early 1949, the Nationalists had leost 80 percent of the
American militery equipment furnished to them during and after World
War iI and it is estimated that 75 percent of this fell into communist

hands.?® The growing fear, within the United States, that & d

was immineﬁt led, in the summer and fall of 1949, to a re-examination.
of the United'States policies toward China. In the course of this re-
assessment, the United States came to the conclusion that further sup-
~ port of the Nationalists was futile,

Howefér, American Far Eastern policies still demanded a China
friendlyito the United States;and'willingvto act with her to keep the
balance of power. Thus, in the immediate months after the re- |
establishment of the People's Republic of China, the re-examination of

United States policies that was undertaken involved a readjustment of

sbacle)

i
Collafde.
-

policies toward Chiang Kai-shek rather than a departure from traditional

29nited States Department of State, United States Relations with
Ching, Far Eastern Series (Washington, 1949), p. 35.

'5308panier, p. 83.
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- policies, The United States hoped that China, under Mao Tse-tung,
might be somewhat friendly to her and a positive agent in the preser-
vation o£ the balance of power. Acheson emphasized father optimisti-
cglly that Mao was a potential Tito, because Russian ambitions in
Manchuria would aiienate Mao from the Soviet Union. Acheson predicted
thgt if Mao accepted a position of subservience in relation to Russia,
the Chinese peoplé, given time, would come to view him as a fofeign.
puppet aﬁd would rise against him. The thing for the United States to
do then;iif she wished to retain the friendship of the Chinese people.
and‘con£inue to focus on China as the key nation in the Far Eastern
balanée of power, was to disengage herself from the Nationalists toward
whom the Chinese had already displayed their antipathy. To do just
fhié; thevUnited States issued a statement that she would no longer aid
the Nationalists with money or equipment and that Ameriean forces would
not Bé”used to defend Formosa.31 The United States had every expec~
tation that without American support, Formosa would quickly be taken
over by the communists and that then, since there would be only one
claimant to the govermment of China, the United States could recognize
the new regime, Thus, even after the defeat of the Nationalists, the
United StateS continued to view China as the fulerum of the Far Eastern
‘balance of power.

As American optimism in respect to the new Chinese regime began to
fade, fhe éntire'Far Eastern policy of the United States, including |
policies toward Indochina, underwent revision., Late in 1949, Phillip

K. Jessup, United States roving ambassador to the Far East, was sent

SLypited States Department of State, United States Relations with
China, Far Eastern Series 30 (Washington, I9%9).
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to Southeast Asia on a fact-finding mission. Subsequently, he met with
American diplomats at Bangkok, where it was agreed that the United
States ought to support the Bao Dai Government and the French in Indo-
china, Then in January, 1950, in a speech to the National Press Club,
Acheson announced a new policy in respect to Asian underdeveloped
countries, whereby the United States would grant aid to those countries
to secure them against internal subversion. He also outlined the de-
fense perimeter of the United States in the Far East. Acheson empha=-
sized, however, that certain conditions must be met within these
countries if aid were to be effective. Indochina did not fulfill these
conditions nor was she included within the defense perimeter of the
United States.’?
The diplomatic recognitiﬁn by the Soviet Union of the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam further convinced the United States that Ho Chi lMinh
was a commnist agent. Almost immediately after the Sovietfs recogni- |
tion, the United States granted diplomatic recognition to the Associated
States of‘Indochina;33 and on the same day, Jessup was quoted as saying
that the‘United States would regard an armed aggression against Indo-

china as a very serious mattér.34 Subsequently, The New York Times

reported that American diplomats meeting with Jessup had agreed that
the United States ought to commit military and diplomatic aid to Indo-

china, if the people would fight communism.35 Then, on February 25,

32De‘an Acheson, United States Department of State, Bulletin, XXI
(January, 1950), p. 291~292.

331pid,, February 20, 1950, p. 294=295,

3'L"The New York Times, February 7, 1950, p. 1l4.

35Ibid., February 16, %550, p. 12.



53

the United States announced that it was raising its consulate in Saigon
to a legation and that United States warships would visit Saigon in the
36

near future as a gesture of friendship., Early in March, a mission
headed by R. Allen Griffin arrived in Saigon to consider the possibility
of economic aid to Indochina and the rest of Southeast Asia. On April 1,
it was reported that President Trumen had approved in principle a commit-
ment of military aid to Indochina,>! and in May, the Griffin Commission
proposed that twenty-three million dollars in economic aid and fifteen
million dollars in military aid be granted 6 Indochina,

It is surprising, however, that as late as May, 1950, although
military and economic aid had been decided upon and the funds were
available under already allocated funds to be used in the general area
of China, nothing had been sent to Indochina. This seems particularly
surprising in view of the haste with which the United States had

granted diplomatic recognition and the favorable reports of both the .« |

Jessup and Griffin Missions., The United States seems to have been«”;

vacillating, but she might have been trying to exert pressure on the

" French to grant more autonomy to the Vietnamese. The New York Times

reported on March 10 that "in the highest French official circles
apprehension was expressed that the United States may insist upon a
greater measure of independence for Bao Dai's regime by giving it

greater authority."39 Again on March 12, it was reported that the

36Ibid., February 26, p. 36.

37Tbid,, April 1, p. 1.
38pinkelstein, p. 4.

39The New York Times, March 10, 1950, p. 13.
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French were worried that the United States will make the complete inde-~
pendence of Vietnam a condition for 2id,¥0

Finally, in Paris at a meeting of the Big Three, Acheson announced
formally that the United States had decided to grant militapy and eco-
nomic aid to France and the Associated States 'to restore.security and -
develop genuine nationaliSm."ul Later in the month, the Saigon
Legation announced the establishment of an Economic Cooperative
Administration to develop a'program of economic-aid.hz Robert Blum,
director of the ECA, announced in Paris on May 30 that the first install-
ment of economic aid would be twenty~three million five hundred thou-
sand dollars to be spent by June 29, 1951.-143 On June ll, fhe first
shipment of United States arms aid was shipped to Indochina,

Thus, Shortly after the defeat of the Chinese Nationglists, the

United States made the decision to aid France in Indochina, The

-choice for American policy makers at this time seemed to be either

support for Bao Dai, regarded as somewhat of a French puppet, or com-

e

-plete ap;;htion from a conflict which might well result in another

commnist takeover, The United States felt bound, in the face of the
growing spread of commnism to adopt the first course of action, Still,
she Aid not like aiding in what appeared to be the reimposition of
colonialism in Indochina, and stalled in her actual delivery of aid to

the French, in the hope of compelling the French to grant more

40pid., March 12, 1950, p. 4.
41Ibid., May 9, p. 1.
¥2Tpid,, May 26, p. 1.

43The New York Times, May 31, 1950, p. 1lil.
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concéssions to the Vietnamesé.
. The outbregk of the Korean War sent the United States in search of
a new overall pOliéy toward the Far East, a search which had actually
been underway'since 1949; it foreced the United Stétes to develop a com-
prehensive‘policy for Indochina, rather than merely to rely on ad hoe
responses to new developments. Korea triggered the conviction, long-
growing in American minds,.that the United States could not afford to
write off Indochina and that a new strategy for Asia would have to be
developed.. Thus, the combined effects of the fall of China and the
outbreak of the Korean War on the Far Eastern balance of power led the
United States in search of a new means for balancing power in Asia.
Indochina became one place where the United States sought to influence

events so as to stabilize the Far Eastern balance of power,



oo,

%
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,$reparat10ns was unable to exert any great power influence on Asian
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INDOCHINA: 1950-1954 - ;1@:;%"1 “j prstens b,
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To United States decision makers, the Korean War épitoﬂized the/k”\b“ “i“““ﬁ

deteriorating situation in the Far East. After World War II, the

United States had concentrated, primarily, on the problems of Europe, V?&é
and had relegated the Far East to a secondary position. The defeat of |
the Kuomintang in China and the Korean War awakened the United States

to the serious preblems of instabiliﬁy in Asia, and led to a growing

conecern with a possible communist takeover in that region. By June

1950, the Asisn situation had developed to the point of being extremely

unfavorable to the interests of the United States. China was hostile
and seemed bent on expanding her influence into some of the surrounding

)
areas. North Korea had invaded Scuth Korea in an attempt to unify all P« p-fet:

of Korea under commnist rule. This invasion had the tacit approval,

~ if not the overt sponsorship, of the Soviet Union. Japan, economically

undermined by World War II, the American occupation, and the policy of
A - \'C ; !w\/};ﬁ

L

\,ﬂé P g

Minh's commnist movement, thereby opening the door to a communlst . hthﬁ

entry into all of Southeast Asia.
During the Second World War, the United States had directed her

energies toward restoring a balance of power in the Far East; she had

hoped that China, with American support, would be able to balance

56



Russian ambitions in the Far East and to act as a stabilizing influence.

Now, however, with China lost as an American ally, the power situation

Several policy alternatives existed for the United States., She could
commit herself actively to the defenSe of the status gquo and announce
that she intended tq prevent, by military means if necessary, any fur-
ther communist expansion. She would thus have to commit herself to the
defense of each and every nation of East and Southeast Asia. The

United States could withdraw completely from the Far East, reorlent her A

lines of defense, and leave Japan and the Ph;llppines to”fex‘ for themn'

selves. Or, she could try to establish af cordon sanltalre t@ contain \ich et

Gk @ e

cormunism, by extending finaneial, material, and moral support to those | ;.
o, tdrgg v @

nations engaged in conflicts with forces supported by the communist welcews &

camp.,

J
It was this last policy alternative that was most in keeping with i

the traditional Far Eastern policies of the United States., The United
States has always been concerned with power relations in the Far East.
Long before a single communist state existed in Asia, the United States
had tried to deter the expansion of any nation in that area that could
upset the pre-Wbrld War IT balance of power. Prior to World War IT,
however, the United States had been unwilling to assume the military
responsibility for the defense of this balance of power, Diplomatic
instruments, along with the periodic willingness of other nations to
use their military arsenals in defense of the balance of power, had
long been the means relied upen by the United States. By 1950, the

traditional balance of power no longer existed; if theUnited States,
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however, wanted to continue to concern herself with the power relations
of the Far East and wanted to pursue her traditional policies,
Communist China and the Soviet Union had to be eontained, but the
United States had to find means other than its own military forces.

This decision to try to prevent the expansion of communist powers
in the Far East led the United States to formulate a different polisy
in respect to Indochina, No longer could French Indochina be viewed as
the battleground of a colonial war with only local significance, but
rather it became one of the testing grounds of "commnism" versus
democracy" or, more realistically, of the Soviet Union and China wversus

the United States, Just as containmeg&wgggwngmp;gyegyggpmggﬁi§gwfpr=

ther deterioration in the power structure demanded. the commitment of

‘_m..},,,_.f

Amerlcan _troops to Korea, so in Indochlna these policies required thau o

JEEt—

the United States extend moral and "?aﬁe.r}?t,lF,‘%PP?_’FTE}?.,.,PR?;f???@?"t,h@%m.,.

the French now represented an Amerlean 1nstrument for the contaimment

of eommunist influence in the Far East,

[ i N 5

Truman-Acheson Policiles

Thers is evidence to suggest that the£99p§%i§ment(of eemmunist

power and influence in Indochina did not become a definite pollev geal;

until after the outbreak of the Korean hostilities. Although the
United States had been moving in this direction since late 1949,
Acheson, as late as January 1950, did not include Indochina within the
defense perimeter of the United States.l In addition, although the

United States promised economic aid to the French in Indochina in the

lDean Acheson, "Speech Before the National Press Club," United
States Department of State, Bulletln, XXII (January 15, 1950), pe. 158,
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 spring of.l950, actual deliveries of this aid were held up, possibly

for political reasans.’ However, immediately after receiving news of . ..

the North Korean aggress1on, Truman took steps to _provide the French :

“ g S S

with ecogomic and mllitary aid for Indochlna.m The. Korean erisis seems.

[P

mst support the French 1n Indochina in order to prevent. commnist

P

Leadership from becoming dominant, In his first public statement on

the situation in Korea, Truman announced that he had ordered General

MacArthur to go to the aid of the South Koreans; that he had requested

the stationing of the Seventh Fleet between Formosa and the Chinese
mainland, and the strengthening of defenses in the Philippine Islands,
égg_had ordered the acceleration of military aid to Indochina., He also
ordered the establishment of a United States military advisory mission
for Indochina.3 Truman's reference to.Indochina seenms quite significant,
This was the first time since the outbreak of the Indochinese War that

he had made any public reference to the political situation there,

This alone suggests that Korea precipitated an increased American con=

cern with Indochina. The simultaneous concern with Korea, Indochina,

i T v S T

and Formosa suggests that events in Indochina were being viewed in a
total Asian context, which was, in fact, influencing the policies of
the United States in Indochina, Shortly after Truman's énnouncement,
concrete steps weré taken to provide Indochina with American aid and

a military mission was dispatched to investigate the needs of the

2There‘is some indication that the United States withheld actual
deliveries of this aid, in order to apply pressure on the French to
grant independence to the Vietnamese.

3Harny S. Truman, "Press Conference," United States Department of
State, Bulletin’ XXIT (Ju]-y 3. 1950)’ Pe 5.
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French, Thereafter, large quantities of both milltary and economlc aldﬁaymwwm

wezgwggéggiy_dispatched b
o Truman wanted to prevent communist expansion anywhere in 4sia, but
Indochiﬁa had a singular value. Sino-Soviet power was threatening to

break ﬁhrough into Indochina. The danger was immediate and it was
imminent, 'Indochina,was also viewed as being of critical strategic im-
portance to the United States. Truman repeatedly emphasized that the
loss of Indochina "would mean the loss ¢of freedom for millions of
people, the loss of vital raw materials, and the loss of points of
critical strategic importance to the free wpr;d.“E If Indochina re-
mained "free'", it could acﬁh§§ﬂ

of Southegst Asia; it could act as a lock on the rest of Joutheast Asia

o
MRS T

_and prevent the sonthward expansien of. the Chinese.. If controlled by

the communists, it could then serve as a staging area for commnist
attacks on almost all of the other countries of Southeast Asia.
Thailand, Burma, Malaya, Indonesia, even the Philippines, ﬁould £ind
themselvesvmore opeh to communist expansion, if Indochina came under
communist rule. Truman did not contend that the "fa};" of Indochina
would necessarily lead to the "fall" of all of Southeast Asia, but he
did fear that a commnist Indochina would menace these other countries

.of Southeast Asia, Thus, the defeat of the French in Indochina would

only further disturb the power structure within Asia and could make it

4In early July, 1950, a military aid mission was sent to Indochina

to assess the needs of the French and on August 10, the first shipment
of American arms aid arrived in Saigon.

