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THE FORMATION OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY IN KOREA, 1945-1953
BY: KENNETH R. MAUCK
MAJOR PROFESSOR: RUSSELL D. BUHITE, Ph.D.

This study is intended to explore, at the highest
levels of the U.S. government, the formation of U.S. policy
toward Korea in the 1945-1953 period, which resulted in a bi-
lateral security pact that is still in effect today.

The U.S. involvement in Korea grew out of a deeper
commitment to Asian affairs in the immediate post-WW II period.
Initially hoping for a united, democratic Korea, established
under Atlantic Charter principles, the United States saw what
was at best an ambiguous Russian-American agreement flounder
under the burden of increasing Soviet-American tensions and
suspicions. Suffering from inadequate resources to meet its
worldwide obligations, the United States turned to the United
Nations to solve the problem. Continued inability to agree
with the Soviet Union led to an altered plan, which estab=
lished a separate South Korean government in 1948.

The Republic of Korea had a very ambivalent place in
the U.S. security system, as the State Department, the De-
fense Department, and American Military Government in South
Korea, differed over the best policy to follow. The result

of this conflict was the decision, which the military favored,




to withdraw U.S. troops from Korea in 1949, with U.S. aid and
the moral force of the United Nations involvement in the
creation of the Republic of Korea designed to ensure its
security.

With the onset of the Korea War, the U.S. commit-
ment to South Korea's continued existence, which had been
clearly outlined in 1949-1950, was given substance as the
United States intervened in order to maintain its credibility
both in Asia and in the world. The initial U.S. commitment
of June 25, 1950, to restorce peace, was altered, after in-
tense debate in Washington, to the goal of unifying all of
Korea. The bureaucratic consensus reached in this matter,
which military success determined, was altered quickly when
the People's Republic of China intervened in December, 1950.
The U.S. commitment was now to the Republic of Korea's sur- -
vival. The period leading up to the signing of an armistice
and then a bilateral security pact, was a complex and often
bitter one, that threatened to degenerate into a U.S.-led
coup against Syngman Rhee.

This study explores in detail the process which
eventually led the United States to commit itself to the

Republic of Korez's continued existence.
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INTRODUCTION

The involvement of the United States in the Korean
War has been cited correctly as an extremely critical event
in the formation of American foreign policy in the postwar
period. It had the effect of insuring that Sino-American
relations would remain almost nonexistent; it accelerated
both the trend toward integrating Germany into the Western
European defense system,and the decision to conclude a peace
treaty with Japan and to rearm that country; it gave credence
to the theories expressed in NSC 68 about Soviet intentions
and insured its adoption, and concurrent with it, massively
increased defense expenditures; and finally, it set a prece-
dent for American involvement in a land war on the Asian con-
tinent that later would affect, to a degree, the U.S. deci-
sion to commit troops to South Vietnam. While the Korean War
had all of these effects, prior to 1945 the United States
had at best a very minor interest in Korea. With the onset
of World War II, tﬂe United States inevitably became involved
in this major Japanese "colony", though Korea did not become
an important consideration until near the end of the war.

The purpose of this study is to trace the formation

of U.S. policy toward Korea from the time of America's commit




ment in 1943 to the establishment of a free, independent,
unified Korea, through the period of joint Soviet-American
plans in 1945-1947 for a trusteeship for Korea, through U.S.
efforts in 1947 to establish under the auspices of the United
Nations a national state in South Korea, through the decision
in 1947-1949 to withdraw American troops from Korea on the
basis of U.S. strategic interests with the possible result
that eventually the communists would dominate all of Korea,
through the formation of the groundwork that led the United
States to re-enter South Korea in 1950 on the basis of U.S.
strategic interests, and finally through the signing in 1953
of a bilateral security pact that insured a prominent place
for the Republic of Korea in the American security system.

This study will concern itself primarily with policy
formation at the highest levels of the U.S. Government.
Answers will be sought to such questions as where policy
making responsibility lay and what thé key influences were
in the decision-making process, and whether the relative im-
portance of policy influences shifted. In answering these
questions, the major emphasis will be on interdepartmental
discussions, though certain intradepartmental conflicts will
be examined.

This study is not intended to tell a detailed story
of the Cold War or of Korea's internal history from 1945 to
1953. Yet it is obvious that the events of the Cold War

(for example the Truman Doctrine, the fall of China, or




George Kennan's lengthy telegram from Moscow in 1946) had di-
rect influence on policy formation. These events, as well
as internal events in Korea, will be discussed, however, only

to place the decision-making process in its proper context.

In addition, this study is not designed to delineate what
policy the United States should have followed or what per-
ceptions that United States ought to have had. While at some
points such judgments are made, they are very secondary to the
purpose of this study.
One problem that developed in preparation of this
study was that the absence of relevant documents stymied at-

tempts to tell the full story or to reach definite conclusions

on certain subjects. From the 1951-1953 period, most State
Department documents will not be available until 1979-1980.
There were, however, substantial numbers of Joint Chiefs of
Staff and other military docur:nts available for this period.
Enough documents have been released to fill in substantial
gaps that have existed in the story of U.S. involvement in

Korea, especially in the 1950 period and to a lesser extent

for the 1951-1953 period.




THE FORMATION OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY IN KOREA, 1945-1953

CHAPTER I
THE INITIAL U.S. COMMITMENT IN KOREA

Korea, the Land of the Morning Calm, has had a his-
tory that belies its name. Particularly in the 19th and 20th
century, Korea was the plaything of its stronger neighbors.
As early as 600 A.D., however, it was subject to the attacks
of its powerful neighbor, China. Continued depredations over
ten centuries led the Korean people tc realize the hopeless-
ness of defending their borders militarily. Thus in the
aftermath of the Manchu invasions of 1627 and 1636, Korea
adopted a policy of isolation, except that China, in exchange
for Korea's acknowledgement of the suzerainty of the Middle
Kingdom, would provide protection.1

China's decline as a formidable power was exposed
during the Opium War. Her obvious inability to provide pro-
tection opened Korea to a renewed influx of outside influ-
ences. Two other powers showed a special interest in Korea

because of its geographic location and year-round harbor

1Gregory Henderson, Korea: The Politics of the
Vortex(Cambridge: Harvard Press, 1968), 14-15.
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facilities. The two countries, Russia and Japan, emerged as
major Asiatic powers in the 19th century, and from the 1870s
until the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-5, they vied for ascen-
dancy in Korea. Annexation of Korea in 1910, as a colony,
followed Japan's victory over Russia; Korea as an inter-
national state ceased to exist.2

Japan's generally recognized domination of Korea
did not dim the sense of Korean nationalism, for "Korea has
one of the longest traditions of unity within approximately
the same borders of any nation in the present world." A
cultural homogeneity of an exceptional degree existed along
with this tradition of unity. These factors worked to
create, despite Japanese annexation, an unshakable sense
of nationalism.3

Exiled Koreans organized themselves with the goal of
re-establishing a Korean national state. In 1919, 33
liberal leaders published the "Proclémation of Korean Inde-
pendence." In the same year, the Korean Provisional Govern-
ment was established in Shanghai with Syngman Rhee as

4

president.” The establishment of a newspaper, a military

2U.S. Department of the Army, Korea--1950
(Washington: GPO, 1952), 1-3.

3Henderson, Korea, 15-21.

4Rhee was from a typical hyangban family (a rather
ill-defined social group of "local squires" who had lost of-
ficial state positions) and was from an impoverished and
powerless branch of the royal clan. Rhee's long career
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school, and branch associations in other cities, indicated
that the Korean Provisional Government was prospering, but
in reality it was hopelessly split over both objectives and
strategy. Not until June, 1940, when Kim Koo5, Finance
Minister of the Korean Provisional Government, set up the
Korean Independence Party in Chungking, did a semblance of
unity appear. In Korea proper, Japanese administration was

so tight and severe that no large native organization

as a Korean nationalist began in 1898 when he joined the In-
dependence Club, a liberal group critical of their govern-
ment's supineness before foreign powers. Rhee, arrested
when the Club was broken up, was imprisoned and severely
tortured. Released in 1904, Rhee, a Christian convert, went
to America with the aid of missionaries. There he received
three university degrees,including a doctorate in inter-
national relations from Princeton, where he took seminars
from Woodrow Wilson. He was too closely watched on his re-
turn to Korea, so he made America his home base from 1912

to 1945, He worked tirelessly for Korean nationalism and

in the process of surviving the various factional dis-

putes that wracked Korean nationalist groups, he became

an extremely skilled politician. See Henderson, Korea,
422-423, No first-rate English language biography of Rhee
exists, but the best available is Richard C. Allen, Korea's
Syngmann Rhee (Rutland, Vt.: C.E. Tuttle, 1960). _

5Kim Koo, like Rhee, was a hyangban. His ancestors
had been forced to flee the capital and to take up the
"mean" existence of tilling fields. Kim admits that his
family was treated as if they were less than commoners. 1In
his youth, Kim was a member of the Tonghak, a religious,
social, political group that served as a channel for oppres-
sed members of socisty who wished to destroy the existing
sociopolitical structure. He also attended an American Pro-
testant missionary school. A fiery Korean patriot, Kim
killed one of the Japanese responsible for murdering Queen
Minh and he was a primary leader of terrorist activities
against the Japanese in the 1930s. Henderson, Korea, 391;
Chong-sik Lee, The Politics of Korean Nationalism
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1963), 24-25.
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developed to lead an independence movement.6 Thus at the

end of WWII the Korean people were a highly nationalistic
group that was both leaderless and hopelessly split.

The United States, rapidly developing as a major
power, generally followed a hands-off policy vis-a-vis
Korea. The initial American interest in Korea in 1834 was
rooted in a desire for expanded trade, but 1little of sub-
stance was accomplished in this direction. Not until the
signing of the Tientsin Treaty of 1882 did the United
States gain even minimal diplomatic relations with Korea.7

Two factors dominated the newly formed Korean-
American relationship. First was the U.S. attitude on the
subject of Chinese suzerainty over Korea. Second was the
U.S. position on the international struggle for domination
of Korea. While consistently stating that Korea was an in-
dependent state, not a vassal of China, the United States
nonetheless was willing in 1890 to concede that internally
Korea had some kind of feudal obligations to China.8

The American position toward the Chinese, Russian,

and Japanese struggle for control of Korea also was a

6Henderson. Korea, 85-86; E. Grant Meade, American
Military Government in Korea{New York: King's Press, 1951),
38-40; Lisle Rose, The Roots of Trazedv: The United States
and6§he Struggle for Asia, 1945-1G53(New York: Greenwood,
1976), 32.

7U.S. Department of State, A Historical Summary of
U.S.-Korean Relations (Washington: ~GPO, 1962), 3-4.

8rpid., u-6.
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cautious one. American consuls, instructed to avoid any
entanglements in disputes concerning Korea, refused to be-
come involved in the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-5. Japan's
growing influence in Korea's internal affairs was accepted
as was the rapidly escalating rivalry between Russia and
Japan. When the Russo-Japanese War broke out, the United
States went so far as to instruct its Ambassador in Japan
that the Consultate in Seoul "Should be extremely careful
not to encourage any belief that the United States will
assist Korean nationalists in carrying out their plans.”
Rather than become involved deeply in a rivalry over Korea,
the United States restricted its relations with Korea al-
most totally to trade and missionary activities in the
period from WWI to WWII.9

The war with Japan forced the United States to re-
consider its Korean policy. The Korean Provisional Govern-
ment in Chungking formally requested U.S. recognition as
the official government of Korea. This request, in the
form of a letter from Syngman Rhee, was declined. Soon
the United States was faced with a number of groups seeking
recognition as the "official representatives" of Korea.
All requests were.denied, and the United States instead
suggested that the myriad groups unite themselves. At

most the United States in March, 1942, expressed its

- 91bid., 6-9.°




utmost sympathy for Korean nationalist activities, while reas-
suring all that Korea was receiving careful considera‘bion.10
Ideally, Roosevelt considered Korea, indeed most of
colonial Asia, as a problem that a postwar world organization
could best handle. The people of the libgrated countries de-
served independence and democracy, but they would need to be
prepared for the complexities involved in operating such a
system. To create a "true democratic order on the American
model," trusteeships would have to be established first to tu-
tor these backward people, preferably under the guidance of a
world organization formed around Atlantic Charter principles.
What the United States wanted to do in Asia was "establish
a new international order where idealistic visions would be
provided with a structure of power."11
The problem of Korea was first discussed among the
Allied powers at Cairo in Novemkher, 1943, with Roosevelt
leading the discussion. The resultant Cairo Declaration re-
leased December 1, declared that the Allies, "mindful of the
enslavement of the people of Korea," were determined "that

in due course Korea shall become free and independent." At

Teheran, before the Declaration was published, Stalin

101piq., 9.