5Underlined by the author of this thesis for emphasis, Public
Papers of the Presidents of the United States. Harry S. Truman, 1952~

——————

1953 (Washington, 1966), p. 186,

bggfer zone between China and the rest .
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even less favorable to the United States,

In addition, as Truman stated, Indochina and the rest of Southeast
Asia possessed}raw materials necessary for both East and West, South-
east Asia had long been regarded as the "rice bgﬁiftﬁihEhﬁxggiggE,' The
nations of ttis region were among the few of the world who exported
N rice, The rdce—defioient nations, including China, were dependent upon
Southeast Asian products. The region also oontained valuable deposits
of raw materials: five-sixths of the world's supply of hatural rubber,
one~half of the international supply of tin, and two-thirds.of all co=
conut broducts originated in this region., The area was also a major
suppliei of quinine and kapok, These raw materials were necessary for
'vAmerica s European allies, many of whom depended to some extent, on
triangular trade with this region to speed up their own economic
recovery.é’ _

The United Statee, however, did not want to assume the primary
responsibility for preventing the commnists from taking over}in Indo~
china, and for this reason she vigorously supported the French., As
Virginia Thompson has pointed out, "in Southeast Asia the United States
has tried to devise policies that would stop the Communists, without,
howeﬁer, involving itself extensively in affairs of that area."? Truman
emphasiied'on several occasions thatvthe pfimary resPonsibiiity for the

War rested on French shoulders, just as the primary burden in Korea lay

e

6William Henderson, New Nations of Southeast Asia (Headline Serles
#110, March-April, 1955 [New Ybrk, 19557, p. 5.

, 7Virg1n1a Thompson and Richard Adloff, Empire's End in Scutheast
© Asia (New York, 1949), p. 8.
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- with the United States.a- The United States thought it necessary to
-support the French, out of fear, perhaps, that were France to divest
herself of the Indochinese burden, the United States might then be com-
pelled to intervene; With war raging in Korea, such intervention would
have been highly undesirable, and centrary to the way in which the
United States traditionally tried to effect policy goals in this region.

However, Indochina @eg a significance whic@hextegged‘beyoggwggi%gmww

affairs. The Indochinese War was burdening France with a costly and

frustrating conflict. By 1950, the French were spending $ 300,000,000~

or approximately 35 percent of their entire mllitary and defense

budget~~on Indochlna.9 By the end of 1949, French casuglties had

reached the staggering total of 100,000.lO These expenditures of men

and money seriously handicapped France's ability to bear her sha

Egzgpeigvgefeqse. As the war dragged on, France became less and less
able to fulfill her NATO obligations, and less and less willing to ratify
fhe Europeaﬁ Defense Community (EDC), to which the United States had
heavily committed herseif.ll Thus, first Truman and subsequently
Eisenhower discoveredvthat unless American aid to France was forth-
‘coming in ever-increasing amounts, the French might jettisen the EDC.

Eden reports that during a three power meeting'in May, 1952, the French

8"J01nt Franco-American Commniqué, June 18, 1952," Council on
Foreign Relations, Docggents of American Foreign Relations (New York,
1953), p. 284, _

9The New York Times, January 28, 1950, p. 4.

-lODenis Warner, The Last Confucian (New York, 1963), p. 37.

>llThe French were unwilling to participate in the European Defense
Comminity as a junior partner to Germany, yet their preoccupation with
Indochina prevented them from assuming a dominant role in the EDC.



63

made it known that unless the United States increased its support for
the Indochinese War, the French might not ratify the EDC, "The impli~-

cations of the Indechina problem now extended far beyond Southeast Asia.

‘w O B,

In view of the French anxiety to maintain military parlﬁfmwith Germany, ﬁp%d“
the fate of the EDGC was, in part, dependent on 1ts‘solut10n."12 Thus,
it seems that the Indochinese War hed an gdverse effect on American
© policies in Europe, as well as in the Far East,because of the deleteriocus
influence it was having on the French ratification of the EDC.

The Truman~-Acheson policies taward Indochlna contalned at least b, @ %“k

e iy
two separate and distinet! strands. On the one hand the Unlted States 1\*W“

eh

~~~~~~~~~~~ (\ ‘\"“.‘.‘:» T

was determined to hold the line agaipst communist expansion in Indo- Vwka [
N A ﬁ’d;,.‘

china, This was necessary if a cordep‘sanltaire within Asia was to be

established and the power structure prevented from further deterio-
rating. The Indochinese conflict was viewed as an integrel part of
comministic expansion in Asie, an expansion which, in the view of the
United States, had to be prevented.

Soviet intentions in these countries are unmistakably

clear ,.. The Kremlin has already reduced China to a

satellite ... commmunist rebellion is raging in Indochina.

In all these countries they are trying to exploit deep~

seated economic difficulties, poverty, illiteracy and

disease.-
On the other hand, the United States wanted to foster in Indochina |
social and ecqnemic institutions which would gene;ate political
stability. She also wanted to prove herself a friend of Indochinese

" nationalism. Truman, in August, 1950, testified to this dual purpose

2 nthony Eden, Full Cirele (Boston, 1960), p. 9.

Lpublic Papers of the Presldents of the United States. Harry
S. Truman, 1951, P. 309,
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of United States policies in a speech over Radio Free Europe., Accord-
ing to Truman, the purpose of United States economic and military aid
was: |

to help the people achieve independence w1thin the French

Union, The United States Economic Assistance Program is

designed -to stimulate conditions under which the people of

Indochina may develop institutions compatible with their

relligion and ciﬁture which Will best serve the interests

- of the people. » S

The negative aspect of Trumah's'policy was to keep Indochina within the
French Union, so that France could help shoulder the burden of con-
taining the cqmmunistvmovement in Souﬁheast Asia, The positive aspect
of this policy was to help Indoching develop institutions which would
‘satisfy the aspirations of the people and thus reduce the danger of

The tragedy of United States policies toward Indochina was that
these separate policy goals often proved incompatible, The instruments
and policles needed to contain the commnists confl;cted with the
: policies necessary to demonstrate United btates friendlzness to Indo~
chinese natlonallsm. Ho Chi Minh enjoyed the support Qf many Vietnamese
who did net consider themselﬁes commnist, while Bao Dei commanded
1ittle popular support. Yet, the United States thought that in order
to contaih‘comﬁunism, she had to support the French and Bao Dai; in so
doing, ehe alienated many true Vietnamese nationalists.,

In addition, this posifive aspect of United States policies was
inappfopriate to the Iﬁdochinese situation, Acheson himself had empha-
sized that in erder for aid to be effective, certain conditions would

~ have to exist within a country. The United States could not create

lL"Tb,e New Yerk Times;1August-13, 1950, p. l&.
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' prosperous politicglly stable governments where many_of the fagtors nec-
essary for building a viable political system were lacking. It could
supply enly the "missing component, “The United States cannot furnish
determination, it cannot furnish‘fhe will, and it cannot fgrnisEMthe
léyalty of a people to its government.“ls Where these factar; qxisted,
gid could be éffé;tive. Within Indochina, these other componénts were
simply‘n;t present. The government of Bao Dai did not command popular
support, while many of the Indochinese viewed the Whrlas cqlonialist

in nature and thus had 1ittlé incentive to support the French or their
own government; Although France made concessions to the Vietnamese de~
sires for more independence, these concession; always seemed to be too
'little and too late to have any real effect on popular morale, Although
Trumah'paid lip service to this positive aspect éf American policy, dur-
ing most of the War the Unitedlstates concentrated on_eontaining the
commnists and supporting the Fieneh, Thus, most of the support given

to the French was to be used primarily for military purposes.
United States Aid to Indochina

In view of the fact that the primary interest of the United States
in Indoghina was to prevent é commnist victory, most ofbthe Amefican'
aid had a miiitary purposé. In July, 1950;'Truman appointed a military
aid mission headed by‘John Melby to make an on the spot study of French
military needs in Indoching and to draft plans for-a‘resident advisory
military mission. The Griffin Missign had already'¥e¢ommended ‘
$23,500,000 in economic aid, of which $6,000,000 was to be allocated

15Acheson; P, 111.
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for public health projects. In late July, fouvamerican publie health

officials weré sent to head antimalarial teams.],'6

The Mblby Mission
compieted its report in early August‘and recommended $100,000,000 in
military aid, and soon after, members of the permanent military advisory
mission began to arrive in Saigon. The function of this mission was to
 observe and advise on the use of American military*equipmant.l7 The
first shipment of arms aid, consisting primarily of military vehicles,
arrived on August 10, 1950, and was received with pomp and ceremony,
though marred by the continued absence of Bao Dai from his country.18
The French, hdwever, were unhappy'with the rate of deliveries and
pressed for speedier shipments aﬁd additional supplies. At a three
power meeting in September, the French brought pressuré to bear on the
United States and shortly thereafter, the United States announced that
it was accelérating arms shipments to Indochina, to meet the threat

of the anticipated October offensive.19 Whéther‘the United States was
lagging in its deliveries orvthe French were trying ﬁo shift the major
burden onte American shoulders is not clear, but in spite of the agﬁéew
ment produced at the three power meeting (Great Britian, France, and

| the United States), in mid September, the French defense minister flew
to thé United States to request accélerated shipments. As a result,

Melby was again sent to Indochina to reassess French needs.zo Subsequent

16rhe New York Times, July 30, 1950, p. 9.

17Tbid., August 3, 1950, p. 2.
181p1d., August 10, 1950, p. 1

1¥bid., September 21, 1950, p. 1.
20 '

Tbid., September 30, 1950, p. 12.
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to his journey, a Franco-American chmuniqué,annOunced that France was
bﬁo receive $2,400,000,000 in arms and equipment during 1951 for use in
Burope and in Indochina. It is reported that the French originally re-
‘quested a total of $3,170,000,000, of which $300,000,000 was to be ear-
marked for Indoohina.Zl Although the commniqué did not specify how
much of the total sum was to be used in Indochina, there is evidence to

»suggeét that the total was around $200,000,000.?2

The Questlon of Military Involvement

That the United States intended to furnish military and economic
aid; but no men was emphasized on several éccasions by American offi-
cials, In July, Melby asseried that thérevhad been *no requests,“sug-b
geétioﬁs, nor plans for sending United States military units to Indo-

china."23 Again in Octobqr,'AcheSOn'announced that there was "no con~
24

These remarks pgéﬁzgéawmﬁ,

| sideration of sending troops" to‘Indéchina.
~ the pattern of American aid to Ihdéﬁhina; for even after Frenchbgsug-

| gestions and requests" had béen reéeive&, the United States continued
to shun militar& involvement, and was always careful to make this clear.
Although in late 1950, two United States B-26 bombers were sent to
Indochina, along with four privateer patroi bombers, the crews were
civilian rather than military personnel.

21704, October 13, 1950, ps 14,

221p34., September 19, 1951, p. 19.

Z1bid., July 1, 1950, p. 4.
 Z1b14,, September 19, 1951, p. 19.
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The Chinese intervention.in Korea resurrected French fears of out-
side cémmunist intervention in Indochina and the French sought an
American assurance of immediate action, in case Ghina intervened in

, Indochina. In January, 1951, Prime Minister Pleven approached Truman
directly on this subject. No American promise was forthcéming, however,
and Fleven had to be contented with the promise of more and speedier

| aid.25 Truman was never willing to commit himself to military support
of the French, in spite éf continued énd incfeasing pressures on the
subject from the French. The Truman Administration was only willing to

N

B furnish arms, military equipment, supplies, and economic aid. Any

commitment to send Ameriecan military forces --ground or air --was
another questlon entirely. |

The pattern of American commitments to the French in Indochina
thus was rather consistent with the traditional pattern of American
involvement in Asia. The United States wanted to contain the commnists
in Indoehiné, in order to prevent any further weakening in her power
position in the Far East, but refused to commit herself militarily to
the defense of these policies; ‘She aided the French materially and
financially, but continued to rely on the French to bear the major
burden of the War. She continued to believe that France could play her
historic role in Southeast Asia and that the United States could further
her policiqs by reliance on indirect means.

VIn_spite of the American assistance, the Vietminh continued to be
a formidable force without any overt Chinese participation, Early in
1951, Hanson Baldwin reflected the pessimism felt‘by‘many in the United

25Tbid., January 30, 1951, p. 18.
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States when he questioned whether there was any chance of saving Indo-~

china from the commnniStSQ26

Throughout 1951, the military situation
seemed critical‘and'the United'States continued to press thé French to
grant more independence to the Indochinese in ordéﬁ to rally the people
in support of the War. The French, on their part, conﬁinued to look to
the Unifed States to save the éituation; In September, 1951, General
Jean de Lattre de Tassigny visited the United States and, along vith a
request for a spéed-up‘in the delivery of aid, he asked for an Américan
guarantee of immediate military action, if China intervened.?’ The
United States again agreed to speed deliveriés, but would make no prom-
ises on intervention. The furthest Truman was willing to go was to ex~
_press ''grave cbncern“<if China should intervene. Chinese aggression in
Southeast Asia wouldm“be a matter of direct and grave concern which
would require the most urgent and earnest consideration by the United
 Nations."® | |
United States aid to Indochina continued to mount., By Janmuary,
1952,'thé vaiue of military‘equipment thus far delivered was estimated
at $22«:8,000,000.29 The one hundredth_shipload of American supplies
arrived in Indochina, bringing the total of American supplies to
100,000 tons. By the end of fiscal year 1952, it was reported that aid

totaling 300 million dollars had been granted to the French for fiscal

26Hanson Baldwin, Ibid., Jamuary 5, 1951, p. 4.

. “"iiriam S, Farley, United States Relations with Southeast Asia,
1950-1955 (New York, 1955), p. 267.

28

The New York Times, Jamary 29, 1952, p. l.

29(;ounc::'1.l on Foreign Relations, The United States in World Affairs,
1950 (New York, 1951), p. 201.
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1952 alone, The tempo of three power diecussions on Indochina also con-
tinued to increase.’ A three power military meeting was held in early
‘Jamiary, but no'qommuniqué'was issued., Two days later, General Juin
was in Washington to discuss again the POSSlblllty of Chlnese inter- )
vention and to request American air and naval support in case of thls
eventuality. Juin later reported that he 'was confident that he would
get what was negessary if the Chinese should make war. Bat ho commit-

ments were made .. ."30 By mid 1952 it was reported that the Un

d, -

Noperations and about, £ °171°..¥.o ,1991:9993 ofthecostsofallmaterialsupplles
in_Indochina,’”
Thus, by the close of the Truman Administration, the United States

lfmto a communist defeat 1n Indochlna, yet N

without herself becoming militarlly 1nvolved N She contlnued to rely on

e S

the French to stabilize internal conditions there and to contain the
commnists. In so doing, she may have failed to realize that a France
which was unable to defend herself on the continent of Europe gould
hardly be expected to carry a major burden of checking the commmunists

in Asia, Had China remained pro-western in its outlook, the United
| States might well have continued to regard the Indochinese War as
~.essentially colonial in nature and of only local significance. With the
scramble‘to cohtain commnism, however, Indochina became part and parcel
of United States efforts to re-establish a favorable Far Eestern balance

of power.

30The New York Times, Januany 14, 1952, p. 1.

A1pid., July 13, 1952, p. 1.
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Eisenhower-Dulles Policies

The Republican Administration during its first year in office
adhered to the baeic §olieies established by its predecessor. Policy
statements continued to stress the total Asiatic significance of the
War and emphasized that Indochina was a major obstacle to the Soviet de-
sign of conquest in Asia, The United States coﬁtinued to give the
French military assistance, technical aid, and moral support.

However, beginning in late 1953 and continuing into 1954. some y

%(“i?

Sy

£t

attempt seems to have been made to use Indochina as the catalyst for vﬁg,mq‘

LEf

e

& far more ambitious American policy in Asia. Policies were verbalized
. warnlng China of dire consequences should she intervene in Indochina.
There was talk of the need to structure around Indochina the nucleus of
a new organization which would deter Soviet and Chinese expansion in
the Asian area, The assumption was that the United States ought te
take the initiatitre. in respect to comminist expansjonistic thrusts; she
'ought not simply reaet to such thrusts, but rather she should try to
deter them; This might‘be done by taking a firm stand with the commu-

nists, and by structuring a new defense allianeewin Ag;a.,‘Th;s_deigg§e

alliance might :eeterevthe balanee-ef power, It was intended to serve

‘as a counter~weight to Sino-Soviet poﬁer in Asia and to cast an umbrella
of protection over gll of the developing nations which were too weak to
resist the commmnists individually, It could serve to restore the bal-
ance of power, relleve the United States of some of the responsibility
for the region, and perhaps, stabilize the Aeian situation-more favorably
to the interests of the United States, Whereas Truman responded to
attempts te disturb the status quo, the Republicans wanted to pursue

‘ policies'that would deter any suchtattempts before they got underway.
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4 power bloc created around Indochina, supporféd by sogg;qf the new na-
tions of Asia, and backed by Great B}itain, Franc;;‘and‘the'United
States might do this. _ |

However, serious inconsistencies seem to exist betweén the poligies
advocated in this respéct.and those actually acted upon. Verbally, the
United States.ﬁhreatened the commnists with massive retaliation, called
for the roliing back of commnism, and opposed yielding one more Asian
country to communist ambitions., Yet the actual fecord of policies pur-
sued during these two years of the Eisenhower Administration shows
great continuity between the Eisenhower policies and the Trqmah policy

of contaimment, Eisenhower and Dulles contimued to rely on France-=-a

weak instrument at best--to contain the commnists in Indochina and to

United States did not involve herself directly in the War, nor did she
succeed in establishing a defense alliance, before Indochina was parti-
tionéd. In spite of her concern with the Far Eastern power structure
and her desire to re~establish a favorable balance of power, she would
not Qommit her military arsenal to accomplish these goals. This unwill-
ingness to assume direct involvement suggests great continuity between
the traditidnal policies of the United States in Asia and those pursued
in Indochina.

The Nature of Republican Interest in Indochina

The attitude that Indochina was crucial to the power relations in
the Far FEast and that aﬁy policy for Indochina must be part of an over-
all Asian policy was a major theme in the addresses and writings of

many key members  of the Eisenhower Administration. Even before he
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became Secretary of State, Dulles had viewed the War in Indochina as a
critical "tost" between the 3oviet Union.and the United Statos. He
believed that many of'thé new nations were closely observing the develop~
ments in Indochina, and forothis reason, among others, the West could
not afford to fail; failure in this eritical contest could lead to de;.
feat in all of Southeast Asia., By recognizing the Bao Dai regime
shortly after the Soviet recognitioﬁ of the regime of Ho Chi Minh, the
| Unitedvstates had.éet the stage for a test of influence in Asia. Dulles
commented: ‘“...We_mnst help the nation we book; Its defeat, coming
after the reverses suffered by the Nationalist Government of China,
would have serious repercuséions on the whole situation in Asia and the
Pacific."32 Here was the crux of the problem--the juxtaposition of a
defeat in Indochina on the defeat of the American-supported government
in Chinaocould have a bandwagon effect on g1l of the remaining countries
of Asia aod could signal an irpesistable tide against the West in the
Far East, Such a defeat, it was thought, coold force the United States
- to completely withdraw from the Orient. To Dulles, the defeat of the
Kuominﬁang had seriously crippled the United States position in Asia,
"That disaster would be compoﬁnded if there were added to it the loss
of ... Southeast Asia and the Pacific Islands, w33
In the eyes of Eisenhower and Dulles, Ihdoch;na was the key to all |

o

of Southeast Asia' lose Indochina and you lose Southeast A51a. To

illustrate this position, Eisenhower introduced the notion of the fallw

ing domino. "You have a row of dominoes set up, you knock over the

32John Foster Dulles, War or Peace (New York, 195QL P. 231,

Bpig, + B 232,
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~ first one, and what will happen,ﬁo the last one is the certainty that
it will go over very quickly..."34 Indochina was the first in the row

"of.dominoes, the rest being the various countries of Southeast Asia.

| If Indochina falls, Thailand is put in an almost impossible
position. The same is true of Malaya with its rubber and tin,