1lpose, Roots, 508, 21-23, 27-29; Herbert Feis,
Churchill, Roosevelt, and Stalin: The War They Waged and
the Peace They Sougiht (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2nd ed., 1907), 58-59, 68; Akira Iriye, The Cold War
In Asia: A Historical Introduction (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1974), 69-75.
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tentatively agreed to the idea of a trusteeship or a period
of tutelage, though he would not commit himself to the form
or the length of apprenticeship.needed.12
The ambiguous phrase "in due course" contained the
seeds of discontent and frustration for both Koreans and
Americans, because it had no exact equivalent in the Korean
language. The Korean Provisional Government, in order to
make the Declaration as appetizing as possible, translated
the phrase as "in a few days" or "very soon", and printed and
smuggled into Korea thousands of copies of its translation
and had them widely distributed; the United States did not
discover this until September, 1945.13
While there was a "strong idealistic component" in
U.S. policy, there were more practical reasons for the still-
developing policy. One memorandum, prepared on April 18,
1945, in the Far Eastern Affairs Division of the State Depart-
ment, noted that "the area of the Pacific and East Asia is of
greater importance, both absolutely and relatively, to the
United States than most realize." America had long Pacific
coastlines, a great deal of trade, and many "wide-flung cultu-

ral interests in the Pacific." After the war, America's task

1ZState Department, Historical Summary,10; Minutes
of Meeting of Pacific War Council, January 12,1944, U.S.
Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States:
The Conferences at Cairo and Teheran, 1943 (Washington:
GPO, 1961), ©69.

Lphe political Adviser in Korea(Benninghoff) to the
Secretary of State, September 15, 1945, U.S. Department of
State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1945: The
Far East, Volume VI (Washington: GPO, 1973), 1049.
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would be to make the area secure for all peace-loving people,

so that great opportunities could be opened for the natives,

for the United States, and fer "all who seek honest and

mutually profitable relations.“14
The question, according to the memorandum, was how

best to achieve these goals. Neither an Allied victory nor

any balance of power concept would eradicate the roots of con-

fliet in Asié. Instead, Allied cooperation was necessary.

How to accomplish this was not disclosed, since no blue-

prints existed. Asia, however, would have to be helped to

develop materially and educationally if it was to accept the

duties and responsibilities of self-government and liberty.

An excellent example was America's record in the Philippines.15
No plans existed for achieving U.S. goals, though it

generally was accepted that China, America, Great Britain,

and Russia would take part in liberation of Korea. Assump-

tion of a substantial role in the liberation,as well as in

any future civil or military interim administration of Korea,

would be in America's best interest. In addition, administra-

tion of any occupied area was "to be left to the discretion

of the local commander because of the need in fitting

11"Memo Prepared in the 0ffice of Far Eastern Affairs,
April 18, 1944, U.S. Department of State, Foreisn Relations
of the United States, 1944: The Far East, Volume V
(Washington: GPO, 1972), 1232.

151vi4., 1233-1234.
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in military administration with the local situation."

Some apprehension was expressed about the Soviet

Union's role in liberation. The Soviets, attacking from

Manchuria into northern Korea, were in an excellent position

to occupy a considerable part of Korea with a force that

might consist of around 35,000 Russian-trained Koreans, who

had been "thoroughly indoctrinated with Soviet ideology."

While apprehensive about these troops, the State Department

acknowledged Russia's natural interest in Korea.17

Another memorandum, prepared May 4, 1944, noted that

exclusion from government for 35 years had depfived the Korean
people of all experience in managing a state. This factor,
when combined with the possibility that an independent Korea

| might again become subject to international pressures and in-
trigues, thus threatening stability and peace in the Pacific,
made formation of an interim supervisory government highly
desirable. The security of the Northern Pacific was of great
concern to the United States and since Korean political divi-
sion would affect U.S. security, America naturally would par-

18

ticipate in any Korean administrative body.

While the Cairo Declaration had committed the United

16Memo Prepared by the Inter-Divisional Area Com-

mittee on the Far East, March 29, 1944, Ibid., 1225-26; JCS
to General Stilwell, September 15, 1944, quoted in Iriye,
Cold War, 72.

17Memo, March 29, 1944, FR,194k4, V, 1226.

18Memo Prepared by the Inter-Divisional Area Com-
mittee on the Far East, May 4, 1944, Ibid., 1239-1240.
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States to participate in postwar Korean activities, America
did not want sole responsibility for a Korean trusteeship.19
With limited resources available to participate in the post-
war world and a recognition of China's and Russia's proximity
to and interest in Korea, policy makers were aware of the lim-
itations on America's ability to control events in Korea.
The State Department's briefing books for Roosevelt's
use at Yalta repeated the wish to avoid a zonal arrangement
in favor of a centralized administration, multiple in nature,
to avoid the "serious political repercussions" inherent in a
single power occupation. An American presence was necessary
to balance off any suspicions that existed between China
and Russia.20
The State Department believed that some form of
agreement on participation had to be reached as soon as pos-
sible and that the Soviet Union's traditional interest in
Korea made it almost mandatory that it be included whether

21 If an agreeable,

it joined the Pacific War or not.
trouble-free military occupation including the vitally in-
terested powers was established, a trusteeship could be set
up much more easily and would have a framework of established

relationships within which to work.

191pig., 1241.
2OPostwar Status of Korea, Briefing Book Paper, U.S.
Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States,
1945: The Conferences at Malta and Yalta (Washington: GPO,

1955), 358-359.
2l1pi4., 359-361.
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It seems likely that a tired and distracted
Roosevelt never read the State Department briefing books on
Korea. Instead of a set, detailed program outlining a
four-power military occupation, discussion of Korea at Yalta
was limited to one brief exchange between Roosevelt and
Stalin-a discussion that indicated that Soviet-American
relations would determine Korea's future. On February 8,
1945, Roosevelt expressed a desire to see a trusteeship, of
perhaps 20 to 30 years in duration, set up in Korea, to be
composed of the United States, China, and the Soviet Union.
Stalin agreed, but felt the shorter the trusteeship's length,
the better. Stalin was not receptive, however, to
Roosevelt's suggestion that British participation be avoided,
since he believed Churchill's resentment would be strong and
that Britain must be invited to participate.22

Roosevelt's attempt to exclude Britain reflected a
growing disenchantment with what he saw as Britain's post-
war imperialistic ambitions, since he felt it was imperative
for America to take a stand for "liquidation of imperialism.”
The President's actions also indicated a serious lack
of commitment to coalition consultation. Apparently
Korea's future, indeed the world's future, would depend on
Roosevelt's "grand design" for close Soviet-American coope-

ration. This cooperation could be achieved only "by meeting

22Rose, Roots; 33.
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legitimate Russian security needs."23 The agreements
reached at Yalta were designed to correspond to the reali-
ties of power politics at the end of the war, to the percep-
tions of the three leading nations of those realities, and
"to their visions of a new world order which would provide
a framework for postwar international relations and accomo-
date their respective interests and desires."zl‘F
While Stalin and Roosevelt briefly pondered Korea's
fate at Yalta, the Korean exiles, especially Rhee and the
Korean Provisional Government, grew increasingly restive.
America's refusal to recognize Rhee's organization was re-
sented particularly since China and France had expressed a
willingness to do so if the United States took the lead.
America, however, continued to refuse recognition, refused
to employ the group in the war effort, and adamantly op-
posed issuing it an invitation to attend the United
Nations meetings in San Francisco.25
The growing resentment among Koreans went beyond dis-

pleasure with America's inaction. In February, 1945, Rhee

231pid., 21-27; John L. Gaddis, The United States
and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941-1947 (New York: Colum-
bia University Press, 1972), 6-7; Iriye, Cold War, 71, 94.

M1rive, Cold War, 9%, 100.

25Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in
China (Hurley), February 20 and March 20, 1945, and the
Acting Secretary of State to the Charge in China (Atcheson),
April 9, 1945, FR,1945, VI, 1022, 1025.
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expressed the fear that the Soviet Union might advance into
Korea with its Korean Communist Army and establish a govern-
ment under a "Korean Liberation Committee" allegedly existing
in Manchuria. The State Department believed that Rhee's
fear was unsubstantiated and the Far Eastern Division recom-
mended that Rhee's letter not be answered.26
Washington's silence did not still Rhee's fears.
This became clear in a May 15 letter in which Rhee made
known his "recent discovery of a secret agreement at
Yalta contrary to the Cairo Declaration."” He asked for
a denial of this, noting that it would not be the first
time that Korea had been the victim of secret diplomacy.27
Rhee's letter apparently struck a raw nerve somewhere, :
for it elicited a reply that was at best undiplomatic if
not insulting.

Replying on June 5, Frank P. Lockhart, Acting Direc-
tor of the Office of Far Eastern Affairs, told Rhee that he
should give no credence to the unfounded reports about secret
commitments made at Yalta. Rhee was informed that the
Korean Provisional Government and other Korean organizations
did not possess the necessary qualifications for obtaining

recognition. Rhee's organization had never held administra-

tive authority over any part of Korea, it was not

26Acting Secretary of State to Ambassador in China,
March 20, 1945, and Footnote 23, Ibid., 1022-1023.

27Rhee to Truman, May 25, 1945, Ibid., 1028.
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representative of the Korean people today, and even its fol-
lowing among exiled Koreans was limited. The policy of the
United States was to do nothing "to compromise the right of
the Korean people to choose the ultimate form and personnel
of the government they may wish to establish."28

Lockhart pointed out that the State Department's
position did not, of course, imply a lack of sympathy for
the Koreans and their hopes for freedom. He was sure that
Rhee was aware that the State Department had "spent a great
deal of time in studying the problems relating to Korea."
Rhee further was reminded that U.S. officials had "talked at
great length with you and other individuals interested in
the welfare of Korea," and had always tried to explain U.S.
policy clearly and fully.29 Lockhart's message to Rhee is
difficult to correlate both with the tacit secret agreement
reached at Yalta concerning Korea and with the lack of any
written evidence that a great deal of time had been spent
studying the Korean problem.

Rhee's reply was received on July 25. The three
week delay in answering did not serve to soften an equally
blunt response, couched in the rhetoric of anti-communism,

which made it clear that the Korean Provisional Government's

28Lockhart to Rhee, June 5, 1945, Ibid., 1029-1030.

291bid., 1030.




doubts had not been dispelled entirely. The "other Korean
groups" and "other organizations" which the officers of the
State Department had placed on.the same level as the Korean
Provisional Government were nothing more than a handful of
Korean Communist agitators and pro-Communist groups. These
elements were working toward a Lublin-type government and
were receiving the cooperation of American officials. Rhee
believed it was obvious that the good intentions of America
to give the Korean people a chance for a freely-chosen gov-
ernment would be impossible under Soviet domination.J°

The wisdom of Washington's condescending and
"cavalier" treatment of Rhee and the Korean Provisional
Government can be questioned. No attempt had been made to
raise up any other groups within or without Korea to assume
a leading position in promoting nationalism and democracy
in Korea as an alternative to the "unpalatable Rhee group."31
While this was unwise, the failure to achieve a concrete
- program for postwar Korea at Potsdam was even more unwise.

Truman agreed to the Potsdam Conference because the
"striking deterioration in relations with Russia which took
place in the month following Roosevelt's death . . ." had

created great alarm in Washington. Germany, Eastern Europe,

Soviet entry into the Far Eastern War, and the solution of

3ORnee to Lockhart, July 25,1945, Ibid., 1032-1036.
ANpose, Roots, 35-36.
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remaining European problems which were delaying a peace con-
ference, were to be the main topics. Truman went to Potsdam
still holding firm to the belief that "only continued Big
Three unity could guarantee lasting peace."32
Once again, as at Yalta, a gap existed between the
concerns expressed about Korea in State Department briefing
books and what was decided at Potsdam. The minimum objective
stated in the briefing books was to gain Soviet adherence to
the Cairo Declaration and to prevent any of the three con-
cerned powers from taking unilateral action to establish a
"friendly" government in the territories considered.33 The
State Department provided a lengthy paper outlining the need
for some form of Allied military océupation followed by an
"interim international supervisory administration or trustee-
ship," consisting at least of the United States, Britain,
China, and Russia. No firm plans, however, were provided
for achieving this goal. State Department officials be-
lieved that some form of detailed agreement should be reached
concerning future Soviet-American actions in the Far East,

including plans for a combined zone of operation in Korea

under a single Allied commander. Korea's strategic position,

325addis, Origins, 230-231, 239.

33Briefing Book Paper, U.S. Department of State,
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1945: The
Conference of Berlin, Volume I (Washington: GPO, 1960),

310-313.
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which vitally influenced the peace and security of East
Asia, made such plans mandatory.34

Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson sent a message to
Truman at Potsdam, which strongly reinforced the State De-
partment's belief that Soviet dominance of the Korean occu-
pation should be avoided. Stimson noted that the Soviets
had agreed to the trusteeship idea, but that de.iils had not
been agreed to. Since the Russians already had trained one
or two divisions of Koreans, undoubtedly for use in Korea,
Stimson warned that "if an international trusteeship is not
set up, and perhaps if it is, these divisions will probably
gain control, and influence setting up a Soviet-dominated
local government, rather than an independent one." This
would be "the Polish gquestion transplanted to the Far
East." Stimson warned Truman to press for a trusteeship
with at least a token force of U.S. troops stationed in
Korea during the trusteeship period.35

Events at Potsdam indicated that little consideration
was given to either the State Department's policy thinking or
to Stimson's fears, since there was no effort to obtain a de-

tailed program for Korea. General George C. Marshall, U.S.
Army Chief of Staff, expressly refused the Soviet offer to

34.

Briefing Book Paper, Interim Administration for
Korea and Possible Soviet Attitudes, Ibid., 311-313;
Briefing Book Paper, Relationship of Soviet Union to the
War Against Japan, Ibid., Vol. II, 925.

35S*!:J'.mson to Truman, July 16,1945, Ibid., I, 631.

- 20 -




consider the possibility of U.S. forces cooperating in con-
junction with Russian forces to carry out an offensive
in Korea. American troops and resources were committed
too heavily to amphibious assaults on Japan's home islands
for the United States even to consider operations in
Korea. America's default of Korea to Russia at the military
level might have been understandable if some balancing ar-
rangements had been made at the political level. The only
agreement reached at that level, however, provided for "a
line of demarcation in the general area of Korea between
American and Russian air and sea operations."36

At this point, two questions might be asked. Why
had the State Department failed to produce a concrete pro-
posal for Korean occupation? Why did Truman and his poli-
tical and military advisers fail at Potsdam to reach a firm,
detailed agreement with Russia vis-a-vis Korea? Aside from
the unknowns involved in evaluating the military situation,
one could speculate that the trouble that developed over
agreeing to a successful formula for trusteeship might have
discouraged reaching concrete plans for Korea. The Soviets
desired a generalized trusteeship system that would apply to
Italian and Germaﬁ possessions, as well as to Korea. The

United States and Great Britain wanted to limit consideration

36Princeton Seminars, Dean Acheson Papers, Harry S.
Truman Library; Rose, Roots, 37; Harry Truman, Years of Trial
and Hope (New York: "Doubleday, 1956), 317.
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of trusteeship to less strategic areas. The Soviet desire
to gain, at Italy's expense, a colony or base in the Medi-
terranean, under the guise of a trusteeship, seemed a clear
signal to Secretary of State James F. Byrnes that the
Russians wanted a strategic position from which to threaten
the West. The problem then, was to agree to a trusteeship
formula applicable to Korea, that at the same time would not
aid Soviet expansionism in the strategic Mediterranean area.
Unfortunately, no such agreement could be reached.37

The U.S. experience at cooperative action with the
Russians on the Allied Control Commissions for Eastern
Europe and Italy, as well as Soviet actions in Poland, also
were factors in discouraging a formal agreement. The Russian
and American interpretation of self-determination and democ-
racy were drastically different. By taking unilateral ac-
tions in the occupied countries where they were the strongest
the United States and the Soviet Union made the Control Com-
missions impotent. Soviet actions in Poland were viewed
also as violations of agreements made at Yalta. Truman, un-
like Roosevelt, expected agreements to be carried out 1li-
terally. When they were not, as in Poland's case, the do-
mestic furor had made both Roosevelt's and Truman's political

life very uncomfortable.38 Truman probably thought it best

37Herbe:1:'t Feis, Between War and Peace: The Potsdam
Conference (Princeton: Princeton Press, 1960), 306-309.

38

Gaddis, Origins, 139-171, 200-206.
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to avoid making commitments that might not be carried out.

Whatever the answer, it is clear that contrary to
Lockhart's contention, "a great deal of time" had not been
spent in studying the Korean problem. This is hard to ex-
plain when consideration is given to the importance which
the United States attached to Japan. A much clearer rela-
tionship between Korea's fate and Japan's future should have
been perceived. In addition, failure to reach any specific
Korean solutions at Potsdam led in part to the hastily con-
sidered 38th parallel decision, which proved to be a source
of considerable trouble for the United States.

Japan's swift collapse, following use of the atomic
bomb and Soviet entry into the war, forced America to decide
quickly what it was going to do in Korea. The State-War-
Navy Coordinating Committee held long sessions from August 10
to August 15, to coordinate and make decisions concerning
Japan's surrender. At a meeting on fhe night of August 10-11,
the subject of Korea was discussed. The State Department
had suggested, through Byrnes, that American forces receive
Japan's surrender as far north as possible. Unfortunately,
the military was faced both with a lack of troops that were
needed elsewhere immediately and with the prospect that it
would be difficult to reach very far north into Korea before
Soviet troops could enter the area. Dean Rusk, then in the

Far Eastern Affairs Division, recalls that "The military

view was that if our proposals for receiving surrender
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greatly overreached our probable military capabilities, there
would be little likelihood of Soviet acceptance."39

Rusk and Colonel Charles Bonesteel, Chief of the
Policy Planning Section of the War Department, were asked
to retire to an adjoining room and prepare with all haste a
proposal which would "Harmonize the political desire to have
the United States receive the surrender as far north as pos-
sible and the obvicus limitation on the ability of the
United States forces to reach the area." Rusk recalls that
tne 38th parallel was selected because, even though it was
further north than U.S. troops could reach in the event of
Soviet disagreement, it was believed important to include
Korea's capital in the U.S. zone. Bonesteel believed the
primary consideration was to get as far north as the Soviets
would accept. There were no adequate maps present, so the -
38th parallel was taken as a dividing point because it cut
Korea almost in the middle and gave the United States Seoul
and a nearby prisoner-of-war camp.40

The State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee considered
the proposal in the early morning hours of August 11. The
Navy suggested moving the line to the 39th parallel, which

Secretary of the Navy James C. Forrestal apparently favored,

39Memo from Rusk to Chief of the Division of His-

torical Policy Research(Noble), July 12, 1950, FR,1945,
VI, 1039.

4OIbid.; James F. Schnabel, Poliéy and Direction:
The First Year (0ffice of the Chief of Military History,

1972), 9.
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but the Army thought such a move would be unacceptable to
the Soviets as it would bar them from Dairen, Port Arthur,
and other parts of the Liaotung Peninsula. More important,
there was little chance of American forces beating the
Soviets to the 39th parallel. AssistantvSecretary of State
James C. Dunn added that Korea was more important poli-
tically to the United States than Manchuria. Thus the 38th
parallel subsequently was used in General Order No. 1 as the
demarcation line for accepting Japan's surrender. The
Soviets, contrary to Rusk's expectations, accepted the
line.u'1
Truman later recalled that the line was intended to
be only a temporary expedient to bevused to accept Japan's
surrender prior to establishment of a joint trusteeship
throughout the Korean peninsula.42 It was, however, an ex-
pedient which ignored long-range questions concerning occu-
pation policy. In fact, an August 24 memorandum for
MacArthur which declared that the initial occupation was to
be only a two-power concern, demonstrates that only at this

point in time was the State Department instructed to

prepare a directive for MacArthur on political, economic,

ullbid.; Truman, Trial, 317. General Order No. 1
stated in part that "by virtue of the authority vested in me
as CIC, U.S. Army, Pacific, I hereby establish military con-
trol over Korea south of the 38 degree north latitude and
the inhabitants thereof."

uzTruman.-Trial, 317.
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and other matters pertaining to Kort-:'a..l+3

Military expediency dictated the decision to divide
Korea at the 38th parallel. From the American point of view,
it probably was a better deal than could have been gained
through military means and additionally it served the pur-
pose of testing, to a degree, Soviet intentions in the Far
East. The United States also was assured of an opportunity
to uphold the Cairo Declaration. Finally, the decision rati-
fied agreements made at Yalta that the Soviet Union would
maintain a predominant influence in northern Asia.

From the Soviet point of view, the hope for a post-
war U.S. loan, a wish to participate in the Japanese occu-
pation, and a desire to gain a better position in the Medi-
terranean, influenced Russia's acceptance. It might be
added that historically the 38th parallel had long been ac-,
ceptable to Russia as a demarcation point for spheres of
influence and it must have seemed that the United States
proposal was a realistic recognition of Soviet interests in
Korea. In sum, the Soviet Union wished to avoid raising any
suspicions or antagonizing the United States when there were
more important fruits still to be gained in areas of greater

strategic importance to Russia.44

43Memo by the SWNCC to Brigadier General Andres

MacFariand, Secretary of the JCS, August 24, 1945, FR, 1943,
VI, 1040.

44Rose, Roots, 38; Arthur Gray, "The 38th Parallel,"

Foreign Affairs, 27(April 1951), 484-486.
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The Soviet decision reflected the caution with which
Stalin approached the Far East when compared with Eastern
Europe. The Soviet leadership concentrated on the area that
was of direct importance to the Soviet Union: Eastern and
southeastern Europe. This enabled the Soviet Union to avoid
"any appearance of a many-sided attack on the 01d World's
positions that would increase American suspicions and
countermeasures . . . ." With the exception of China and
Japan, Asia was not a primary concern of Soviet foreign
policy between 1945 and 1948.%5

However one views the motives behind ‘the proposal
and acceptance of the 38th parallel as a demarcation line,
it was a fateful decision for the United States because it
resulted in a permanent boundary that American policy makers
had not envisaged. The initial occupation experience and
the hardening of the 38th parallel into an uncrossable

boundary, quickly soured America's involvement in Korea.

45Adam B. Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence: The
History of Soviet Foreien Policy, 1917-1963 (New York:
Praeger, 1968), 514, 457.