The same is true of Indonesia. If this whole part of South-
east Asia goes under Communist dominion or Commmnist in~
fluence, Japan, who trades and must trade with this area in
order to exist must inevitably be oriented towards a
Communist regime., That indicates why it is vitally %mpor-
tant that Indochina not go behind the Iren Curtaln.

- So vital was Indochina to American interests in Asia and the Pacific
that Dnlles asserted that a commmunist takeover in Indochina would carry
a grave threat to the Philippines, Australia, and New Zea.land,36 and
Elsenhower stated that it would turn the island defensive chain of

Japan, Formosa, and the Philippines southmard.37

Thus, the United States believed‘that the loss of Indochina con-
tained within it a multiplier effect which could disrupt the status
quo within Asia and lead to a permanent communist hegemony in the
region, Analyzed in this way,‘Indochina became the last bastion for
the preservation of the power relations in the Far East, for if the

United States wanted to prevent communist expansion anywhere in Asia,

she had to prevent it in Indochina. "Whither goes,_ Indochina, S0 goes

Asia,” or so went American thnnklng during the critical years of the |

sz O

SREVES
R
NP

34Pub11c Papers of the Presidents of the United States. Dwight
D. Eisenhower, 199, p. 3827

35Richard Nixon, "Address on I.V. and Radiq, December 23, 1953,"
United States Department of oState, Balletin, XXX (January 4, 1954), p.12.

36John F. Dulles, "The Threat of a Red Asia,' United States
Department of State, Bulletin, XXX (April 12, 1954), p. 540.

37Publ:.c Papers of the Presidents of the Unlted States. Dwight
D, Eisenhower, 1954, p. 382, .
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Indochinese war.

Indochina was also con81dered to be of great 51gnificance economi-

AT IAN A

_cally to the United States and to the West. As Truman had realized,

e S

" Southeast Asia had great agricultural importance, because of its sur-
pluses of rice., If Indochina was the key to all of Southeast Asia,

politically it was also the key to the rice surpluses in this region,

sﬁrpluses which were so vital to many nations of Asia. This could have

~&#@ a two-pronged 51gniflcance. On the One hand it was important to See.

g to it that the "free nations" of A51a continued to have access to this

rice° .on the other hand, it could be equally as important to see to it
that food~starved China was deprived of these badly needed supplies.
The loss--to the WbSt—-of these food supplies could be a double lossé-

a loss to the nations which needed the rice, plus a setback to the West

.because China acquired the rice. Because of its economic resources,

Indochina was important to the power structure in the Far East.38

In essence, Indochina was believed to have great significance for
overall power relationships within all of Asia, That simplistic cause-

effect relationships were predicated for events in Asia can best be

understood in the spirit of the times, Everywhere Americans were seek=-

_ing such simple relationships. The rise of the Cold War was explained

by the sellouts of the Democrats at Yalta and at Potsdam. The loss of
atomic monopoly was the fault of the spies like the Rosénbergs, The

commnists took over in China becsguse a‘few State Department officials
had sold ouﬁ Chiang Kai-shek., Everywhere complex problems were seen as

having simple causes. It is in this context, it mst be remembered,

38Dulles,‘ “"The Threat of a Red Asia,” p. 539-542,
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that Indochina was viewed as the last remaining Maginot line in Asia,

| It must also be remembered that the Repﬁblicans had promised to
.preient future communist expansion anywhere in the world and had lam-
basted the Democrafs for their failure‘in China. No Republican Admini=-
stration could countenance disinterest in Indochina, noi could the
Administration not pledge all-out support to the French. The campaign
slogans which carried the Republicans into power would be remembefed
long after the War in Indochiha had énded; the Republicans could not
afford politically to turn their backs on their own promises,

The United States had a more positive interest in Indochina as
well. Indochina had critical impértance for the '"New Lookﬁ that Dulles
had promised to give to American foreign policy. For he had long
argued that the United States ought to prevent communist expansion from
ever getting underway in Asia, rather than simply resisting it after it
jnitiates its assault. . Dulles was seeking to re-establish a balance of
power in Asia that would be favorablé to American interests. Indochina
was of crucial importance to this more ambitious policy. As-early as
1950; Dulles had suggested the creation of a new organization in Southe-
east Asia, one which would serve as a counterweight to Sino-Soviet power,
Indochina was the fulcrum of this new Qrganization. Dulles had argued
that the United States should: | |

help establish a permanent association of the free nations of

Asia and the Pacific. It would not, at least in the beginning,

be an essentially military alliance, as the North Atlantic

Treaty Organization turned out to be ... (It would start) as

a consultative council of those who have a cgmmon congern
for national independence and human freedom. 7 : :

This organization became one of the personal cause celebre's of Dulles .

3 Dulles, War or Peace, p. 229-230.
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and received new attention in the eerly months of 1954 when the situation
in Indochina became critical, He reintroduced his idea in a speech be-

fore the National Press Club in March, 195, by calling for united action

" in Indochina.*® Eisenhower, elaborating on what Dulles had in mind,

said it would constitute "the establishment of a new grouping or coali-
tion composed of nations which have a vital concern-in the checking of

communist expanéion in the a.rea."l+l What Dulles wanted was more than

AR ST

an ad hoc grouping of nations to bolster the French posltlon in Indo~

ST

china, for he sought a new permanent organlzation for collectlve secuww

R i N NP

rity in Asia whlch would provide for defense agalnst communist subver-n

[

sion, as well as defense against the expansion of commnist states.
This new organization--~to conéist of ﬁhe United States, Great Britein,
France, the Associated States of Indochina, the Philippines, Thailand,
Augtralia, New Zealand, and possibly others--would cast a protective
umbrella over the free states of Asia, TIts purpose was to allow them

to develop politically and economically without being plagued by

50511165, "The Threat of & Red Asia," p. 540,

: 41Letter, Dwight D. Eisenhower to Winston Churchill, April 4, 1964,
in Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandate for Change (Nevaork, 1963), ps 346,

uzDulles' lack of concern with the immediate crisis in Indochina is
illustrated by a conversation that occured between Dulles and Ely.
While ﬁly attempted to impress on Dulles the seriousness of the French
situation at Dien Bien Phu, Dulles was not interested; instead he
elaborated on his thesis that a Southeast Asian organization mist be
formed to stop the expansion of the commnists. "... le secretaire
d'Etat etait surtout viSLblement preoccupé des conditions politiques
auxquelles devrait subordonnée une plus large participation americane &
- la defense du Sud-Est asiatique ... C'etait une allusion au pacte
politique couvrant tout le Sud-Est asiatique que le secretajre d!'Etat
’entrevoyalt et dont il souhaitait la conclusion.!" in Paul Ely,
Mémoirs (Paris, 1964), p. 66.
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commnist threats. It would add a new power dimension to Asian #ffairSw—
a power bloc desigﬁed to counterbalance Russia and China, This organi-
zation would also make clear to the Soviet Union the iikely consequences
of any possible aggression, for it was Dulles' belief that aggression
could be deterred by threats of réprisél. "If aggressive events are
likely which will in fact 1ead‘us to fight, let us make clear our in-
.tention in advapce, then we shall probably not have to f:‘l.gh'l:.v"}"'3 Thus,
a collective security organization would warn against aggfession or sub-
version and by so doing, hopefully would forestall it. In essence, it
would strengthen the overall position of the United States in Asia.
- Indochina, considered to be the key to Southeast Asia, was the focal
point of this organization. .Once such an organization was established,
- Dulles thought the United States would be iﬁ a‘position to implement
"his long standing foreigh policy goal pf»rOlling back communism in all
of Southeast Asia."ub |

That Dulles sought to establish a collective securiiy brganization
in Asia and viewed it as being capable of altering the balance of |
power more in favor of the United States was consistent with his atti-
tude toward the policy of containment. He detested containment as ‘
"negative, futile, and immoral."45 His argument was that all of
American energies, all of American sacrifices and spending were going
not toward defeating commnnism; but toward enabling the United States

to live with commnism,

43John F., Dulles, "Address Before the American Legion,! United
States Department of State, Bulletin, XXIX (September 14, 1953), p. 339.

anarley, Pe 275.

45The New York Times, October 15, 1952, p. 2,
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We are not working, sacrificing, and spending in order to

live without this peril, but to be able to liwve with it,
presumably forever. (Containment represented) treadmill
policies which, at best, might perhaps keep us in the same

place until we drop exlfxa.u:.-‘d:,ed.)"’ge

- What ﬁuiles had emphasized ﬁas that the United States ought to devote
itself to eliminating the communist menace rather thah trying to live
with it. His longstanding interest in developing a collective defense
alliange structure in Southeast Asia constituted a first step.

Finaliy, the Eisenhower Administration was concerned with the
effect the Indochinese War was having on its European policies,‘ The
French continued to temporize on whether‘to ratify the Europsan Defense
Community. By 1954, many American officials feared that the French
might reject the EDC, if fhey could secure a Soviet promise to help end
the Indochinese War. Fear existed that Moscow, in order to disrupt -
the Western Alliance, might take the initiative in offering the French
some kind of settlement in Indochina, in.exchange for the refusal of
the French to join the European Defense_Community.47 So interwoven
were the issues of the EDC and Indochina that shortly before leaving for
the Berlin Conference, the French let it be knowm publiciy that the
Government had agreed to make no deals with the Soviets in respect to

the EDC in return for an "illusory" prbmise of peace in Indochina,.48

46Ibido, po 2. '

¥7Ivid., Jamuary 24, 1954, p. 2.

“8xarold Callendar, The New York Times, Jamuary 21, 1954, p. 1.
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The Navarre Plan

Based on the considerations which have been set forth, the Eisen-
hower Administration continued to sﬁpport the French in_Indochina,
Speaking to the nation in July, 1953, Dulles announced that Indochina
was the second largest cost item in the Mutual Security Program bud-
get.49

The French were unable to hold their own.ih Indochina, however,

- and by 1953 were militarily in a worse position than they had been in
1947, The Vietminh continued to escalate the level of military activi-
ties and, in early 1953, invaded Laos. As the situation detériorated,
the Mayer‘Government fell, to be followed in May, 1953, by the Laniel
Government., Henri Navarre was soon thereafter appointed to head the
Indochinese Command and was given instructions to work out a plan to
bring the War to a satisfactory con¢lusion,

Navarré proposed that French military operations be divided intec
two distinct phases, During the campaign‘of 1953-1954, fhe French were
to concentrate on "mopping up" operations in southern and central Viet-
nam, in order to avoid a general battle with the full forces of the
. Vietminh, especially in thé north, In the north during this period, the
French should maintain the defensive. During the campaign of 1954=1955,

the French were to'assume the offensive in the north and to engage the

49John F. Dulles, "Report to the Nation," United States Department
of State, Press Releases (July 17, 1953) #387.
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Vietminh in a decisive battle.50

The United States registered satisfaction with this new plan in
the fall of 1953, by announcing that she would give Frénce-an additional
385 million dollars to support it. Mﬁch of this additional aid was to
be used to train and equip the Vietnamese Army and to cover the costs of

temporarily increasing French troop levels‘.5:L

The United States, how-
ever, seemed to believe the Navarre Plan promised total victory in
Indochina, a victory which might indeed lead to negotiationé, but nego-
tiations in which France would impose.a victor's peace on the Vietminh.
Thus, at.the Four Power Ministerial Conference at Berlin in February,
1954, Dulles was dismayed to find the French earnestly télking about -
a negotiated settlement that would accomplish much less than this,
Dulles believed the Navarre Plan could still achiéve a military victory
and that negotiations with the communists, at this time, were both fu-
tile and unnec:essa,.ry.52 Bator reports that to convince the French to
meke an alkout effort under the Navarre Flan, Dulles told the French the
United States would supply all necessary military equipment, assume al-
most the entire financial burden, and would frain the Vietnamése-army,
if they would push for victory.,”> As late as April, 1954, he described

SONavarre hlmself denies, however, that this was his plan and
states that it was the plan of his predecessor Salan. "Cette idée &tait
la bases du plan que le général Salan m'avait laissé en héritage. Elle
devint celle du mien.,"” Whether he actually conceived it or adopted it
from Salan, he presented the plan to the French government and there-
after it was called the "Navarre Plan," Henri Navarre, ég e de
1'Indochine (Paris, 1964), p. 81,

5;"Joint United States=-French Commnniqné; September 30, 1953, " United
States Department of State, Bulletin, XXIX (October 12, 1953), p. 486,

2250hn Robinson Beal, John Foster Dulles (New York, 1957), p. 111,
yixtor Bator, Vietném:lé Diplomatic Tragedy (New York, 1965), p. 17.
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the Plan as one to break up organized communist activity and reduce the |
War to small-scale guerrilla operations by late 1955, In testimony be-
_faré the House Foreign Affairs Committee, he asserted "There is no :eaf
son to question the essential soundness of the Navarre Plan ... Nothing'
has happéned to change the basic estimate'of relétive military poﬁer
for 1955."54 ﬁiy reported that he could not convince Dulles that the
Navarre Flan was neither designed to bring about avmiiitérY_solution
nor was it capable of doing'$o. He suggested that the Americans had
been mistaken in thinking the Plan contemplaﬁed total victory,?”

The French interpreted the Navarre Plan differently. Subsequent
to the close of the Indochinese War, they argued that the Navarre Plan
‘was never designed to bring about a final military vietory, but rather
- to place the French in a position of military strength, so that they
might then negotiate to end the War with the Vietminh, Navarre wrote
that he belie#ed his mission was to create military'conditions con~-
ducive to an hqnorable political settlement and that he never promised
victory in Indochina.’® Fly substantiated this and asserted that
Navarre's instructions had been only to create military conditions con-
ducive to a favorable political sclut:.on.57

which is to be taken as correct--the French 1nterpretation or the
American one? A time element may cénstitute a problem in answering

- the question., The French, when they first presented the Plan to the

54John’F. Dulles, "Not One of the United States Aloné " United
States Department of State, Bulletin, XXX (April 19, 1954), p. 582,

5581y, p. 25 and 78.
56Navarre, pP. 72.
571y, p. 2b.
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United States in the fall of 1953, may well have presented it as de-
signed to bring about a Frenéhvmilitary victory in Indochina. It seems
1ikely that the United States would not, at that point, have been will~
ing to grant an additional 385 million dollars to the French for a plan
that promised less than victory. It seems unlikely that the French
would have made clear at that.time'that victory was not foreseen, in
view of their desire fo obtain additional aid from the United States
and their knowledge that the Administration was opposed tovany compro-
mise with the communists. Thus, althoughbin the fall of 1953, the
Administration may well have wﬁnted to believe victory possible, and
would have read thié into any plan, it is likely that the French would
not have disabused them of this notion. |

At the»same time, it is unlikely that the French themselves seri-

ously anticipated total victory. The War had grown increasingly un-

populaf in France, was regarded_by meny as la sale guerre, and was
politically a great liability. Tt was obvious by then that no matter
what happened in Indochina, Indochina would not be refurned to her pre~
World War II status as a French colony. Whereas the French had entered
the War to preserve théir Empire, they had been‘compelled to acquiesce
in more and mbre autonomy for the Indochinese aﬁd conéequently lost
most of their original motivation for fighting. The French thought that
if the United States was so interested ih,containing comrunism in Indo=-
china, she ought to share the military burden with them by committing
Ameriecan troopéf

E By March, 1954, the French were explicitly.telling'their American
ally that victory was not possible, but the United States seemed unwill-

ing to believe this. Several factors may be involved here. If the
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Frenoh(negoti#ted with the communists, they would probably have to make
some concessions. Yet, domestically, the United Statés had commited
herself to a policy of no concessions to the communists. In addition,
the Navarre Plan, if successful, wouid prevent the éxpansion of commu~
nism; thus, the Administration continued to advocate adherence to the
Plan, even after it was evident that the French were unwilling or unable

to fight on.
The Nature of the War

Interwoven with the policy of containing the communists in Indo-
china was the insistence of Eisenhower and Dylles that the United States