- 27 -




CHAPTER II
TRUSTEESHIP AND THE MOSCOW AGREEMENT

During the period of Japanese domination, Korea's
population had doubled and its urban, industrial, educational
and communication facilities had grown. Alien colonialism
had the effect of whetting the political appetites of the
Korean people through repression and the economic ones
through a desire to emulate the colonial power. With the
onset of the war came the further stirrings of mass mobili-
zation. Society in Korea was fluid, lacking strong inter-
mediary institutions or class identities. Strong leadership
was needed to lead an aroused and impatient people through
a mass of economic and political troubles, but Korea's own
instituticns were useless, with the result that the forces
of chaos arose.1

The lack of direction given to Korean affairs and
- the resulting chaos in large part must be blamed on the com-
plete lack of U.S. preparation for the occupation. Japan's

dramatic collapse allowed little time for proper preparation

1Henderson, Korea, 113.
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of occupation troops. General MacArthur had to select units
for occupation duties on the basis of availability of troops
and transport. Lt. General John Hodge commanded the troops
selected for Korea, the 24th Corps. Hodge had a distinguished
combat record at Bouganville, Leyte, and Okinawa, and was |
well-prepared for a military invasion--but not for the mili-
tary occupation and administration of Korea.2
Hodge was keenly aware of his need for guidance. He
cabled the State Department on August 26, 1945, noting that
he had received no directives with regard to Korea. Hodge
concluded that the Japanese directive was the initial plan
to be utilized for the administration of Korea, which meant
that Japanese Governor-General Abe Nobuyuki and his staff
would be used for administration under the direction of the
American Military Government (AMG). Hodge requested an im-
mediate Korean directive for guidance.3
General Hodge received no directives prior to the
first American entrance into Korea on September 8, 1945, In-
stead, Hodge used MacArthur's Proclamation No. 1, signed

September 2, which restated that "in due course" Korea would

become free and independent. The purpose of the occupation

2Rober’c K. Sawyer, Military Advisers in Korea: KMAG
in War and Peace (Washington: Office of the Chief of Mili-
tary History, 1952), 3-4; General John Hodge File, 3290,
Harry S. Truman Library, Independence, Missouri.

3Consul General at Manila(Steintorf) to the Secre-
tary of State, August 26, 1945, FR,1945, VI, 1041.
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was to enforce the surrender and to protect Koreans in their
personal and religious rights. Korean help and compliance
was required--all acts of disturbing public peace would be
punished severely. Finally, the Proclamation directed all
those engaged in essential services to continue in the per-
formance of their usual functions and duties.u

Hodge also lacked adequately trained personnel. The
first civil affairs team, which did not reach Korea until
October 20, was trained for work in the Philippines and sub-
sequent teams were trained for service in Japan. One parti-
cipant, E. Grant Meade, recalled that his one year‘'s training
and instruction included a "single one-hour lecture on Korea."
But "despite ignorance of their duties and their lack of
background, civil affairs teams were charged with the execu-
tion of vital American policies."5

Hodge's problems in the initial weeks of occupation
went beyond inadequate preparation and direction. The arti-
ficial division of the country at the 38th parallel compounded
Korea's basic existing problems. The Korean people desired
quick liberation and independence, but Japan's forty-year
occupation had made Korea a Japanese colony. A bureaucracy
had arrived from Japan and had taken complete control of all

important phases of Korea's life. The Korean economy was

hProclamation No. 1, by General of the Army Douglas

MacArthur, Signed September 2, 1945, Ibid., 1043.

5Henderson.Korea, 124-25; Meade, American Military,

51-52.
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tied securely to Japan, as Korea became Japan's rice bowl
and a one-crop country. Japan's total control prevented the
development of any "trained, native administrators, tech-
nicians and military leaders."6

The absence of trained Koreans led Hodge to continue
all Japanese in their posts on a temporary basis. This
caused considerable discontent among Koreans, leading of-
ficials in Washington to note that the decision had "an un-
fortunate effect on our position in Korea." Hodge was in-
structed to remove Governor-General Abe, chiefs of all
bureaus of the Governor-General, and provincial governors
and police chiefs, and to proceed "as rapidly as possible
with the removal of other Japanese and collaborationist
Korean administrators."’

It became increasingly clear that division of Korea
exacerbated the basic problems facing the country. The
economies of north and south Korea were intimately 1inked.
The southern half of Korea, besides containing two-thirds of
the people and being the primary food supplier, had produced
74% of Korea's light consumer goods in 1940. Plants in the
south had been built “to process raw materials from northern
Korea." The north had valuable mineral deposits and provided

almost all of south Korea's electrical power as well as the

6Sawyer, Military Advisers, 35-7.

7Ibid.; Memo by Acting Chairman of the SWNCC,
September 10, 1945, FR,1945, VI, 1044-1045,
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iron, steel, wood pulp, and industrial chemicals that her
light industries needed. Division shattered these economic
connections and made recovery difficult.8

Hodge's treatment of a government that had been
established prior to his arrival in Korea made his duties
more difficult. The Japanese Governor-General, hoping to
create a pro-Japanese atmosphere to protect Japanese lives
and property, decided to form a transitional government made
up of prominent Koreans. After a few failures, General Abe
on August 15 persuaded the enigmatic Lyuh Woon-hyung, a long-
time popular liberal, and one-time communist, patriot and
former Japanese political prisoner, to head the Committee for
Preparation of Korean Independence. This organization was
"packed" with leftists as Abe had anticipated Russian control -
over most of Korea. Pak Hong-yong, the most influential Com-
munist leader in southern Korea, helped to increase the Com-
munist role in the Committee. At the same time, hundreds of
People's Committees were created all over Korea, some spon-
taneously and some by design. They exercised varying degrees
of local and administrative control and generally were leftist
leaning. The Korean Communist Party wielded "an extraordinary
influence over the Korean People's Repubiic and so over the

People's Committees throughout the country."9

8Schnabel. Policy, 12.

9Henderson, Korea, 114-119; Robert Scalapino and
Chong-sik Lee, Communism in Korea, 2 Volumes (Berkley:
University of California Press, 1972), I, 239-247, 257.
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A desire "to prove their ability for self-government”

inspirited the Committee for Preparation of Korean Indepen-
dence and it quickly established itself as a powerful poli-
tical force. On September 6, the Committee called a "Na-
tional Assembly" of about 1,000 delegates, which declared it-
self the People's Republic of Korea. The need to achieve a
semblance of legitimacy led the newly-formed Republic to ap-
point Rhee as its president and other exiled Koreans to cabi-
net posts. All those named were abroad and could not func-
tion in their posts. Vice-ministers, inevitably Communists
or extreme leftists, assumed their positions. By the end of
1945, the left had organized enough front organizations to
enable it to be the predominant political force in Korea.
The Korean Communist Party had virtual control of numerous
youth, labor, and peasant front organizations, thus in-
creasing its power greatly.lo
Delegates from the People's Republic of Korea met
Hodge when he landed in Korea on September 8 and offered it-
self as the government of Korea. It was rejected immediately
because Hodge's instructions did not allow him to recognize
any group which challenged his authority. The Soviets, how-
ever, initially used the People's Committees to administer

their zone.11 Hodge, instead, tried to assess the situation

1OSoon Sung Cho, Korea in World Politics(Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1967), 68-69; Scalapino and
Lee, Communism in Korea,I,257,268,312;Henderson, Korea, 119.

11

Soon, Korea, 88; Meade, American Military, 59.
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before deciding on the best administrative course. Hodge's
assessment was reflected in a September 15 memorandum to the
State Departmen: from his political adviser H. Merrell
Benninghoff.

Benninghoff described Korea as a "powder-keg ready
to explode," because the Korean people, expecting immediate
independence, failed to understand the meaning of the term
"in due course.” The failure to sweep out the Japanese and
to gain their independence immediately had left them disap-
pointed and agitated. While acknowledging the desirability
of removing Japanese officials, Benninghoff felt they had to
be continued in their work in the absence of qualified
Koreans. Benninghoff believed the political situation was
chaotic because Koreans had been on a "prolonged holiday
since August," interpreting independence to mean freedom from
work. He admitted, however, that continued Japanese owner-
ship or control of most business and industrial establish-
ments made it difficult "to convince Koreans to stay on the
job and to build up their country."12

To Benninghoff, the single most encouraging factor
in Korea was the "presence in Seoul of several hundred con-
servatives among the older and better-educated Koreans." They
tended to favor the return of the Chungking-based "Korean

Provisional Government" and were the largest single political

12Benninghoff to the Secretary of State, September 15,
1945, FR,1945, VI, 1049-1052.
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group in the American zone, though not a majority.13

There was no doubt, Benninghoff continued, that
Soviet agents were spreading their ideology throughout south
Korea, hoping to bring chaos and a repudiation of America in
favor of "Soviet freedom and control." This activity might
prove successful because Hodge lacked sufficient troops to
control wide areas of south Korea.14

Benninghoff sounded what became a constant theme of
American Military Government in Korea. "The splitting of
Korea into two parts for occupation by armed forces of na-
tions having widely divergent political philosophies, with
no common ground, is an impossible situation." The lack of
information and direction concerning Korea's future, and the
inadequacy both in numbers and training of U.S. officials,
made the situation even more impossible.15

Benninghoff's report closed with a summary of Hodge's
recommendations. Some of the more important included: a de-
sire for instructions on future policy in Korea; efforts to
upgrade the quality of Hodge's staff; and a request that the
Chungking government-in-exile be returned to Korea to act as
a figurehead provisional government during the occupation

until the situation was stable enough for an election to

be held.lé




A portion of one of Hodge's recommendations was
agreed to reluctantly on September 21. The State Department
had no objections to allowing Rhee and other exiles to return
to Korea as long as all Koreans were treated equally. On
September 27, the State Department declared that returning
Koreans would have to sign an agreement recognizing the su-
preme authority of American Military Government over south
Korea. While outright support of any one political group
outside Korea was not being contemplated, any groups willing
to operate constructively in the military government frame-
work were to be encouraged to do so.17

While one of his recommendations had been accepted,
Hodge still perceived a dangerous situation in Korea. He
detected a growing, deep distrust of Allied intentions and
a growing criticism of division of the country. Many intelli-
gent Koreans had concluded that the Allies had no intention
of rebuilding a free and independent Korea. This was under-
standable, since based upon policies to date there was no-
thing to encourage a belief that the Allies would fulfill
their pledge for an independent Korea.18 To many it must
have seemed that the Japanese had been exchanged for Ameri-

cans.

17Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassader in
China, September 21, 1945, Ibid., 1053-54; Acting Secretary
of State to the Charge’ in China, September 27, 1945, Ibid.,
1050; Henderson, Korea, 129-130.

18Hodge to MacArthur, in Tokyo, September 24,

1945, Ibid., 1054-1055.




Hodge felt that the Allied decision to divide Korea
had "created a situation impossible of peaceful correction”
in a way that would be a credit to the United States. Im-
mediate action on an international level was needed to set
up a single provisional government with a common policy.
Hodge believed that only the Soviet Union had given serious
thought to the problems involved in the Korean occupation,
but the Soviets were talking to no one. All efforts to set
up a working arrangement with the Russians had failed.19

Benninghoff's September 29 analysis of the political
situation in Korea quickly followed Hodge's pessimistic
evaluation. South Korea was described as politically divided
into two distinct groups. The first was the democratic or
conservative group, composed in part of the progressive and
educated leaders trained in the United States or in American
missionary schools. This group, desiring to follow the west-
ern democracies, almost unanimously wished to see Rhee and
the Chungking group returned as soon as possible. The second
group was the radical or communist group composed of smaller
groups from left-of-center to radical. The communist group
was the most radical and provided most of the leadership.
While Benninghoff professed no explicit preference, his
starkly drawn report left 1ittle doubt which group he be-
lieved should be supported.20

197pia.
20

Benninghoff to Byrnes, September 29, 1945, Ibid.,
1061-1065.
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Benninghcff was concerned that little was known
about what the Soviets were doing in north Korea, beyond
having ejected the Japanese and having set up local govern-
ments based on a one-party system. North Korea probably
would be sovietized as Eastern Europe had been and the United
States would have to deal with a similar set of problems.
When the situation became clearer, north Korea would be un-
der Communist domination, while American-occupied south
Korea would have a large communist following.21

Benninghoff's analysis reached a logical conclusion
in an October 10, 1945, memorandum to General MacArthur's
political adviser, George Atcheson. Benninghoff reported
that evidence indicated that radical or communist groups, who
had organized the People's Republic of Korea, "were receiving
support and direction from the Soviet Union." The conserva-
tive groups, while less aggressive than the radicals, repre-
sented "the thought of the majority of thinking Koreans."
This group was willing to cooperate with the military govern-
ment and realized that a period of tutelage, preferably
American, was necessary.22 Benninghoff's report made it
clear once more which group he wished America to support.