have no part in a colonialist or neo-colonialist war. This was a domi=-
nant poliéy theme of the Eisenhower Administration, one which embroiled
it in periodic difficulties with the French., The United States con-
tinually pressed France to "perfect" the independence of the Indochinese

50 as to remove any question as to the true nature of the War. Dulles
| believed that the "United States must be very careful to allay suspi-
cions in thesé gountries and not make them think of the United States

as imperialist. This what the So#iets play on, (Any American policy)
should reinforce not undermine the independence of the new nations, "50
' The United States must prove herself a friend te nati&ns struggling for
independence, prove that she who had fought her own War for Independence
understood and sympathized with the aspirations of people throughout the
- world for political freedom, Throughout the War, pressures were exerted

on the French to make it a 'real! war of independence., When the French .

58Dulles, War or Peace, p., 229,
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amounced, in July, 1953, their decision to grant full independence to
the Associated States, the United States quickly congratulated the
French on their decision.59‘ The United States, however, continued to
worry about the nature of the War and its implications for American
policies in Southeast Asia. As late as September, 1953, Dulles
asserted:

There has been danger that resistance to communist aggression

might collapse with resulting jeopardy to our vital interests

in the West Pacific. Many of the people of Indochina had

been persuaded that their choice was between colonialism and

commnism, A choice between two forms of subjection never

gives rise to much enthusiasm or much willingness to sacri-

fice and die, Now, the French, by Declaration of July 3,

have made clear their intention to grant full independence

to the Associated States as these states desire it ... Thus,

the character of the war becomes transformed and the United

States, can in good conscience, contribute substantially ...

to the successful conelusion of the War. It has become

genuinely a 'war for independence' and the aggressiye char-

acter of the commmnist warfare now stands exposed.,®0
Implieit in this statement is the American‘belief that prior to July,
1953, a legitimate question existed as to the "true" nature of the War,
These doubts plagued the Administration continuously even after the
French Declaration. When in May, 1954, the question of American mili-
tary intervention in Indochina arose, both Dulles and Eisenhower empha=
sized that one of the preconditions for such intervention was a French
promise to grant the Indochinese full :’undependence.él This agitation
lest she appear in the role of a colonialist power also influenced the

United States in its decision as to whether she ought to intervene

59Bator, p. 200, _
6030mn T, Dulles, "Address Before the New York Herald Tribune

- Forum," United States Department of State, Bulletin, XXIX (November 2,
1953)9 p. 588,

61Chalm.ers M. Roberts, The Washington Post, June 7, 1954, p. 17.
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militarily over Dien Bien Phu. The United States insisted that she
would not respond alone to the French plea, lest she incur criticism as
a colonialist, "The strongest reason for all for the United States re-

fusal to respond by itself to French pleas was our tradition of anti-

colonialismzvéz If Eisenhower's statement is to be taken at face value,

then one of the major policies of the Unlted States durlng the Indow d%gm%w

RN T,
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chinese War was to avoid any tai£§ of neo-colonlalism. S0 overrldlng;,ew'fgmMi
. was this concern that it might have influenced a declslon to let the ;m%,&; e
military situation in Indochina collapse_rather than take the risk of
being accused of being a colonialist state.

In all probability, the Uéolonial“ issue was a convenient pretext.
" which served the policy goals of the United States at this time. For
the United States had supported the French with military aid and finan-
cial support, even though she seemed to think the war was colonialist
in nature. When a French defeat appeared imminent at Dien Bien Phu, it
hardly seems credible that the United States would not intervene, simply
out of fear of being labelled a colonialist power. However, anti~
colonialism was a position long propounded in American policies in Asia,
starting from the time when the United States insisted on the preser-
vation of the independence and territorial integrity of China. In this
respect, the application of this position on colonialism to the Indo-
chinese situation indicates a continuation of a traditional Fer Eastern

policy.

62Eisenhower, Mandate £or Change,‘p. 373.
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‘The Question of Chinese Intervention in Indoehiha

Alth@ugh during 1953, Eisenhower adhered to most of the policies
laid down during Truman's Administration, the Republicans took a stronger
position on the question of Chinese inﬁervention. Throﬁghout the period
of the armistice negotiations in Korea, the French were fearful that an
armistice in Korea‘might Tree Chinese forces for direct intervention in
Indochina, The French Governments repeatedly sought to obtain American
assurances that if China intervened direetly, the United States would
come to the immediate aid of the French. As has been pointed out,
Truman was loathe to make any direct commitments on this score, and the
furthest the United States had gone was to state in the United Nations
that she would be gravely concernéd should China interwvene., Hopes for
an armistice in Korea were increased in 1953, énd with these hopes went
more concern, on the part of the French, of direct Chinese involvement
in Indochina. Dulles was willing to give such guarantees and to give
b'them publicly, because of his belief that warning a potential aggressor
deters aggression. Dﬁlles consistently emphasized that:

The Korean War began in a way in which wars often begin--a

potential aggressor miscalculated, From that we learn a

lesson which we expect to apply in the interests of future

peace. The lesson is this: If events are likely which

will in fact lead us to fight, let us make clear our in~

tention jn advance; then we shall probably not have to

fight,.,03 | | |
During a visit by President Auriol to WAShington in March, 1953, the
United States announced that if China took advantage of an armistice in

Korea to purspe war in Indochina, this would have f'serious consequences

~ for the efforts to bring about peace in the world and would conflict

63Dulles, Address Before the Americgn Legion," p. 339 & 341.
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directly with the undertaking on which any armistice in Korea would
rest, "E¥ Shortly thereafter, Dulles explained that this statement *was
part of our effort to anticipate what may happen rather than to catch
- up with what has happened."65
These warnings were reiterated on several occasions., In September,
Dulles told the American Legion that:
There is the risk that, as in Korea, Red Chlna might send its
own army into Indochina. The Chinese Communist regime should
realize that such a second aggression could not occur without
grave consequences which might not be confined to Indochina,

I say this soberly in the interests of peace and in-gge hope
of preventing another aggressor from miscalculating.

Dulles later elaborated on some of the possible consequences to China,
should she iﬁtervene in Indochina.b Testifying before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee in March, 1954, Dulles explained that "the best way
‘to deter aggression is to make the aggressor know in advance that he
will suffer‘damage outweighing what he can hope to gain."67

The means tha’United States would rely on in the event of such
overt Chinese aggression were never made clear.. The Republicans had
promised a tougher policy toward communism, but at the same time, had
promised cutbacks in military expenditures. Thus, it was necessary to
- devise means to reconcile these two opposing promises, Finally, in
January,‘l954, Dulles expounded on the "New Look" of Republican foreign

policy, specifically relating his comments to the situation in

64Un1ted States Department of State, Press Releases 1953 (March 28,
1953), #160.

®5Thid., (April 18, 1953), #200.

66Underlined by the author of this thesis for emphasis. Dulles,
- YAddress Before The American Legion," p. 342.

67The New York Times, March 25, 1954, p. l.
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Indochina, .

Local defense will always be important ,.. it must be rein-

forced (however) by the further deterrent of massive retal-

iatory power ... The way to deter aggression is for the free

commnity to be willing and able to respond vigorously at

places and with means of its owm chqcsing.68
In effect, the Chinese were warned that the nuclear arsenal of the
United States would rain down on them in the event of their direct
intervention in Indochina. Here was the more ambitious pélicy that the
Republicans had been formmlating. But an immediate outery against such
a policy was raised in Congress and by United States allies, Subsequent
to Dulles'! speech, an Administration spokesman had to concede that the
"New Look" would not be an appropriate way of dealing with the situation
in Indochina..69 Thus, although Americans continued to threaten against
Chinese intervention, conflicting statements emanated from the Admin-
istration as to what means would be used against such intervention,

In any event, the Chinese did nét intervene dirgctly in Indochina,
although during late 1953 and early 1954, they stepped up their aidu7o
Soon the problem confronting the United States was not what to do if
China intervened, but what to do against the Vietminhito p;event the
complete collapse of the French in Indochina,

A question may Be raised as to whether Dulles, by his policy state-
ments, intended to commit the United States to direct military involve-
ment, should China intervene directly, On the surface, this is what

his statements indicated. Yet, the striking feature of Dulles® warlike

68Text in The New York Times, Jamuary 13, 1954, p. 1.

69Defense Secretary Charles E, Wilson, reported in The New York
Times, February 9, 1954, p. 1.

70Hammer, p. 135.
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statements is that he himself continually emphasized that the mere warn-
ing of China would suffice; that if China were warned not to intervene,
she would heed such warnings, and hence would not involve the United
States in war., In each and every instance wheré China was publicly
warned'against intervention, Dulles also emphasized that we would pro-
bably NOT have to involve our military there, because the warnings
wouldvdeter Chinese aggression. Dulles may have emphasized the unlike-
lihood of American involvement to soothe public fears; or he may have
been so convinced that threats of reprisal deter aggression, that he
believed the eventuality where the United States might have to intervene
would never arise. Thus, one cannot necessarily conclude that Dulles®
statements were the expression of a firm United States policy to inter-
vene in Indochina should China do so, The United States, in‘fact, may
not have had a real policy commitment relating to the contingency of
Chinese action. Both admirers and critics of Dulles have suggested that
his:words could not alway# be taken at fage value and they were often
‘more complicated than a surface examination indicated.

The Question of Political Settlement

The early months of 1954 found the French in a worse position
militarily than they had been since the War began. The Vietminh were
preparing for -a large scale offensive, the one thing Navarre had planned
to avoid in the 1953-1954 campaign. The French had earlier entrenched
themselves at Dien Bien Phu, an isolated fortress in nofthern Vietnam,
accessiblp only by air, especially if attacked; there were growing in-
dications that the Vietminh intended to lay siege to Dien Bien Fhu,

The French people were tired of the War and urgenfly wanted peace, At
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the Three Power Ministerial Conference held in Berlin in early 1954,
both the British and the French sought to inelude Indochina on the
Agenda of an international conference to discuss Korea. The United
States opposed seeking a negotiated settlement. She still believed in
the efficacy of the Navarre Plan and thought that victory was possible,
if the French would give their full backing to the Plan, Dulles’was
convinced that scheduling a political conference on Indochina would
only lead the commnists to step up the pace of their military activ-
ities.7; Further, Dulles believed that if Indochina were scheduled on
the Geneva Agenda, compromises would have to be made with the commmnists.
Also, the United States may have feared that the French would sacrifice
the EDC, in order to get a satisfactory political solution in Indochina.
Another thought that might havé,concerned the United States was that
since France had very little to offer the commnists, the United States
might be called ypon to make concessions, either in the form of an
- American recognition of the regime of Mao Tse-tung or in the form of
permitting Commmist China to oceupy the Chinese seat in the United
Nations, Dulles' pesition was that if the Chinese displayed a willing-~
ness to stop their agression in Korea, then the timé might be ripe for
discussions on Indochina, but not before.

I do not think thét I have ever said that these political

talks would necessarily be limited exclusively to Korea.

We have said that the conference, as originally set up, in

our opinion, should be limited to Korea, But also I think

I have made it clear that, if matters at the conference go
well, and the Chinese Communists show a disposition to

MBeal, p, 111.
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settle in a reasonable way such a question as Indochina,
we would not, just on technical grounds, say 'No' ...

" Thus, at Berlin, strong pressunes had to he exerted on Dulles to
cbnvince-him.that'talks should be scheduled. Eden reports that Dulles'
opposition to talks was one of the major stumbling blocks to scheduling
»them.73 Dulles may have been warned that unless the Laniel Government
could hold out some hope'of peace in Indochina, it would fall, and a
new government committed to a unilateral withdrawal might take office,74
The French insisted that if the United States considered Indochina wvital
to her national interest and opposed a negotiated settlement, she ought
to aid the French more extensively and more directly. France ought not
to be expected to bear the entire military burden for containing the
communists in Indochina. ‘

The British were committed also td a political settlement in Indg=
china. Eden's position was:

We fully share United States desires to see Indochina pre-

served from communism and agree that, so long as there is

any hope of success, the French should be urged to maintain

their present effort. But after earnest study of military

and political factors, we feel that it would be unrealistic

not to face the possibility that the condltions for a favorable

solution in Indochina no longer exist ceel?

The United States was, thus, in an anomolous position with respect

to a negotiated settlement. France, who had been bearing the major

burden of the War and who the United States insisted bore the primary

7270hm F. Dulles, "Press Conference," United States Department of
State, Bulletin, XXIX (September 14, 1953), p, 342.

73Eden, p. 98.

7Beal, p. 111.
75Eden, p. 110,
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responsibility for the War, was no longer willing to fight alone. The
British were convinced thatva military solution by the French was no
longer tenable and thus were pressing for a conference on Indochina,

" If the United States continued to refuse to di#cuss Ihdoéhina with the
commnists, she risked a major split with her allies, which could be |
detrimental to her overall foreign policy. In addition, a refusal to
go along with the Laniel-~Bidault Government might cause the fall of that
Government and its replacement by a pacifist government. The new
govermment might not support the EDC, as Laniel had. Yet agreeing to
place Indochina on the Conference Agendé was bound to lead to domestic
reperéussions and criés of "sellout", "Yalta", and "appeasement",‘ The
only other alternative for the United States seemed to be to go to the
direct military aid of the French.

However, the Administration had had occasion to measure congres~
sional support for in#olving American troops in Indochina and had found
Congress very unsympathetic., Sometime in late Jamuary or early February,
in response to a French plea for help, the ﬁniﬁed States had sent 40
.B~26 bombers, along with two hundred American mechanics, to aid the
French at Dien Bien Phu. An uproar resulted in Congress, and Mike
Mansfield demanded to know if there were any plans for sending American

76

troops or atomic weapons to Indochina. Shortly thereafter, possibly
to silence congressional criticism, Eisenhower announcéd'that he had
sent the mechanics to maintain the planes, because there were not suf-

ficient skilled mechanies in Indochina, and that he saw ne opportunity

76Reported in The New York Times, February 9,v1954, p. Lo
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-of these mechanics becoming involved in any hostilities.?7 When queried
on congressional unrest as to possiblé military involvement in Indochina,
Eisenhowe: stated ".;. I cannot conceive of a greater tragedy for

- America than to get heavily involved now in an all-out war in any of
those regions ..:78 Thus, had the Administration been considering the
possibility of military involvement, the minor incident with the me=-
chanics convinced it that such involvement would not have congressional'
backing.

Dullgs, thus, had little choice at Berlin, but to agree to the
placing of Indochina on the Geneva Agenda; he had nothing else to offer
to the French, Cognizant; however, that his agreement might touch off
a barrage of criticism ét home, he iﬁsisted that although Communist
China would be present at the conference, she would not be an "inviting
party" and that in no way would the United States meeting with China be
- construed as implying recbgnition of the Cormmunist regime, Dulles re-
ported that he specifically told Molotov ﬁhat he would not meet the
Chinese unless it was specifically agréed in advance that ne Uﬁited
States recognition would be :'anolved.79 The position of the United
States was thét the West was meeting with China to make her account beQ
fqre the bar of world opinion for her éggressions in Indqchina and in

80

Korea.

77The Public Papers of the Presidents, Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953,
P, 250. T | ‘ T

78id., p. 250.

v79John F. Dulles, "Press Conference," United States Department of
- State, Bulletin, XXX (March 8, 1954), p. 346,

801pid., p. 6.
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As Dulles had feared, upen his return to the United States, he was
greeted with an onslaught of eriticism, eSpecially by members of Congress
who thought that the meeting ﬁbuld in effect grant de facto recognition
to the Chinese‘Communist,regime. Mémbers of the President's own party
were among the most voecal of c¢rities, with Senator Kﬁowland, the major=-
ity leader, publiely criticizing Dulles and the Administration,8l
Dulles was compelled to'"explaiﬁ himself" to Congress and the American
publie in a radio broadcast and to‘prbmise again and again that the
United Staﬁes would not recegnize Red China in return for a settlement
in Indochina., And long after it was obvious that negotiations were
inevitable, Dulles and Eisenhower'continued to express doubts as to the
wisdom of negotiatiné. They confinued to hold out hope that military

" victory might well make these'negotiations unnecessary.
~ Crisis Over Intervention

_iHowever, soon after the Berlin Conference, the United States faced
a far more crucial policy question., March, 1954, brought with it the
portent of a French military disaster in Indochina and involved the
United States in the making of A vital policy decision as to whether to
intervene directly in Indochina,.in-order to prevent this disaster.
The French were faced with a critical ﬁilitafy situation, Navarre, in
spite of his earlief decision to avoid a major confrontation with the
Vietminh in 1953~1954, had taken up a position at Dien Bien Phu, and by
early February, 1954, it was evident that the Vietminh were preparing

for a massive aSsault upon the fortress, Navarre decided to meet this

8lohe New York Times, February 9, 1954, p. 1.
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assault rather than abandon Dien Bien Phu. On March 13, the Vietminh
launched a major attack uéon the fortress and within two hours, two
fortified outposts fell., French efforts at eounterattack were totally -
foiled and by March 15, the fortress was under siege. The heavy artil-
lery attacks prevented planes from ianding and made iﬁpossible the sup-=
plying of the outpost. Within forty-eight hours, Navarre had cabled
Paris that the situation was serious and requested American aerial
intervention to raise the siege.sz‘ |

On March 19, in response to an invitation from General Radford,
Chairman of the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, General ﬁiy, French
Chief of Staff, arrived in the United States for talks on the situation
in Indochina. Eiy bore several méssages.- He had been ordered to re-
.quest additional‘American aid, to inform the Administration that the
French no longer hoped for a favbrable military solution, and to obtain
an American guarantee of immediate air suppqrt if the Chinese intervened
in the air over Dien Bien Phu. In addition, he cenveyed a request from
Navarre for a United States aérial attack on the Vietminh positions to
raise the siege 4t Dien Bien Phu.83

For the first time, thevAdministration was confronted with a re-
quest for military action not égainst the Chinese but against the Viet-
minh, éiy's request presented the Administration with its most crucial
policy decision to date on the Indochinese War, Intervention bore
several dangers. It could embroil the United States in war with Chins;

it could possibly activate the Sino-Soviet Alliance and lead to genseral

82Navarre, P. 102,
83ﬁly. P 16-
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war, Non-intervention, on the other hand, could result in a resounding
defeat for the French at Dien Bien Phu, with such disastrous psycho-
logical effects on French morale as to cause a complete withdrawal from
Ihdochina. It could also force France to enter Geneva as a suppliant
at Canossa., It would make inevitable a negotiated settlement and even
perhaps the loss of much of Indochina.

But éiy's request was not official and policy decisions are not
made on the request of a general. Radfbrd, however, told ﬁiy that if
the French Government formally requested American air intervention at
Dien Bien Phu, the United States Government would give serious consid-
eration to this request. In fact, according to ﬁly, Radford took the
initiative with him, and made this statement even before éiy had for-
maily requested such aid, Preliminary blans for an American aerdial
‘attack were discussed at this time, A plan was worked out which con-
templated use of American B-29 bombers based in the Philippines, along
ﬁith planes from aircraft carriers attached to the Seventh Fleet, A
number of raids, in the course of one or several consecutive nights,
were to be made on the Vietminh positions at Dien Bien Phu, in order to
break up the attack. The opperation was dubbed Vautour.84

When Radford and éiy parted, ﬁiy understood that if the French
Government formally requested American air intervention, Radford would'
strongly support and reconmend this to the President. According te ﬁiy,
Radford ‘''quite visibly" expected to obtain Eisenhower's approval of
this plan. It was also understood that the plan would be a “onewshot"

affair which would not involve the United States in war in Indechina,

8 1pid., p. 38
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but wouid be a form of "increased aid" to the French, aid which would
stave off military disaster and allow the French to enter the Geneva
Conference’undefeated in the battlefield. éiy has reported that Radford
was so confident of Eisenhower's approval that he éxpressed more congern
as to whether the French would request such aid than he did over whether
the United States would grant 1t.55 Radford's estimate may have been
based, in part, on the fact that Eisenhower, during a meeting with Rad-
ford and ﬁiy, had ordered Radford to ao everything possible to aid the
French at Dien Bien Phu.86 When ély expressed fears that Dulles might
not support this plan, he received the impression from Radford that
Eisenhower aﬁd Dulles might not see eye to eye on this :i.assue.s-7
Subsequent to éiy's departure and before the French formally re-
quested Amerdican air intervention; it seems the Administration gave
serious consideration to this plan for intervenihg in the air over Dien
Bien Phu. Between March 25 and April 4, the date on which the French
formally requested this aid, it'Seems that a number of high level dis-
cussions took place and that the Administration tentatively decided te
'adopt some plan for intefvention. Many indications exist to support

this hypothesis. On April 29, Dulles in a speech before the Overseas

851rad., p. 39.
861pid., p. 25.

- .

87Ely reports that he expressed his concern to Admiral Radford that
Dulles did not seem to realize or appreciate the French plight at Dien
Bien Phu, He also expressed fears that Dulles might not favor the
Radford~Ely Plan. Eiy does not report Radford's regponse, but he does
say that Radford gave him the impression (and he (Ely) may have mis-
interpreted but he thought) that Radford's expressed opinion that Eisen-
hower might authorize American intervention, even though Dulles did not
favor it. FEly emphasizes, however, that this was only an impression he
_ received from Radford. :
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Press Club of America, stressed the importance the United States
attached to Indochina and asserted that:

Under the conditions of today, the imposition on Southeast
Asia of the political, system of Communist Russia and its
Chinese Communist ally, by whatever means, would be a grave
threat to the whole free community. The United States feels
that that possibility should not be passively acceptec.

Up until this time, possible United States action had always been pre-~
dicated on the direcﬁ intervention of the Chinese. Here, for the first
time, the United States stated that regardless of how it was to be

accomplished, the United States should not stand by and watch the com-
manists take over in Indochina, Implicit was the assertion that if the
Vietminh threatened to drive the Frenech from Indochina, the United

States would intervene to prevent this. On March 30, James Reston re-

ported in the New York Times that the United States had taken a funda-

mental policy decision to use its air force over Dien Bien Phu to raise
the siege and that Dulles was supposed to lay the political groundwork
for this intervention.89 Also, Eisenhower,>in a strong message to the
President of France on March 28, asserted that the soldiers at Dien Bien
Phu were defending the cause of human freedom and were exemplifying the
qualities vital to the survival of the free world.9O

Bator lends support to this hypothesis in asserting that pfior to

April 3, the National Security Council met and decided on American

88ynderlined by the author of this thesis for eﬁphasis. Dulles,
"The Threat of a Red Asia," p. 540,

89James Reston, The New York Times, March 30, 1954, p. 26.

90Dwight D. Eisenhower, "Tribute to the Commander and Men of Dien
Bien Phu Garrison," United States Department of State, Balletin, XXX
(April 12, 1954), p. 542.
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intervention over Dien Bien Phu,?l Chalmers Roberts also maintains

"~ that between March 25 and April 3, the National Security Council had
met and thrashed out the problem, agreeing finally that intervention
ought to be supported.92 Reportedly, it was decided to use two hundred
carrier based aireraft, from the aireraft carriers Essex and Boxer,
along with Philippine.baéed planes, in a single strike over Dien Bien
Phu. In any case, some meeting muét have heen held and a tentative
decision must have been taken, for on April 3, a secrst ieeting was held
‘with key cecngressmen to discuss such intervention.

Although a decision seems to have been made to intervene in Indo-
china, Eisenhower appears to have been unwilling to assume scle re-
sponsibility for American action and wanted congressional support; On
April 3, Dullés, Radford, Undersécretary of Defense Roger Kyes, Navy
Secretary Robert B, Anderson, and Thursten B. Morton met in a sécret
session with five'Senators and three Representatives in accordance with
Eisenhower's desire that these leaders be sounded out on the possibility
of a joint congressional resolution authorizing or supporting thes use
of air and naval power at Dien Bien Phu., At this point, the tide was
turned. The Congressmen expressed strong misgivings and asked Dulles
if America's allies had been sounded out and would partieipate in such
a strike. Dulles answéred in the negative. Radford, in response to
questioning, admitted that the plan did not have the backing of the
other éhiefs of staff. At the end of the meeting, the Congressmen

declined to support a congressional resolution and suggested that before

91Bator, p. 49,

92Roberts, p. 17.
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doing anything, Dulles ought to search for allies and consider making
any intervention a joint allied v'enture.93 The next day, Radford and
Dulles met with Eisenhower in a 1ate‘meeting in thé upstairs study of
the White House and decided that the United States would grant aerial
aid to the French, but on the condition that it was a joint venture
supported by Great Britain, Anstfalia, New Zealand, and possibly the
Philippines and Thailand; and further that France promise to see the
War through to a satisfactory conclusion and grant full independence to
the Associated States.™
This writer suggests that, contrary to appearances, there were in

fact two distinet plans on the drawing board. The first--discussed be-
tween Radford and éiy ana sponsored by Radford was a plan for a uni-
lateral American air and naval attack, confined to the area ¢f Dien Bien
Phm, It was this plan which received the attention of the National

Security Couneil and which was presenﬁed’during the April 3 meeting for
| congressional approval. This plan envisaged a carefully limited and
eircumscribed American intervention, executed quickly‘and "quietly", for
the sole purpose of preventing.the fall of Dien Bien Phu. The second
plan, supported by Dulles, had a much more long fange objective, It
was a plan which represented Dulles' longstanding interest in establish-
ing an organization for collective security in Southeast Asia. As has
been pointed out earlier, Dulles, as eariy as 1950, was making references
to and supporting such an organization. This second plan seems to have

‘ ’
originated even before Dulles learned frem Ely that the French pesition

933ator, p. 50. Also Roberts, p. 17.

9L"Ba.tor,, P. 51,
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at Dien Bien Phu was critical and was designed to do much mere than
ward off a French disaster'at Dien Bien}Phu. In fact, Dulles seems to
have opposed the Radford—ﬁly plan on the grounds that asrial intferven-
tion would not suffice, ground forces woﬁld be inevitably necessary,
and further that the President did not have the constitutional autherity
to brdér such intervention.?’ The Dulles Plan involved the establish-
ment of a collective security agency in Southeast Asia, the groundwork
for which would be laid by a joint Anglo-Ameriecan military intercession
in Indochina, - This organization would ensure, he thought, an eventual
French victory in Indochina. It would, he thought, vitiate the neces-
sity for political settlement at Genéva, or, minimally, strengthen the
negotiating position of the French at Geneva, so that a very favorable
political settlement could be obtained from the commnists. It would
provide prdtection against communist subyersion as well as against
communist aggression from without for each country invelved. Poten-
tially, he thought it might do for Asia what NATO had accomplished in
Europe: deter communist expansion. In essencs, he seems tc have
thought that such an organization had the potential to restructure the
power relations in Asia, and to establish a balance of power that would
be favoréble to United States interests.

There is evidence to support this two-plan hypothesis. ﬁiy under-
stood the plan was a one shot affair invelving only the United States.
He also recognized that Radford and Dulles did not see eye to eye, be-
cause while Radford supported American intefvention, ﬁiy found that he

could not even get Dulles to listen to the sefiousness of the French

95Beal, De
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situation at Dien Bien Phu, because Dulles was more interested in talk-
ing about a possible Scoutheast Asian organization for collective de-
fense. The plan which was conveyed te the Congressional leaders conld
not have envisaged allied action because this was precisely one of the
major objections voiced by the Congressmen: that the allies of the
United States had not been consulted and included, Had Radford or the
National Security Counecil, at that time, contemplated joint action,
Dulles would have reassured’the Congressmen that this was the original
intent. Thus, there are indications that one plan envisaged only
American action limited to Dien Bien Phu., This certainly was the under-
standing of the French when they requested American aid, because when
théy learned that such aid was conditional on British support, the
French were taken aback and dismayed.96

Evidence also exists to support the position that Dulles sponsored
an alternative plan. Even before the time element allowed Dulles to
know of the seriousness of the Dien Bien Phu situation, he asserted
that:

The cornerstone of security for the free nations must be a

collective system of defense. They clearly cannot achieve

security separately ... The threat we face is not one that

can be adequately dealt with on an emergency basis. It is

a threat that may long persist. Our policies must be

adopted to this basic fact,97
Dulles went on to warn the Chinese against intervention in Indochina,
Thus, before ﬁly's visit to the United States, Dulles seems to have been

laying the groundwork for some new organization of collective defense

96ﬁiy, p. 72.

97John F. Dulles, '"Policy for Peace and Security," United States
Department of State, Bulletin, XXX (March 29, 1954), p. 459-460.,
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in Southeast Asia. These statements made shorily before the formal
French réquest for intervention reflect on Dulles' state of mind., They
suggest that he opposed emergency, short-range’actions, and that he
sought to lay the basis for a comprehensive attack on the problems of
Southeast Asia in the organization of collective defense. Next, on
March 19, speaking before the Senate Foreign Rélations Committee, Dulles
again made reference to the need for collective defense in Southeast
Asia 98 Again, on March 29, in his Overseas Press Club Speech, he indi-
cated that the commmnist threat to Indochina should be met by united
action,??

| Thus, if the National Security Council decided, or tentatively
decided, between March 25 and April 3, to intervene in Indochina, this
decision must not Lave‘been predicated on a joint allied venture.
Otherwise, Dulles would have made this clear on April 3 to thé leaders
of Congress. And if the National Security Council did make some such
decision, then in all probability, Dulles, when he spoke on April 29 on
the need for collective action was expressing his owm views, based on
vhis own plaﬁ.

These évents suggest that up until April 3, two plans were being
considered: the one sponsored by Radford, the other by Dulles. The
Radford Flan was easily realizable and addressed to the specifiec problem
of Dien Bien Phm., It séems to have had some approval from Eisenhower,
since Eisenhower wanted Dulles to sound out congressional feelings on

such a plan. However, Eisenhower's very decision to consult with

98Farley, P. 10,

99Dulles, "The Threat of a Red Asia," p. 539-342.
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Congress, a decision perhaps motivated by Dulles' conviction that Eisen-
hower did not have the constitutional authority to order intervention
without congréssional approval; spelled the death of the plan, 4s
Cha.imers Roberts had put it, April 3 may have been the day the United
States did not go to war, because the leaders of Congress had qualms.
Dulles may not have argued convincingly with them for a plan he did not
support personally, especially when the alternative suggested by the
congressmen was very much in keeping with the plan Dulles had in mind.
Also, Radford had to admit to the congressmen that Ridgeway did not
| support the plan nor the othez; Chiefs of Staff. The meeting ended with