Later, this preference for the conservative group

would force American Military Government officials to defend

2l1pi4.

22Benninghoff to George Atcheson, October 1, 1945,
Ibid., 1070.
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themselves against press reports of bias. On November 26,
William Langdon, the acting U.S. political adviser in Seoul,
admitted that in the beginning U.S. officials may have fa-
vored "plutocracy" at the expense of "left-wingers", but this
was being corrected so as to include a more broadly-based
structure.23 Relaxation of a non-fraternization rule had an
important effect in favoring conservative elements, because
the Koreans with attractive homes, who could entertain well,
who could speak English and talk of Western culture, were the
wealthy. Wealth in Korea usually indicated a desire to main-
tain the "existing social, political, and economic order with

2k Americans in Korea in a conscious

a minimum of change."
or unconscious manner, tended to favor a conservative, mi-
nority, landlord group. Yet at the same time, they avoided
open clashes with the left during the initial occupation,
hoping to build a system on a consensual basis.25
On October 5, American Military Government moved to
provide order to the chaotic political situation described
in its memoranda. Major General Victor A. Arnold, Military
Governor, appointed an Advisory Council of eleven carefully

chosen prominent Koreans, including educators, lawyers, busi-

nessmen, patriots, and leaders of the two major political

23Acting Political Adviser in Korea (Langdon) to
the Secretary of State, November 26, 1945, Ibid., 1135.

2}'F'Meade, American Military, 104.

25Scalapino and Lee, Communism in Korea, I, 269.
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groups. The Council was to give advice on political and
economic matters and to bulld up in the consciousness of
Koreans the feeling of participation in their government.
Arnold followed this on October 9 with an announcement that
a number of groups had either issued official statements or
had assumed authority on no basis other than that they repre-
sented some "Government." Arnold wanted it clearly under-
stood that American Military Government was the sole authori-
ty south of the 38th parallel and he implied that force would
be used if necessary to stop activities designed to disturb
peace and order.26
Atcheson supported these actions and advocated others
in an October 15 memorandum to Byrnes, in which he reluctantly
recommended that the State Department consider using "some
progressive, popular and respected leader, or small group,
to act as a nucleus of an organization" to work with and un-
der AMG direction, perhaps to develop into an executive and
governmental agency. Rhee was widely respected and could
serve as an initial nucleus along with Kim Koo and Kimm
Kiu-sicz7, two other popular Korean leaders. The time had

come for positive U.S. action in the political field. While

open support of anj one group or leader was contrary to past

26Benninghoff to Atcheson, October 9, 1945, FR, 1945,

VI, 1068-1069.

27Kimm was American-educated at Roanoke College. An
early foe of Japanese domination of Korea, he was Ambassador
Plenipotentiary to the Versailles Conference, where he spoke
out against Japan. See Lee, Korean Nationalism, 104.
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U.S. policy, the present situation fully warranted such a
step; to fail to do so would increase the present difficul-
ties. The Communist group in north Korea, which the Soviets
had set up and encouraged, would profit if the United States
did not act, expanding its influence into south Korea "with
results that can readily be envisaged."28

Atcheson's recommendations, a sharp break from pre-
vious policy, reached Washington at about the same time as
the initial Korean policy directive was sent to Hodge on
October 17, 1945. The State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee
directed that Korea should be developed progressively from
the interim period of military government to a period of
trusteeship, and finally to the establishment of a free and
independent nation, capable of joining the United Nations.
Achievement of this goal would require the elimination of all
traces of Japanese control over Korea's economic and politi-
cal life and "eventual substitution of an independent Korean
government, economy, and social institutions."29

In carrying out this policy, the State Department
gave permission to employ any Japanese and Koreans deemed

essential by reason of their technical qualifications.

28Atcheson to Byrnes, October 15, 1945, FR,1945,
Vi, 1091-1092.

29SWNCC 101-4, Basic Initial Directive to CIC, USAF,
Pacific, for the Administration of Civil Affairs in Those
Areas of Korea Occupied by U.S. Forces, Sent October 17,
1945, Ibid., 1073-1090 and 1094-1097. '
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Political parties and organizations were to be encouraged if

their activities were consistent with the requirements of the

military government. The State Department added that "You
will not extend official recognition to, nor utilize for
political purposes, any self-styled Korean provisional govern-
ment or similar political organizations . . . 30

In 1light of this clear statement, the State Depart-
ment was bound to be unhappy about Hodge's actions, which

seemed to favor Rhee. Rhee was Hodge's dinner guest Oc-

tober 17, at which time Rhee was "outspoken in his criticisms

of Soviet policy." Secretary of State Byrnes, replying Octo-

ber 15 to Atcheson's earlier memorandum, expressed his unhap-

piness with this. The Secretary strongly opposed "Unguarded
references to international questions made locally" as likely
to complicate negotiations with the Soviet Union.31

Neither the policy directive nor Byrnes' comments
appeared to affect Hodge, who believed that Communist ac-
tivities were reaching the point "where they may gain control
unless positive action is taken." The best response to this
threat was utilization of "the services of Rhee and Kim Koo
to help screen additional Koreans to be brought to Korea,"
and to use them to place suitable and representative Koreans

in responsible government positions. Hodge made a point of

301pid.

31Byrnes to Atcheson,October 25,1945, Ibid., 1104.
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noting that the presence of Rhee appeared to have a favorable

32

influence on consolidation of political parties.

Hodge's actions brought a sharp rebuke on November 7
from John Carter Vincent, Director of the Office of Far
Eastern Affairs. The State Department, Vincent said, was
aware of the difficulties and complexities of the political
situation confronting Hodge. Nonetheless, the consistently
stated policy of the U.S. government was that nothing should
be done to give the impression that any Korean individual or
Korean group was being favored or supported over others.
Any acts of favoritism prior to the free exPreésion of the
will of the Korean people would complicate the political
problems the United States faced in Korea and would encourage
the Soviet Union to set up a similar group in its zone, thus
delaying the establishment of a unified Korea.33

Vincent believed that Hodge should be instructed to
refrain from taking the actions mentioned in his November 5
telegram as they would jeopardize the success of negotiations
in progress regarding the opening of the 38th parallel. 4
final jab was added as Vincent noted that Hodge had not de-

scribed adequately the "objectionable Communist activies"

3240dge to MacArthur, November 2, 1945, Ibid., 1106;
MacArthur to Marshall, November 5, 1945, Ibid., 1112.

33Memo by the Director of the Office of Far Eastern

Affairs (Vincent) to Colonel Russell Vittrup, War Department,
November 7, 1945, Ibid., 1113. .
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referred to in his telegram. Any actions he might find it
necessary to take, should be outlined specifically for
State Department consideration.?“

On November 13, the Assistant Secretary of War, John
McCloy, in replying to Vincent's criticisms of Hodge, pointed
out that Communist activities were being carried out actively
and intelligently in the American zone. The best way to com-
bat this was to build up under Hodge a "reasonable and re-
spected government or group of political advisers" to bring
order out of the political, social, and economic chaos now
rampant in south Korea. This task would not be easy since
"the local Koreans are most narrow, selfish and confused in
their political thought." They did have, however, great
"respect and confidence in the exiled Koreans" and were sur-
prised that the United States had not employed them immediate-
ly in the government. The failure to utilize these Koreans
also puzzled McCloy, especially since the Soviet Union was
using "two divisions of Koreans thoroughly indoctrinated in
the Communist creed" in its zone to replace forcibly all
officials with Korean Communists.>”

McCloy felt that Vincent's memorandum had the effect
of telling Hcd:e that "we really repose little confidence in

him" and that Washington was not prepared to do those “few

M1pi4.

35McCloy to the Under-Secretary of State(Acheson),
November 13, 1945, Ibid., 1123-1124.
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things" which could be useful toward achieving U.S. aims,
Hodge should be told to use at his discretion as many exiled
Koreans as possible. To continue to do nothing would
threaten the chance of the Korean people to choose freely
their own government, the goal that American policy was sup-
posed to achieve. McCloy added that the United States should
consider what to do if the Soviets "continue to refuse to
cooperate."36

Vincent later attempted to gloss over the disagree-
ments between the State and War Department37, but he could
not hide the clear policy differences that existed. These
differences also were reflected in attitudes toward coopera-
tion with Russia in Korea and the whole trusteeship concept.
The divisions between the State Department and American Mili-
tary Government especially were obvious.

From the beginning, Hodge experienced little success

in dealing with the Russians.38

The Soviets had replaced
forecibly self-rule councils with a Communist-dominated
"People's Political Committee." A Communist Party was formed,
while an opposition "Democratic Party" was forced to disband.
These considerations, Hodge believed, would make it difficult

to bring about collaboration at the military level to produce

361p14.

37Vincen'l: to Acheson,November 16,1945, Ibid., 1127-28.

38Hodge to MacArthur, September 24,1945, Ibid., 1055.
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the desired results. While some "small and strictly military
problems of a local nature" might be settled, it was not
likely that "fundamental matters involving questions of broad
principle” would ever be discussed unless "negotiations at
the highest levels in Washington and Moscow" resulted in in-
structions to the commanders in Korea.->?

On the same day that Hodge was downgrading the
chances of successful Soviet-American cooperation based on
military discussions alone, he was told to seek a "strength-
ened and expanded liasion" between the American and Russian
zones to gain a uniformity of administrative practice in
Korea. The disadvantages of the "highly artificial" divi-
sion of Korea had to be minimized to insure the successful
establishment of an international trusteeship at the earliest
possible da‘ce.‘+0

Hodge's efforts continued to be unsuccessiul. The
Soviets informed him that negotiations on the military level
were out of the question until "decisions are made and rela-
tionships established" between the respective governments.
Hodge again urged Washington to consider negotiations at the
highest level. Additionally, he expressed suspicion that the
Soviet Consul General in Seoul was assisting the communists

in south Korea and was attempting to discredit the United

39Benninghoff to Byrnes,October 1,1945,Ibid., 1066. -

¥Oyarshall to MacArthur, October 1,1945,Ibid., 1068.
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Sta‘l:es.t"1

The State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee remained
insistent on the point that Hodge should try to attain the
"maximum possible coordination with the Soviet Commander
through liasion on a military level." United States policy
sought to eliminate as quickly as possible the zonal occupa-
tion, in order to introduce a trusteeship. Rivalry among
foreign powers for the control of Korea could develop once
more unless prompt agreement was reached among the four
major powers on the form of trusteeship.42

Byrnes passed on Hodge's rather disquieting evalua-
tion to Ambassador W. Averell Harriman in Moscow. Byrnes
pointed out that the 38th parallel had become a "closed bor-
der," leading to a great disruption in Korean national 1life.
Harriman was to seek an agreement in principle to regular de-
livery of coal and electric power, resumption of rail traffic
and coast-wise shipping, adoption of uniform fiscal policies,
orderly settlement of displaced persons including Japanese
to Japan, and resumption of normal trade between the two
zones. On November 8, these requests were given to

Vyacheslav Molotov, the Soviet Minister of Foreign .A.ffairs.l""3

41MacArthur to JCS, October 11,1945, Ibid., 1071-72;
Hodge to MacArthur, October 12, 1945, Ibid., 1072-73.