congressional insistence that the United States seek allied support.
The congressional qualms, Dulles' opposition, General Ridgeway's belief
that an air attack would not suffice and that the commitment of ground
forces wbﬁld be necessary (which would inevitably involve the United
States in a.nother Korea~type war), conviﬁced Eisenhower to abandon the
Radford Plan. After April 3, it was no longer seriously considered.

At a White House meeting on April 4, the Dulles plan emerged in
outline form. It was agreed by Eisenhower, Radford, and Dulles that the
United States would support the Frenciu, provided it were a joint Anglo-
American venture, as a minimum requirement, and provided that the French
would agree to certain conditions, one of which was to see the War
thréugh to victory. Immediately after the meeting, Eisenhower wrote
Churchill to request that Dulles f].y to London to discuss plans for a
joint allied intervention in Indochina; he offered a proposal for the

establishment of a new grouping of states in Southeast Asia to contain the
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communisté.loo That Dulles was anxious to intervene in Indochina to‘
save the situation is not in doubt, but he contemplated a different
kind of intervention than Radford had-~a far-sighted, long-range oper- |
ation, ‘ |

The existence of two distinet plans for intervention is of con-
siderable significance, The Radford Plan was designed to help the
French out of an immediate military crisis, to avert disaster at Dien
Bien P, and to gstabilize conditions in Indochina, so that France
could go to Geneva undefeated and able to get a satisfactory political
settlement. Its political implications were overshadowed by the mili-
tary ones. The Dulles Plan was primarily political. It envisioned an
allied venture into Indochina and the establishment of a collective
security organization for Southeast Asia, It was not confined to get-
ting the French out of the Dien Bien Phu predicament. By marshalling
the "free world" forces against the Vietminh, it might perhaps cause
the Chinese to lose face and perhaps'maka them unwilling to negotiate
at Geneva; they might feel a necessity to continue the war until they
could get a more satisfactory settlement. Both the French and the
British, who opposed the Plan, thought that instead of creating con-
ditions favorable to a political settlement, it could escaléte the con=
fliet and nullify the chance for a political séttlement. ,
| On thé other hand, Dulles had opposed negotiations from the begin-
ning and believed that allied intervention might make negotiations both
unnecessary and impossible, ﬁulles’ plan would internationalize the

conflict, making it clearly a case of commnist aggressioh against

10016t ter, Dwight D. Eisenhower to Winston Churchill, April 4, 1964
in Dwight D, Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, p. 346.
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the "free world" and would dissipate, once and for all, the'calonialist
aura which hung over the Indochinese War. Dulles could.also satisfy
domestic critics who were charging him with appeasement, His plan might
have made possible a change in the command étructure in Indochina, with

the United>States taking over the direction of the war. This possibly
would have been welcomed by the United States because the Administration
had béen extremely critical of the F:ench conduet of military operations.
| This plan also had more general implications which were related to
Dulles! desire to ﬁroll back" communism and to strucﬁure a new balance
of power in Asia, one favorable to the United States., If Indochina
provided the impetus fof a collective security o#ganization, many weak
wills and nations would be replaced by a strong collectivity, concerned
not only with acts of extermal aggression, but also with internal sub-
version, - Hopefully, it would provide the new nations of Asia with se-
curity necessary for current pléns of deﬁelopment. Dulles thought this
organizatidn could force the commnists to cease their expansionistic
afforts in Asia ahd would reiieve the United States of the exclusive-
burden for the containmeht of the commnists.,

However, the plan was never realized., After April 3, talk of
American intervention did not cease and the Dulles plan‘was pushed and
brandished for many month&, but it never had very mch of a chance to
be implemented. Both the French and tﬁe British, on whom the success of
the plan depended, were opposed to allied intervention. On April 4.
the French officially requested American support and on April 6, the
American answer was 'no", under the conditions originally specified,
But, the United States did assert that if it weré a joint venture and

the‘French agreed to continue to fight to victory, the United States
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would be willing to intervene, 0L The French were dismayed by these
new conditions, especially since they thought this new plan wpuld only
prolong the war and prevent a negotiated settlement at Geneva., The
British too were unhappy. They were not pleased to receive Eisenhower's
letter nor Dulles! plan. Dulles wrote to suggest that the United States,
Great Britain, France, Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, the Philippines,
and the Associated States issue quickly a warning to China to the effect
that they were ready to act against aggression in Indochina and con-
currently that they begin to organize a collegtive defense pact in
Southeast Asia. Dulles further proposed tﬁat they should join in naval
and alr action against the Vietminh in Indochina., The British, though
not enthusiastic about the proposal, accepted Dulles' request to come
to London.loz |

, Eden thought that aerial bembardment would be no more effective in
Indochina than it had heen in Korea and that it might precipitate a
world war. It would also harden‘Indian opinion, and Eden was counting
on the Indians to use their good offices to bring about a settlement
at Geneva, The British were not opposed, on prineiple, to the formation
of a collective secufity agency for Asia; however, they opposed doing
anything which would jeopardize the chances for political settlement
in Indochina. To them, this meant China ought not to be threatened, that
~ there ought to be no allied venture into Indochina, and that the new

organization should be postpohed until after the Geneva Conference.

’
lOIEly, Pe 72,

102Eden, p. 103,
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Talks were held between Dulles and the British from April 1l to
Aprii 13. After Dulles realized that the British opposed any warning
" to China, he modified his plan and concentrated on trying to get a
 collective security organization formed prier to Geneva,193 Meanwhile,
in the United States, Eisenhower stressed the critical danger‘at Dien
Bien Phu and expressed doubts as to the chances of a settlement at
Geneva.. This all may have been by way of preparation of public opinion
for a joint allied intervention in Indochina. |

It is almost impossible to unravel the conflicﬁing stories of the
Eden-Dulles talks. Dulles returned to the United States and announced
he had British (and French) approval to work toward the establishment
of a Southeasthsian organization. He went ahead and called a meeting
for April 20 to discuss this new organization., The British exploded.
Eden insisﬁed that all they had agreed to was to enter into very pre-
.vliminary discussions, privately, on a bilateral basis, concerning the
possibility of setting up an organization, The question of membership
was to be left-ﬁpon, and no formal meeting was to be qalled_thereby
inviting certain participants and excluding others i.e. India. Eden
cabLed the British Ambassador not to attend any meeting. Dulles was
forced to convert. the méeting into one concerned with NATO. A rain of
criticism feli on Dulles' head, with one congressman accusing him of
being a liar or Eden a doublecrpsser.104 Eden was furious and believed
that Dulles had deliberately tried to present the British with a fait

.acéomgli. At this point Anglo-American relations reached their lowest

loBIbido, ‘Po 106.
104Bator, p. 64.
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"ebb since‘the Second World War, Eden wrote:

Americaﬁs may think the time past when they need to consider

the feelings or difficulties of their allies. It is our con~

viction that this tendency becomes more pronounced every

week and is creating mounting difficulties for everyone in

thislcountigswho wants to maintain close Anglo-Ameriecan

relations.
- Dulles believed that the British had either gone back on their word,
in response to pressures from Nehru, or that Eden had misunderstood
»him. Eisenhower maintained,.then and subsequently, that a misunder-
standing had occured. It may be that Dulles, imitating Hay's response
to the conditions imposed on his Open Door Policy, hoped to force
the hand of the British and to compel them to act. The controversy is
| almost impossible to disentangle, since each of the principal partici-
pants blames the other, more or less. Eisenhower, Dulles, even Sherman
Adams, as well as ﬁulles'>biographers,insist that Eden iuisunderstood°
Eden insists that any misunderstanding was Dulles'.

*Dulles,‘however, eontinued to promote his plan, At a NATO meeting

in Pafis»on April 22, he once again sought to. convince Eden to agree
to discussions before Geneva. Again Eden refused, On the evening of
April 23, Dﬁlles showed Eden a telegram from Navarre saying that all
would be lost at Dién Bien P, unless, within 72 hours, aid were forth=-
coming. Thé French General.Staff informed the British that the United
Sﬁates had offered sixtj B~29 bombers, based at Manila, to make several
" sorties over Dien Bien Phu and that Dulles'ha& promised to recommend
| that Eisenhower ask Congress for war powers to move troops, if the

British would act with the United States., The British insisted that

it was no longer possible to save Dien Bien Phu and such action would

lO5Eden‘, p. 110,
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only jeopardize the Geneva Conference.‘ Dulles in turn told Eden that
hé was convinced the French would collapse,'if some immediale aid were
not forthcoming. He finally agreed that there was not sufficient time
for the United States to participate in the Dien Bien Phu battle, but
he asked that the British send some R. A. F. units into Tonkin and said
the Unlted States would do something, otherwise the entire French mili-
tary effort would collapse. Eden disagreed again, and said he did not
.beiieve the French would stop fighting; he insisted that air power
would be insufficient, and that such action might activate the Sino-

- Soviet Alliance, Finally, however, Eden agreed to go immediately to
‘London to discuss Dulles' proposition with the Cabinet.106 ‘

Agéin, however, the‘British rejected Dulles® proposition, Mean=
while, after Eden left Paris, Dulles conferred with the French‘and told
them that if they would turn over the strategic command of the War to
the United States and would convince the British to issue a joint
declaration in support of United States intervention,‘the United States
Ajir Force would go into action over Dien Bien Phu.lo7 This latest pro-
posal_waSvcommnnicated to the British not by the American Ambassador
but by the French, aﬁd as a result a second cabinet meeting was held in
London, on April 25. The new proposal was that the United States, the
* United Kingdom, France, the Associated States, and the Philippines
pledge their common will to eontain‘the communists in Southeast Asia.
If the British agreed, Dulles w§uld request approval for American inter-

vention and on April 28, the Navy would go into action at Dien Bien Phu.

1065 50n, per'115-117.

1078y, p. 95.
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- Again, however, the British rejected Dulles' pi-oposal.l08

The question of United States intervention still did not die. It
has been reported that Eisenhower tried once more to muster congres- |
sional support for unilateral action, 99 Dulles spoke with Eden again
on April 30, to try to sway him in favor of joint action, For a time,
»it appears the United States considered intervening with its allies,
but without the British.1*® As late as May 31, the British Ambassador
invParis reported that the United States had almost reéehed an agreement
with the French on United States intervention.lll And even after the
fall of the Laniel Government, Eisenhower indicated to President Auriol
that the United States was still willing to enter discussions with the
new Frenéh government on the question of American intervention, 2

The brief but significant flurry over American intervention ih
Indochina had several consequences; It led to a serious split between
the United States and her allies, especially the British., It provoked
- a congressiohal‘storm, and cast a pall over the Geneva Convention. In
the end, intervention was not forthcoming, The United States policies
at this time seem to have been the product of conflicting and incom-
. patible tendencies. On the maximal level, the United States wanted to
deal the communists a resounding defeat in Indochina and establish

for the region a defense alliance. On the minimal level, the United

108gden, p. 115-117.
109Farley, Pe 15..

- HO1bid., p. 11..
,lllEden.'p. 143.

llzLetter, Dwight D, Eisenhower to President Auriol of France, June
18, 1954, Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States, p. 583,
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States wanted to prevent tﬁe fall of Dien Bien Phu., At the same time,
"however, the United States did nét want to intervene alone, She wanted
only to act as part §f a coalition., The United States was unable to
reach agfeement with her allies; therefore, she’coﬁld not realize her
larger goals with respect to Indochina. She had aided the French with
financial and material aid; she had given advice; but she had depended
on Franeevto bear the major burden of the War. Now that she no longer
thought France willing or able to bear the direct military‘burden‘of
containing the communists in Southeast Asia, she was yet unwilling to
do it herself, The history of American involvemént.in Asia was charac-
terized. with few exceptions, by this dependency on the power of others
to secure policy goals; in Indochina, the United States was not willing
to go Beyond her traditional mode of operations to secure whatl she con-
sidered vital»policy goals, Eisenhower and Dulles were the victims of
- their awn facile éampaign promises of rolling back communism, yet

| "keeping the boys at home and out of Asian wars." Their denouncement
of "presidéntial wars" and land wars‘in Asia had not preparéd either
‘the Congress or the public to look with favor on an American venture
into Indochina. That Eisenhower's hands may have been tied reflects
less on thevBritish of the Congress than it does on an Administrgtion
which sold itself on one platfbrm.and‘later found itself ﬁithout the
hecesséry flexibility of action. Eisenhower and Dulles had tied a
Gordian knot and then, in a moment of ¢risis, had gone in search of

an ally to untie it. No scapegoat could be found, Iﬁ the final analysis,

domestic politieal considerations prevailed over international concerns,
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The Coup de Gréce - Geneva

As should be clear, the United States opposed holding political

' discussiéns on Indochina, Although she had nothing to offer the French
by way of an alternative, she continued to press them to give up the
idea of a negotiated settlement. At the Geneva Conference, the United
States delegation did not try to facilitate discussions on Indochina.
Various tactics seem to have been employed to impede the discussions.
At one point during the discussions, no high-level American official
was present. Dulles had gone home and with him Undersecretary of State
Bedell Smith. The Administration announced that néither would return.
It was only in response to the urgent entreaties of the British and the
French that Dullés consented to go to Paris to discuss the question of
United States representation at Geneva, In Paris, Dulles asserted that
the United States did not want to be represented at Geneva, because if
| the French made concessions which the United States could not suppoft,
an open rift in Franco-American relations might develop. Dulles believed
that Mbndes-Franée, who had taken office‘after the fall of the Lanisl
Government and had promised to bring about a political settlement within
four weeks or fesigh, might possibly "sell-out" to the communists. He
told both Eden and_Mbndes-France that the United States had certain
‘minimal demands for a satisfactory political settlement and he feared
the French would have to concede more than the United States thought
desirable, He said that the memorandum, worked out earlier between the

British and the United States, represented the minimal demands of the
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United States fér a favorable political settlement,}3 If the French
went beyond this memorahdum, the United States, if represented at
Geneva, would have.to disassociate heréelf from the settlement. Mbndes~
France, however, convinced Dulles that there would be no compromise on
the demands of the United States, éhd agreed that if the United States

-~ returned to Geneva, she would not be expected to guaréntee any settle-

~ ment which resulted, nor would she be expected to give de jure recog-
nition to the se‘c.’clem,en’c.]‘l)+ It has also been reported that part of the
' ~ bargain was that the French and British would join a collective defense
organization'for Southeaét Agia.ll5 Dulles compromised by agreeing to
allow Bedell Smith to return to Geneva. The United States, however,
continued to impede the conference proceedings, even after Smith re~
turned to Geneva, possibly because the Conference was créating a diplo-
matically awkward situation for her, Throughbut the Conference, Smith
refused‘to meet with the Chinese repreéentative, out of fear, perhaps,
that this would imply American recognition of the Chinese Commmunist
regime. Eden reported that he was compelled to run back and forth béw
tween the French, Americans, and the Chinese, carrying proposals and
countefproposaiS. The Conference madellittle‘progregs in open session

so 1t was agreed to hold closed sessions., After only two days in

T

113Allegedly, included in this Memorandum were the stipulations
that (1) the maintenance of non-commnist governments in Vietnam,
Cambodia, and Laps; (2) if partition occurs, it mmst be near the
eighteenth parallel; (3) if possible, Hanoi and Haiphong are to be in=-
cluded in the French sector; (#) all Vietminh troops south of the
eighteenth parallel must be withdrawn; (5) populations must be allowed
to migrate south, Reported in The New York Times, July 14, 1954, p. 19,

L4%gen, p. 160,

ll5Bator, P. 190,
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¢1osed session, when it appeared that some small progress might be made,
Smith moved to return to open sessions, much to the consternation of the
Brltlsh.116

In ﬁart American uneooperativeness may have stemmed from the
personal animosity existing between Dulles and Eden at the time, be-
cause of the British refusal to implement Dulles' plan. The Administra-
‘tion also may have feared the domestic repercussions of agreeing to a
‘compromise settlement at Geneva, Fear existed that the Chinese migh‘bv
ﬁake political propaganda out of their presence at Geneva, and might
claim United States recognition of the Chinese regime. In any event,
.the United States actions at Geneva appear to have done little to facili-
tate a settlement.

Dulles, during a news conferencé‘oh June 8, reflected upon the
American position in reference to any final settlement., He stated that
the primary responsibility lay with the French and that the United States
was present at Geneva only as a friend who gives advice when asked.117
Thurston B. Morton, stated: |

The United States wili not become a party to any agreement

which smacks of appeasement., Nor will we acknowledge the

legitimacy of Communist control of any segment of Southeast

Asia eny more than we have recognized the Commnist control

of North Korea,L18 o \

" The most the_United States would do, once a settlement was reached, was

to agree not to use force to disturb the final settlement. When it came

llGEd.en » Pe 165,

_117Johh F. Dulles, "Press Conference," United States Department of
State, Bulletin, XXX (June 8, 195%), p. 365.

118Thurston B. Morton, "Address Before the Colgate University Con-
ference on American Foreign Policy," United States Department of State,
Bulletin, XXXT (July 26, 1954), p. 121.
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time to sign the final agreements, the United States refused to sign or
‘to directly associate herself with them. As a reéult, the Chinese re=-
fused to sign the settlement, and it was necesséry'for Eden to work out
a compromise whereby no participant except the military leaders of
| France and the Vietminh would sign the conventions., Thus, the names of
eéch participant country were only listed at the top of the document .19
| At the end of the Conferénce, the United StateS‘toQk note of the
final agreements and issued a unilateral declaration that she would re-
frain from the use of force to disturb the agreements and would view
the renewal of communist aggression in Vietnam with grave concern.,120
In reference to the provision calling for elections in Vietnam by 1956,‘
the United States set fhe stage for its later objections to the elec~
tions by saying "we shall continue to séek to achieve unity through free

elections supervised by the United Nations to insure that they are con-

ducted fairly."?l The President stated that the United States was not
a belligerent in the War and that therefore the primary responsibility
for settlement rested‘with those nations who had participated in the .
fighting.lzz For this reason, according to Eisenhower, the United States
wasbndt called on to be a party to the settlement. However, this reascn
might also have been adopted by the Russiﬁns, Chinese, and British, none

of whom were "direct" parties to the War.

%4en, p. 170.

1200a1ter B. Smith, "United States Declaration on Geneva," United
States Department of State, Bulletin, XXXI (August 2, 1954), p. 162.

lZlIbid., p. 162,

122pyblic Papers of the Presidents of the United States. Dwight D.
Eisenhower, 1954, p. 641, )




CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

By 1950, fhe United States found herself in a difficult situation
in the Far East. The growing influence of communist~oriented forces
along with the political instability prevalent in many of the newer
nations of the Far East posed serious problems for United States pc.vlijq°
cies. During the Second World War, the United States had attempted to
lay the basis for a favorable postwar power strucﬁure in the Far East,
anticipating thaf China would become a strong power which would cooperate
with her in reaiizing'American interesté., The ¢onciusion of that War
found Japan thoroughly defeated and Chi#a weakened by eivil war., A
serious power vacuum,in #he view of the United States, resulted which,
by 1950, was filied by the Soviet Union in allianée with Communist
China. The traditional balance of power which the United States had
been dependent upon had ceased to exist. The North Korean invasion of
South Korea in Juﬁe, 1950 sefved as a caﬁalyst for a re-examination of
American policies toward the Far East,
| This re-examination resulted in a new policy aimed at preventing
further damage to American ihterests by the establishment of a long-
range American military commitment ih South Korea and Japan, and by
.‘aiding the French again#t the communiéts in Indochina., Essentially,
the United Stateé pursuéd a policy designed'to contain comrunist forces

in Indochina and the Far East.

118
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This thesis is concerned primarily with.the policies adopted by
- the United States in an effort to proﬁide a counterforce to Sino-Soviet
- power in Southeast Asia durihg the period 1950 to 1954. The United
States decision to aid the French was based,.in part, on the belief
that communist forces allied.with-China were seeking to gagin control
of Southeast Asia. Indochina was viewed as a barrier to the communist
objéctive; thus, the United States sought to prevent the V;etminh from
taking over in Indochina. A commnnis£ viétory in Indochina would pro=
vide them with a stepping-stone to the rest of Southeast Asia; even
if physical conquest did not materialize, such a victory would perhaps
render other countries of the fegion mﬁre.susceptible to commnist ipw
fluence,

This study hypothesized that during the last four years of the
Indoéhinese War, the United States atteﬁpted a continuation of its
>traditiona1 policies in the Fa:‘East. Her policies in respect to Inde-
china suggest that she was concerned with the power structure in the
Far East and wanted to preserve the prevailing power structure in order
to preveht further commnist inroads which would endanger American
interests, OSince the success of the Vietminh threatened to upset the
power structure, it became neceséary to prevent this success.

Diplomatically, an effort was made t§ encdurage, if not force, an
Allied éower, namely France,'to assume the major burden of achieving
fhe United States objecﬁive. The United States was willing to involve
herself to the extent of granting military and economic aid, but refused
to assume the responsibility.of an active military partnership with the
French, Thus, although the queStion was frequently raised in American

circles as to whether or not the United States would send troops to
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'Indochina, the American response was always "no". So unwilling was
Truman to involve the military persomnel of the United States in Indo-
’chiné that he would not promise American military intervention even in
the event that China intervened. Although both Eisenhower and Dulles
strongly warned Chinavagainst intervention, ﬁhen.the French were
threatened with imminent defeat at Dien Bien Phu, the United States re-
fused to initiate military action unless her allies participated.

A marked felationship exists between these policies pursued in
Indochina and those traditionally pursued by the United States in the
Far East where the United States had attempted to preserve a power
structﬁre fhat served her intefests. Traditionally, the United States

tried to insure that no nation would become_powerful enough to establish

its owm Pax Agiatica and thereby threaten the strategic and commercial
interests of the United States in the Pacific and in Asia. American .
concern with the Far Eastern balance of power was highlighted by
Roosevelt's attitude toward the Russo-Japanese War, the Ameriéan reo-
sponse to Japan's “Twenty‘one Demands", the participation of American
troops in the Allied intervention in Siberia, and even the United States
willingness to céoperate with the League of Nations in the investigation
of Japanese aggression against China. Although the United States tried
to preserve the balance of power, she relied mostly on diplomatic,
rather than military instruments and depended on the willingness of
other nations to employ their military forces in maintaining the‘bal=
ance, Generally, although there were exceptions, the United States did
not commit her own military arsenal. Thus, a study of the traditional
foreign poliqies of the United States in the Far East along with the

policies pursued by the United States in Indochina from 1950 to 1954
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suggests a marked continuity in Ameriecan policies.,

" This thesis also investigatéd a second and related hypothesis which
asserts that the Eisenhower Administration sought through diplomatic
means to create a new power structure in the Far East, using Indochina
as a fulerum, The Republican commitment to rolling back communism
suggests a commitment to strengthen the position of the United States
in the Far East. Dulles attempted to establish a regional defense
organization in Southeast Asia, which would focus on Indochina as the
most immediate problem. He strongly believed that the United States
had to regain the initiative, and he emphasized the nsed for long-~term
planning as opposed to ad hoc responses to problems as they arose, In

his view, a regional organization could restore some of the initiative

to the West, This new org&nizat}gg;yas to consist not only of the
nations of Southeast Asia, but also of the United States, Great Britain,
and France, One of its first tasks would be to undertake a united
military effort 1n Indochlna to defeat the Vietminh, Under these circum-
stances the Unltqd States seemed to be prepared to engage its military

forces in the region. He believed that this organization would be able

e

to deal successfully with problems of internal subversion as well as

external aggression., The role he attributed to this proposed organi-

584

zation, as well as its proposed membership and its anticipated inter-

vention in Indochina suggests that Dulles regarded this organizatlon as

et A

a counterwelght to Sino-Soviet power in the Far East. The creation of
& counterwelght gggld provide the basis for a new balance of power in

the region, while at the same time, relieve the United States of the

need to assume the burden alone for containing the communi§ts.

~
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Although Far Eastern events were critical in determining United
States policies toward Indochina, European considerations also had fheir
effect on United States policies. The French involvement in Indochina
weakened France's ability to participate in European defense and thus
~ adversely affected United States plans for the containment of the
commnists in Europe. The United States supported the establishment
of the European Defense Commnn;ty as a means for allowing Germany to
rearm and contribute to NATO, while quieting the anxieties of the French
about é rearmed Germany. But the French Assembly procrastinated and
finally did not ratify the EDC., The United States feared that so long
as France was burdened with the Indochinese War and was unable to
assume a position of leadership in the EDC, she Wéﬁld not join the
 organization. The French frequently applied pressure on the United
States to increase her aid to Indochina, and implied that such aid was
‘related to the willingness of France to ratify the EDC., Thus, for the
United States there seemed 1little alternative but to support the French
in Ihdochina,bif she wanted French ratification of the EDC.

The impact of American European concerns and European politics on
the United States Asian policies should not be ever-stated, however,

In the last few months of the War, the United States would not mili-

» tarily intervene in Indochina, or willingly support a negotiated settle-
ment, even though her failure to do these things jeopardized Anglo-
American relations and perhaps the French willingness to join the EDC.

Domestic polities also influenced United States policies in Indo=-

- china. ThebRepublican victory in 1952 suggested, in part, that many
Americans supported a "harder line" vis a vis thé communist forces.

- The Republicans had promised’thét communism would be rolled-=back and
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had argued that containment was a defeatist policy., Thus, the Admini-
stration was in a position politically where it had to '"do something”
to support the French in Indochina. In addition,‘to have advocated a
compremise solution would have resulted‘in accusations of appeasement
~from éonservative Republicans., |

It should also be remembered that although the United States was
vitaliy interested in the outcome of the Indochiness War, she had con-
siderable interest in other areas of the Far East. The United States
had a firm military commitment in South Korea. She was both vitally
interested and signifiéantly involved in the Philippines and had both
baseé and considerable influence in Japan, Thus, at the same‘time that
Dulles was seeking to use Indochina as a fulcrum for a Southeast Asian
‘ 6rganization which might lay the basis for a new balance of power in
vthe Far East, the United States was also seeking, in other areas of
the Far East to consolidate her position and perhaps to encircle
cqmmnnist forces in the région. Thus, United States policies in the
Far East during the period 1950 to 1954 did not center exclusively on
Indochina. United States policies in Indochina mmust thus be viewed in
- the context of other American interests in the Far East, and as having
European, as well as Asian, domestic as well as international sources.

In analyzing the success of American policies it mmst Ee econcluded
that the United States did not realize its goals in Southeast Asia. The
French negoﬁiated ah agreement with the communists which gave them a
substantial part of Vietnam and which anticipated, in reality, the
eventual cpntrol of all of Vietnam, Also, Dulles was unsuccessful in
establishing a truly powerful regional defense organization, The

Southeast Asian Treaty Orgahizétion that was established came into being
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after the Indochinese War was ended at Geneva in 195%. Not until 195%
did the United States recognize and accept the fact that France was ill-
equipped tb serve as an éffective instrument for United States peolicies.
Frénce was no longer the great power she had been and was unable to -
defend herself, let alone her Empire in Indochina. It seems that the
United States did not realistically accept the implications of French
weakness until France was militarily forced to hegotiate in 1954,

The Vietnamese supporters of the French were also not an effective
instrument for containing the Vietminh., The War in Indochina began as
a colonial war on the part of France to preserve her Empire. As the
War progressed, she acquiesced in increasing amounts of independence
for the péople éf Indochina, however, always grudgingly and with quali-
fleatlons. 5So long as iﬁdependence was a promise rather than a reality,
the Vietnamese had little will to fight on behalf of the French., The
communists, on the other hand; had successfully become the champions of
Vietnamese nationalism, The French were never able to estabiish a
nationalist leadership that could successfully compete with the
communists for nationalist support.

United States policies were further troubled by the lack of
identity between the French and the American goals in Indechiha, The
primary cohcern of France was to preserve at least part of Indochina
within the French community., The primary concern of the United States
was to prevent the communists from coming to power in Indochina. The
United States, however, would not intervene militarily in Indochina to
contgin the Vietminh; at the same time, she opposed negotiations which
might leave part of Indochina in communist hands but would free the

French for greater involvement in Eurcpean affairs, She urged the
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French to greater efforts in order to contain the commnists, and in-
sisted that complete independence be granted to>the Indochinese pecoples.
These were American NOT French goals. Thus, the United States failed
to establish a community of interest with France in Indochina, yet she
tried to rely on the French for the purpose of reaglizing American
“interests.

The United States also failed to establish a hierarchy of interests
in Indochina. If her primary concern was té contain the communists in
Indochina, then American intervention appears to have been necessary.

If the primary concern was to free France of the Indochinese burden,
then American military intervention or support for a negotiated settle-
menﬁ was perhaps called fqr. There was no determination of which policy
goal was to receive priority.

At the same time, domestic polities seemed to militate against an
| American military involvement in Indochina. Eisenhower had promised
to keep the Unifed States out of Asian land wars; military experts
believed that aerial intervention would not be sufficient and it would
then be necessary to intefvene on the ground, Having promised both to
contain the communists in the Far East and eventually to roll them back,
yet without committing American troops, the Administration was the
vietim of contradictory promises. For similar reasocns, a compromise
solution was not acceptable, |

In evaluating United Stétes policies toward Indochina during this
period, there is, perhaps, a mors fundamental issue which mmst be
raised: given the situation within Indochina, indeed within all of
the Far East, could the status quo be preserved? Could communist in-

fluence have been prevented from spreading, even had the United States



126

intervened militarily, assuming such intervention would take the

form of conventional warfare? In short, the Vietminh had made many
inroads into Indochina and had successfully stalemated the War; the
Vietminh already controlled significant areas of the countryside.
Throughout Asia, communist forces had taken the initiative. The United
States, perhaps, overestimated the extent to which she could influence
Far Eastern affairs without cémplete military domination in crucial

areas such as Indochina. -
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