42Report by SWNCC for the Far East, October 20-22,
1945, and October 24, 1945, Ibid., 1094-1101.

uBByrnes to Harriman, November 3,1945, Ibid., 1107-9.
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Harriman was not optimistic about Soviet acceptance
of Byrnes' proposals, since the Soviet Union had made it
clear that historically Korea was regarded in the same light
"as Finland, Poland, and Rumania--springboards for attack on
the Soviet Union." He concluded that "the Soviet Union may
be expected to seek predominate influence in Korea." A
trusteeship would not insure Soviet predominance since it
would divide governing strength. The Ambassador believed
there was nothing to suggest that the Soviet Army was be-
having any differently than it had in Europe. Harriman ac-
curately predicted that once the Soviet Union had created an
obedient and relatively strong Korean military force and
militia, it was quite possible that the Soviets would want
to withdraw the Red Army from Korea and bring pressure to
bear on the United States to withdraw its troops too.44

In late November, the Acting Political Adviser in
Korea, William Langdon, attacked the whole concept of a
trusteeship for Korea, giving added weight to Hodge's sus-
picions and Harriman's gloomy evaluation. Langdon was un-
able "to fit trusteeship to the actual conditions" then
existing in Korea or to be convinced of its suitability from
moral and practicai standpoints. The trusteeship idea should
be dropped because Korea's long existence as a distinct na-

tion with high literacy and cultural standards made the

uaHarriman to-Byrnes, November 12, 1945, Ibid.,
1121-1122.
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idea unsuitable. The Korean people would not accept it and
force would have to be used to maintain the trusteeship.
The initial warm feelings for U.S. liberation forces had
soured quickly when American Military Government was set up;
yet the Korean people worked amicably with American officials
because of their abiding trust in the United States. Un-
fortunately, recent State Department press releases sup-
porting trusteeship had caused great consternation among
many Koreans.45
Langdon felt that American caution over becoming as-
sociated with the Chungking "Korean Provisional Government"
was unwarranted. This organization had no rival as the first
government of liberated Korea and was regarded as "quasi-
legitimate by all elements and parties." Kim Koo enjoyed
great esteem and this offered the United States a chance to
attempt a constructive Korean policy. To continue the pres-
ent policy of abstaining from action which might seem to fa-
vor a particular group was unwarranted and inappropriate in
light of present conditions in Korea. While Langdon would
later back away from his enthusiastic support of the Kim
Koo-Rhee group, he would not give up advocating U.S. action
L6

to form a provisional government organization.

The State Department responded to Langdon in a

4'S.Langdon to Byrnes,November 20,1945, Ibid., 1130-31.
uéIbid.; Langdon to Byrnes, December 14, 1945,

Ibid., 1142.
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somewhat equivocal fashion. Langdon was told that "careful

consideration" was being given to his suggestion that an in-

ternational trusteeship be abandoned. The key was to gain

from the Soviet Union "adequate specific guarantees for the

unification and independence of Korea." Since negotiations
with the Soviets would continue, it was bést that American
Military Government not prejudice these talks by forming a
"Provisional Government" or a "Governing Committee".47
Langdon was "glad to note that we might be willing
to abandon international trusteeship for Korea" under the
conditions mentioned. American officials in Seoul sensed the
"beginnings of a tugging to get the troops and military
government out of the liberated land," and thought that it
might not be possible to form an adequate trusteeship struc-
ture in time. American Military Government believed that
U.S. Korean policy "had been predicated solely on Russia's
cooperation, with no planning beyond this premise."
Washington apparently had given little consideration to the
present mood of the Korean people--a vital factor if a suc-

cessful policy was to be formulated.48

On December 16, Hodge, in another evaluation, clearly
outlined the differences existant between the State Depart-

ment and American officials in Seoul. The dual occupation,

47Byrnes to Langdon,November 29, 1945, Ibid., 1138.

#SLangdon to Byrnes,December 11,1945, Ibid.,1140-41.
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Hodge believed, created an impossible condition. Koreans
blamed the United States for the partition of their country,
which resulted in growing resentment against all Americans.
The situation was being allowed to drift, making the U.S.
position more untenable and decreasing U.S. popularity.
South Korea was fertile ground for the establishment of com-
munism and the steady influx of Manchurian and Chinese-
trained Korean communists made the situation worse. Hodge
also found Soviet methods of occupation puzzling, because
evidence indicated that they had established an "effective
field works system of defense against invasion just north of
the 38th parallel." Dangerous border incidents could occur
easily under the existing conditions.49

The time had come, Hodge felt, either for positive
action on the international level or for the United States
to seize the initiative in south Korea in order to stop the
dangerous drift. Clarification and removal of the 38th
parallel to unify Korea, a clear statement abandoning the
concept of trusteeship for Korea, and a policy governing the
status of former Japanese property in Korea was needed
urgently. If no corrective was forthcoming, an agreement
should be reached for simultaneous withdrawal of Soviet-

American troops, leaving "Korea to its own devices and

YMacArthur to the JCS, December 16, 1945 (read by
Acheson on December 19, 1945), Ibid., 1145-1147.
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inevitable internal upheaval for its self-purification."5o
The stark contrast between the positions of the State
Department and American Military Government was obvious be-
fore Byrnes discussed the Korean question in December, 1943,
at the Moscow Foreign Minister's Conference. On three dif-
ferent occasions in October, State Department representatives
had committed the United States firmly to an international
trusteeship based on cooperation with Russia. This was reaf-
firmed in various memoranda to Seoul and most emphatically
in Vincent's memorandum criticizing Hodge. American policy
was based on the unquestioned assumption of Korean acceptance
of a trusteeship. However, McCloy's reply to Vincent, and
memoranda from Harriman in Moscow and Hodge in Seoul, indi-
cated that commitment to the State Department's policy was
far from unanimous. American officials in Korea were given
the task of implementing a State Department policy they did
not believe in from either a practicai or moral viewpoint.
Doubts about the State Departiment's policy went be-
yond Hodge, Harriman, McCloy, and the Korean people. Great
Britain and China both thought the policy neither practical
nor helpful. The Chinese gave lukewarm assent to trustee-
ship, while urging the return of the Chungking Koreans to
form a new government. The Chinese, fearing pbssible Soviet

domination of Korea, urged this as an alternative to

501pi4.




trusteeship. The British thought trusteeship was a good
idea but they questioned whether it would work in Korea.51
The repetition of doubts about the feasibility of a
joint Soviet-American trusteeship would not have had the ef-
fect of shaking Washington's commitment, had the autumn of
1945 not seen a steady growth of new problems, sources of
tension, and suspicions between America and Russia.52
Byrnes moved away slightly from the idea of trusteeship on
November 19, when he said that the United States "was pre-
pared to press for the establishment of an independent Korean
Government," and if this could not be obtained, the United
States would favor a trusteeship of limited duration under
the United Nations. Byrnes recognized, however, that the
United States had made an informal commitment to trusteeship
prior to occupation and that retention of the form agreed to
previously might be necessary to "secure the elimination of
the 38th parallel barrier."9J The guestion of trusteeship

would be decided at the Moscow conference, with the final de-

cision resting on Soviet intentions.

. 51Chargé'in China to Byrnes, September 25, 1945,
Ibid., 1057; Ambassador in the United Kingdon to Byrnes,
November 14, 1945, Ibid., 1124-1125.

. 52Lisle Rose, After Yalta (New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1973), 139-150.

53General Political and Economic Matters, the Moscow
Conference, U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of
the United States, 1945: Russia, Volume II (Washington: GPO,
1970), 578; Byrnes to Langdon, November 29, 1945, FR,1945,
VI, 1137-1138.
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The United States proposed that a Foreign Ministers
Conference be held in Moscow in December, 1945, in order to
"resolve the impasse over Rumania and Bulgaria, so that work
on peace treaties with Germany's former satellites could be-
gin." Byrnes also hoped to deal with the issue of atomic
energy. Both sides made a few token concessions, but the
Soviets were left predominant in Eastern Eurcpe and the
United States retained its absolute authority in Japan. The
Soviet Union accepted Byrnes' atomic energy proposals and
reiterated its recognition of Chiang Kai-shek.54

Byrnes' efforts were not well received in the United
States and his atomic energy agreement was repudiated. Many
dmericans, including a number of policy makers, had begun to
feel that they had misjudged the Kremlin's policy. The ac-
tions of the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe in 1945, together
with the international communist movement's change in tactics,
convinced many U.S. officials "that Moscow had embarked on a
program of unlimited expansion which threatened the very sur-
vival of the United States and its Western allies." The re-
sult of this pattern of thinking was a fundamental reorienta-
tion of U.S. policy toward Moscow in the first three months
of 1946, that held "that compromise with the Soviet Union was

no longer politically feasible."s5 This toughening of U.S.

S46addis, Origins, 276-290.

551bid.; Rose, After Yalta, 140-155; Adam Ulam, The
Rivals (New York: Viking Press, 1971), 114-115.
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policy was also reflected in the way Washington viewed imple-
mentation of the agreement reached concerning Korea.

At the first Foreign Ministers meeting on December 16
Byrnes stated that America's immediate goal was a unified ad-
ministration of Korea as an initial step toward a "non-mili-
tary administration of Korea." The vital first step was re-
unification to alleviate the chaotic conditions in Korea.
Byrnes provided a brief outline of the form that a trustee-
ship should take. Molotov declared that there had never been
a formal agreement for a trusteeship, only an exchange of
views, and with this Korea passed from the discussion.56

On December 20, the Soviets presented their own
proposal for Korean independence. After two minor changes,
the United States, China, and Britain accepted the Soviet
proposal. The final Moscow communique or agreement regarding
Korea provided for the creation of a "provisional democratic
Korean government” to develop the industry, transportation,
and agriculture of Korea. A joint commission composed of the
Soviet and American military commands in Korea was to be
formed to assist in formation of a provisional government by
consul ting with democratic parties and social organizations
in Korea. The commission's recommendations would be pre-

sented for approval to Russia, Britain, China, and the United

56Memo by U.S. Delegation at the Moscow Foreign

%inizﬁers Conference, December 17, 1945, FR, 1945, II,
2- 3.
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State prior to any final agreement.57

The joint commission, working with the provisional
government and Korean democratic organizations was to develop
measures to aid in the demccratic, social, and economic pro-
gress of Korea for a period of up to five years (in other
words, a trusteeship). Finally, the commission was to con-
vene a joint meeting of the Soviet and American commands in
Korea to work out measures for establishment of permanent
coordination in the administrative-economic sphere.58

The Moscow agreement was the basis on which Korea's
future would depend. The declaration was vague and lacking
in specifics, especially in relation to procedures leading
to the formation of the provisional government, but it did
at least set up a procedure for creation of an independent
Korea. Perhaps equally important was that some form of agree-
ment had been reached after a long period of indecisiveness
and stagnation. While imperfect, the agreement at least
provided a method for resolving the situation. It remained
to be seen whether the mechanism of the joint commission
could be made to work--and whether the Korean people would

accept a decision reached without their knowledge.

57Moscow Communique Regarding Korea, December 27,

1945, FR, 1945, VI, 1150.
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CHAPTER III
TRUSTEESHIP AND THE SOVIET-AMERICAN JOINT COMMISSION

With the agreement reached at the Moscow Foreign
Ministers Conference in December, 1945, the Korean question
entered a new phase. An apparatus, the Joint Commission,
had been established to deal with the problem of reunifying
Korea and setting up a trusteeship. The agreement did not
spell out specifically the steps to be taken, nor did it in-
dicate that both sides had varying degrees of commitment
to the ideas embodied in the Moscow agreement.

Perhaps the most severe fault of the Moscow agree-
ment was that it failed to gauge correctly the intensity of
the Korean reaction to the idea of trusteeship, which varied
"from depression and disillusionment to anger and open de-
fiance." The very mention of the word trusteeship caused
"unreasoning resentment and violent opposition in the Korean
mind." The initial reaction was limited to handbills,
posters, newspaper articles, and demonstrations expressing

the strongest possible opposition to trustees‘nip.1

1Aide tc the Political Adviser in Seoul (Emmons) to
Byrnes, December 30, 1945, FR,1245, VI, 1152-1153.
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Preliminary indications were that the resentment was
directed not at the United States, but more towards the
Soviet Union and local politicians who had failed to unify
the country, thus providing an excuse for a trusteeship.
Hodge, trying to quiet the situation, emphasized that the
question of trusteeship had not been decided yet, and that
removal of the 38th parallel barrier and creation of a pro-
visional government would be significant first steps toward
Korean independence.2

Hodge's belief that trusteeship was not a keystone
of U.S. policy was based on more than wishful  thinking. In
addition to Byrnes' statement prior to the Moscow conference
that consideration was being given to dropping the trustee-
ship concept, must be added his public statement of December
30, that "the Joint Commission . . .may find it possible to
dispense with trusteeship." John Carter Vicent said much the
same thing in a radio address, noting that the clear impli-
cations of the Moscow agreement were that "self-government
and independence are the goal, and that trusteehip is only
a procedure, which may or may not be necessary.“3 Hodge
could be forgiven for thinking that America no longer was

pressing for trusteeship.

2Ipid.

3Radio Address, December 30, 1945, Department of
State Bulletin, XIII, 340(December 30, 1945), 1036; Radio
Address, Ibid., XIV, 344(January 27, 1945), 107-108.
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The Russians apparently had a different view of the
importance of trusteeship to the Moscow agreement. On
January 23, Stalin informed Harriman that Soviet-American re-
lations in Korea had not gotten off to a favorable start.
Information had been received from Korea that U.S. repre-
sentatives were advocating abrogation of trusteeship. In
addition, newspaper articles stated that "only the U.S.S.R.
and not the U.S. had insisted on trusteeship." Harriman
could do nothing but note that the "alleged statements” at-
tributed to U.S. officials in Korea were not representative

b Stalin's concern, which indi-

of his government's policy.
cated the importance the Soviets attached to trusteeship, be-
came even clearer as discussions in the Joint Commission
proceeded.

While general disorder over trusteeship declined
somewhat, orderly demonstrations continued. On January 12,
the National Mobilization Committee Against Trusteeship
staged a large demonstration in Seoul. Hodge continued to
assure the Korean people that a final decision on trustee-

ship had not been reached, and that it was Russia, not

America, that was pushing the idea.”

uﬁarriman to the Secretary of State, January 25,

1946, U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the
United States, 1946: The Far East, Volume VIII(Washington:
GPO, 1971), b22.

5Benninghoff to the Secretary of State, January 23,
1946, Ibid., 615; Soon, Korea, 105.
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The Russians were understandably reluctant to ac-

cept the "blame" for trusteeship. In a statement published
in Tass on January 25, 1946, the Soviet Union claimed that
incorrect reports were being spread that made it seem like
the Soviet Union alone had sought the establishment of a
trusteeship in Korea, despite American opposition. Ac-
cording to Tass, this was untrue as the United States had
initiated discussion of the subject at Moscow and had always
wanted a trusteeship for Korea. The Russian proposal had
been much more generous than the American plan, since it
limited the trusteeship period strictly to five years, and
provided for creation of a national Korean government.

The Korean reaction to this report was both swift
and critical of America's "betrayal" of Korea. Hodge was
equally quick to criticize the State Department in a stinging
memorandum. He accused State Department officials of failing
to pass on vital information that would have confirmed that
1little attention had been paid either to the information
sent from Seoul on the psychological state of the Korean
people or to Seoul's repeated recommendations. The accuracy
of the Tass statement was & surprise to Hodge, especially
in light of recent indications from the State Department

that trusteeship might not be necessary.7

6Charge’ in the Soviet Union(Kennan) to the Secre-
tary of State, FR. 1948, VIII, 617.

"MacArthur to JCS, February 2, 1946, Ibid., 628-630.
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What was particularly galling to Hodge was that the

Tass statement came after the quelling of the revolts and
riots that had accompanied the announcement of the trustee-
ship. America's position in Korea had been the strongest
since the initial landing, but now the Korean people felt the
United States had "sold them down the river,” this time to
Russia instead of Japan. The whole situation led many
thinking and educated Koreans to feel that they would
have to fight for their freedom and independence. Hodge
closed with the observation that the experts who guided the
State Department's policy were people who either had never
seen Korea or had not been in Korea since the war. 1In the
future, Hodge wanted to be informed fully about U.S.
policy in Korea.8

There was more at the center of Hodge's discontent
than the issue of being properly informed about U.S. policy.
The essence of the split between the State Department and
Seoul was the question of whether any element of the Moscow
agreement could be implemented in a way that would reflect
favorably on America. Hodge believed that the Moscow agree-
ment, with its emphasis on collaboration with the Soviet
Union, would not work. The Russians had done nothing to
indicate that they would help to unify Korea as long as the
United States kept forces there. Hodge believed that the

- —

Ibid.




north and south would never be united until the Russians were
sure that the whole country would be soundly communistic.
George Kennan, the Charge in Moscow, supported this sentiment
when he said, "There can now be little doubt that the U.S.S.R.
wishes to assure earliest and most complete exclusion of
other great powers from all connection with Koream aims."9
Hodge's criticisms and doubts caused Byrnes conside-
rable concern. Byrnes was unwilling to admit either that
policy had shifted in the December period or that Hodge had
been uninformed about policy. Byrnes was "somewhat perturbed
by the attitude taken by General Hodge" at a ‘time when the
Joint Commission discussions had just commenced. The Secre-
tary admitted that he would "feel less concern as to the out-
come if Hodge were not so convinced of failure at the very

outset of the discussions."10

Byrnes discomfort is under-
standable since Hodge was charged with executing a policy
he disagreed with.

Hodge's initial responsibility was to carry out the
provisions of section four of the Moscow agreement to set up
a joint conference with the Soviets "to work out measures for
the establishment of permanent coordination" between the two

in the "administrative-economic sphere". Political matters

were not to be included in the discussions. Hodge arranged

9Ibid.; Kennan to Byrnes, January 25, 1946, Ibid.,
619-620.

10Byrnes to the Secretary of War(Patterson), April 1,
1946, Ibid., 655-656. '
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with his Soviet counterpart, General Ivan Chistiakov, for
discussions to begin in Seoul on January 15, 1946.11.“

The discussions, which met with 1ittle success,
quickly demonstrated that while the United States wished to
discuss matters on a broad scale, Russia hoped to 1limit the
talks to specific issues. According to Benninghoff, "the
United States and Soviet delegations approached the solu-
tion of economic and administrative problems from widely
divergent angles." The U.S. position was based on a belief
that it was necessary to remove the 38th parallel barrier in
order to treat Korea as a single economic and administrative
unit. The Soviet Union was intent on limiting discussions
to a very narrow range of subjects. While the United States
sought to do everything "to open up the country” and unify
its economic and administrative facilities, the Soviets ap-
proached the problem as one of "exchange and coordination
between two adjoining but separate zones of military
responsibility."lz

Some agreements were made: rail, motor, and water
transportation on a limited basis; establishment of joint

control posts along the parallel; limited exchange of first

class mail; limited movement of Koreans from zone to zone;

11JCS to MacArthur, January 15, 1946, Ibid., 6-7;
Hodge to Byrnes, January 12. 1946, Ibid., 608-609.

12Benninghoff to Byrnes, February 15, 1946, Ibid.,
634-635. :
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allocation of radio frequencies; and measures for future co-

ordination between the two commands. The gquestion of ex-

changing rice for raw material from the north proved to be
the issue on which the discussions halted. The United
States faced a serious rice shortage in south Korea and had
no rice available for exchange. The Russians did not be-
lieve this, leading to an end of the discussions.13

Benninghoff felt that the Soviet Union contemplated
"a lengthy occupation of at least the northern half of
Korea." Moscow probably would resist all U.S. efforts to
open the country and treat it as a single unit until it had
"gained political ascendance in the country" or was forced
to change because of political necessity.14

Officials in Korea probably saw Soviet behavior as
little more than a repeat of its performance in Eastern
Europe (though America's total exclusion of Russia from the
occupation of Japan undoubtedly affecfed Moscow's attitude).
Hodge, determined to avoid such a repetition, wanted to
make a key issue oi the Soviet "blackout" of north Korea--
that is, the closing of the Soviet zone to Western visi-
tors and reporters as well as south Koreans. In order

to solve the problems facing Korea, Hodge believed this

"blackout"” had to be broken down. The initial efforts to

h1pi4., 636.

1pi4., 63s.
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accomplish this failed, and Hodge decided to instruct the
American delegation to the Joint Commission to begin pro-
ceedings with "a strong demand for complete freedom of
speech, press and movement within Korea of Koreans . . . ."
The task of freely consulting Korean parties and leaders
would be impossible if this was not accomplished. Hodge
was willing to postpone consideration of the structure of
the interim government until the Russians agreed.15
The State Department was reluctant to take up
Hodge's suggestions as “"make or break" propositions. While
U.S. delegation members should press for freedom of speech,
press, and travel, the issue should not be used as an ex- -
cuse to delay or abandon the Joint Commission talks in the
event of Soviet intransigence. Negotiations on the struc-
ture of an interim government should be pursued.16
There were, however, officials in the State Depart-
ment who agreed with Hodge. A February 28 memorandum, in-
tended for MacArthur, severely criticized the Soviet Union
for employing the same tactics it had used in Eastern Europe
to gain control through utilization of Soviet-controlled
minority groups. 'Because of this, Hodge should make a

public statement about the primary reason for the previous

deadlock--Soviet refusal to open north Korea--and should

YoMacArthur to JCS,February 12, 1946, Ibid., 632.

1830S to MacArthur, February 28, 1946, Ibid., 6kb.
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pressure the Kim Koo group to adopt and implement a pro-
gressive program, which would lead to U.S. support for the
group.17 While the suggestions in this proposed directive
would not have provided an auspicious start for the Joint
Commission discussion, they nonetheless reflected a growing
tendency among some U.S. officials "to offer no further
concessions of the kind Byrnes had made at Moscow."18
The Joint Commission talks began on March 20, 1946.
The State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee sent Hodge a
policy paper on February 11, making his goals first and
foremost the formulation of plans for creation of a provi-
sional government and utilization of that government to
gain economic, social, and political progress in Korea. It
provided a specific procedure for consultation with Korean
democratic parties and social organizations. The United
States was to encourage a coalition of parties to achieve
a unity of principle and the Joint Commission was to choose
a group of Korean leaders for consultation on formation of
a provisional government. Such leaders should be selected
after full consultation with all democratic parties and
social organizations throughout Korea. Extremists of the

right and left were to be avoided..?

1?Proposed Memo for MacArthur, Drafted in the De-
partment of State, February 28, 1946, Ibid., 645.

18Gaddis, Origins, 284,
19po1icy Paper Adopted by SWNCC, January 28, 1946,
FR,1946, VIII, 624-626.
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The proviso to avoid extremists of both left and
right presented a growing dilemma for the United States. On
February i2, Moscow announced completion of an all-Korean
Central Government of North Korea. According to Seoul's
evaluation, its members were "violent Communists or unknown
Koreans” from Russia and Manchuria. American Military Gov-
ernment believed that the Soviets wanted the Joint Commission
to accept this government as the democratic representatives
of north Korea, while at the same time trying to force the
United States to accept enough south Korean Communists to
insure domination of the provisional governmen't.20

Hodge found it difficult to induce the same kind of
unity among south Korean parties that the Soviet Union had
induced in north Korea. The Kim Koo and Rhee groups had
never been popular with Washington, and their criticism
of trusteeship and their personal attacks on American Mili-
tary Government and Hodge made them increasingly unpopular
with Americans in Korea. The State Department had given
Hodge the task of finding a group of centrists to formulate
a detailed progressive program that would appeal to the vast
majority of Koreans. This group would receive full U.S.
backing as a counterweight to the Soviet-backed communist
groups. Hodge had the difficult task of conducting negoti-

ations with the Soviets, of operating American Military

204acArthur to Byrnes, February 24, 1946,Ibid., 640.
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Government, and of restructuring the internal political
situation in south Korea in a way that would not lead to
open conflict with the left and Russia.

Hodge had little success uniting the left and right.
When he called a National Emergency Congress in early
February, drawing representatives from all announced par-
ties, the Communists refused to participate. The result of
the meeting was formation of the Korean Representative Demo-
cratic Council, which sought a balance between the left and
right. At the last moment the leading leftist, Lyuh
Woon-hyung, refused to participate with the result that
Rhee led a rightist-dominated Council. The left responded
on February 15 with formation of the Democratic National
Front. Hodge, however, still intended to keep up the pres-
tige of the Council while trying to gain the full backing
of the Korean people to discredit the Communists. He be-
lieved this probably would "get the liberal and pink press”
of America on his neck, but he felt any other action would
be dangerous.21 With both powers suspicious of the other's
actions, and with both building up antithetical political
forces in their respective zones, the prospects for success-
ful discussions in the Joint Commission were not bright.
Soviet-American talks in the Joint Commission quickly

bogged down in a dispute over the issue of which parties and

2lypig., 6hi-6L2.
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social organizations would be eligible to be consulted on
the formation of a provisional government. The Soviet
Union was opposed to consultation with any groups that pub-
licly opposed the Moscow agreement provision for trusteeship.
These groups were invariably rightists, since the Communist
groups had been "induced" to change their position from op-
position to support on'instructions from north Korea. In
the process, the Korean Communist Party was "never able
again to command the degree of public support that it gar-
nered in the opening months after liberation." The tactical
advantage had shifted to the rightists and centrists. While
believing there was no point in debating trusteeship since
the final decision would rest with the powers who had
agreed to the Moscow communique, Byrnes agreed that Korean
opposition to trusteeship could not be used as an excuse
for exclusion from consultation. While the United States
wished to see the Korean situation favorably resolved, it
would not be forced into a hasty settlement which denied
the Korean people a freely chosen government.22
In the first weeks of April, the Joint Commission
appeared hopelessly deadlocked over the issue of consulta-
tion. The apparenf deadlock was broken in the middle of

April after America exerted great pressure on the Soviet

225 rnes to Langdon, April 5, 1946, Ibid., 657;
Byrnes to Certain Diplomatic Officers Abroad,April 11, 1946,
Ibid.,659; Scalapino and Lee, Communism In Korea, I,276-78.
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Union--including a threat of a full press release of Joint

Commission proceedings. The Soviets agreed to a formula by
which all parties upholding the aims of the Moscow agreement
would be consulted. This apparently insured that "moderate
rightist elements” would not be excluded.23 Hodge, however,
foresaw a dispute arising over selection of representatives
from the parties. He decided to press for immediate consul-
tation, provided the 38th parallel barrier was raised to en-
able non-leftists complete freedom of political activity in
north Korea. An alternate solution would be acceptance of
the U.S. view regarding the composition of the provisional
government or a full public release of the discussions.24

It quickly became apparent that the deadlock had not
been resolved. As Hodge predicted, trouble arose over the
selection of representatives. The Soviet proposal required
that Korean political parties select for consultation only
those representatives who had not compromised themselves "by
active opposition to the Moscow agreement and the Allies.”
This was totally unacceptable to Hodge.25

On May 6, the Joint Commission adjourned sine die.

Accompanying that adjournment was a lengthy press release

23.Langdon to Byrnes, April 14, 1946, Ibid., 660.
2l"".l\.cheson to Certain Diplomatic Officers, April 23,
1946, Ibid., 661.

25Acheson to Certain Diplomatic Officers, April 25,
1946, Ibid., 661-662.
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summarizing both the Joint Commission discussions and the
Soviet-American dispute over the issue of consultation. Af-
ter four weeks of negotiations it was agreed that groups
would be consulted if they showed a reasonable degree of co-
operation with the Joint Commission. This agreement, pub-
lished in Communique No. 5 which all parties were to sign,
did not require support of trusteeship, but merely that or-
ganizations should "cooperate with the Joint Commission in
working out of proposals” regarding the trusteeship. The
United States interpreted this to mean that parties and
organizations could express themselves freely against trus-
teeship when work began on trusteeship proposals.26
In reaching this agreement, the United States con-
tinually emphasized that south Koreans were free to speak
their minds on the subject of trusteeship. The Soviets in-
terpreted the agreement differently, holding that parties
and organizations must not select representatives who had
compromised themselves by opposition to the Moscow agree-
ments. While the point was debated, the Chairman of the Rep-
resentative Democratic Council of South Korea, Syngman Rhee,
declared that study of Communique No. 5 had led to the con-
clusion that signing the document meant "cooperation with the
American-Soviet Joint Commission in the matter of forming a

provisional government," and that after the government was

26Hodge to Byrnes, May 9, 1946, Ibid., 665-667.
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formed, opposition to trusteeship could be expressed openly.
The Soviets viewed Rhee's comments as grounds for disquali-
fying from consultation all parties and organizations affil-
iated with the Council. The Soviet Union would not consult
with these parties until they renounced such views--even if
they had signed or intended to sign Communigue No. 5.27

The United States realized this new situation would
lead to a long delay and suggested that the Joint Commission
move on to consider the removal of the "38th parallel bound-
ary as an obstacle to reunification." The Soviets refused
and there was no choice but to adjourn on May 6, 1946, sine
die. 1In so doing, the United States made it clear that it
would not agree to any action that denied the right of par-
ticipation in consultation to more than 100 Korean parties
and social organizations. To do so would violate "the uni-
versally accepted right for all people to freedom of ex-
pression promised them in the Atlantic Char‘ter."28

The Joint Commission discussions presented two dilem-
mas to the United States. The first involved the desirabil-
ity of a trusteeship. Hodge, and Byrnes to a lesser extent,
viewed trusteeship as either impractical or unnecessary.
The Soviet Union, Langdon declared, viewed trusteeship very
differently. American authorities in south Korea had

played the theme of trusteeship "pianissimo" and had placed

277pida.  28ipiq.
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much stock in Byrnes' remarks of December 30, 1945, that the
Joint Commission might find it possible to dispense with
trusteeship. The Soviet Union, however, made it clear that
trusteeship is "the meat of the Moscow communique, that there
is no alternative to it and that opposition to it is subver-
sive." Since the Soviets treated trusteeship as "sacred and
absolute," Langdon believed it would be wise for the United
States to decide firmly for trusteeship.29

The importance of the trusteeship issue was confirmed
several months later, in a discussion between Arthur Bunce,
Seoul's Economic Adviser, and G.M. Balasanov, Russian Politi-
cal Adviser in north Korea. Both accused the other's govern-
ment of having tried to insure that friendly parties would
dominate a provisional government. Balasanov interpreted
Hodge's comments about Communique No. 5 to mean that signing
the declaration did not indicate support for trusteeship and
that the rightist parties could criticize trusteeship "as a
means of whipping up opposition to the JC, the Provisional
Government, and the Moscow Declaration." Bunce denied this,
but agreed that trusteeship should not be used to make politi-
cal capital or to sabotage the work of the Joint Commission.
He reaffirmed, however, that America would not exclude from

consultation all those who might oppose trusteeship.30

29 angdon to Byrnmes, May 8, 1946, Ibid., 669-67%.
30Langdon to Byrnes, October 9, 1946, Ibid., 745-746.
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The Soviet desire to exclude the rightist elements
is quite understandable if it is accepted that a free, in-
dependent democratic Korea was never a Soviet goal. Trus-
teeship seemed the best alternative to achieving, in a way
that would nect alarm the United States, the Russian goal of
a state tied securely to the Soviet Union. The Kremlin,
however, clearly had made a mistake in forcing the Korean
Communist Party to support trusteeship. The predominant
political force in Korea in late 1945, the Korean Communist
Party had suffered severe losses because of its support of
trusteeship. The rightists used the issue as a "catalytic
agent to induce political unity" and:to gain increased sup-
port. The Soviet Union, stuck with the trusteeship agree-
ment, could make its plans for domination of Korea work only
by excluding what they saw as the American-sponsored
rightists to make up for the left's losses. ot Though not
planned, a trusteeship probably worked in America's favor
by preventing a communist takeover in south Korea.

The internal political situation in south Korea pre-
sented another dilemma to America. American Military Gov-
ernment continued to uphold the "civil rights" of all south
Koreans because i% had failed to produce an effective poli-
tical force of moderate Koreans. As a result, exclusion of

rightist parties from participation would have insured a

31Scalapino and Lee, Communism in Korea, I, 278.
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Soviet-dominated state. The United States may have viewed
the trusteeship question from the rather impractical point
of view of principle. Discussion of trusteeship could have
been prohibited until after formation of a provisional govern-
ment. This would have given Russia concrete proof that the
United States did not exclusively favor rightist elements
and would have insured rightist participation; it also would
have been "un-American".

The breakdown of Joint Commission discussions forced
a re-examination of the assumptions on which U.S. policy had
been grounded. Should the United States continue to base
its Korean policy on Soviet cooperation or should America go
it alone or take some middle course? Should the Rhee-Koo
rightist groups continue to be bypassed in favor of attempts
to create a moderate centrist group? Washington and Seoul
had different answers to these questions.

Some of the questions received tentative answers in
a May 22 meeting of the Secretaries of State, War, and Navy.
In that meeting, the Assistant Secretary of State for Occu-
pied Areas, Major John H. Hilldring, said that the 0ffice of
Far Eastern Affairs believed there was not much hope for fu-
ture Joint Commission accomplishments and suggested that the
United States proceed immediately to hold elections in south
Korea. These elections would not be for a national govern-
ment, but for higher political offices than those created in

Germany. The United States needed to stimulate political
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activity to produce new leadership. Hilldring believed that
the use of only American officials in administrating Korea
had weakened the U.S. position. The Soviets employed many
Koreans in office and they were making capital out of the
lack of Koreans in American Military Government. Byrnes
agreed that something should be done about that. Secretary
of War Robert Patterson sounded a cautionary note on the
question of elections, repeating Hodge's characterization
of the Koreans as unruly and very backward.32

The trend exhibited in the May 22 discussion toward
some kind of unilateral U.S. action in Korea, received sup-
port in a pessimistic memorandum from William Langdon on
May 24. Langdon believed it now was clear that Moscow "in-
tended to impose a united front policy throughout the country"
similar to those in Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Rumania.
United States acquiescence in this Russian design would has-
ten and simplify Soviet control over the entire peninsula.
The Soviet Union might delay resumption of negotiations un-
til America's natural impatience, demobilization problems,
declining American interests in Korean affairs, and local
dissatisfaction with the division of the country obliged the
United States to éupply solutions on terms that included a
united front excluding all elements but those the Communist

Party could control. If the United States stood firmly,

32Memo of a Meeting of the Secretaries of War, State,
and Navy, May 22, 1946, Ibid., 681.
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however, it was likely that Russia would find a compromise
solution on a government acceptable to America would best
serve long-range Soviet interests, "thereby accelerating our
departure from Korea and thus, in her estimate, leaving the
Soviets a free hand to pursue their political aims here . "3
In Langdon's opinion, the United States should show
both a firm determination to resist Soviet domination of
Korea, and a readiness to stay as long as necessary both to
prevent Soviet domination and to consolidate the position of
moderate elements in the south and encourage their resistance
in the north. Increasing Korean participation in American
Military Government, to better prepare Koreans to takeover
when the United States departed, was the best way to achieve
consolidation. A true coalition of patriotic societies was
needed and if one could be obtained, Hodge proposed to in-
crease Korean participation through creation of a Korean
Non-Administrative Cabinet and Legislative Body which would
enact regulations and laws, subject to U.S. approval, for the
period prior to establishment of a provisional government un-
der the Moscow agreement. Elections probably would be re-
ceived favorably and if carried out at the provincial level
would not complicate negotiations if the Joint Commission

was reconvened.34

33Langdon to Byrnes, May 24, 1946, Ibid., 685-689.

3h’Ibid.; Langdon to Byrnes, June 3, 1946, Ibid.,

690.
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Langdon denied that Seoul had backed only conser-

vative elements. Kim Koo had been ignored because of his po-

litical ineptitude. Rhee, however, had been very helpful in

rallying public opinion toward unification and in preventing

excessive anti-allied demonstrations. While Hodge did not
feel Rhee was essential or even desirable for the success of
a future provisional government, he did remain an influential
national leader whose cooperation could not be dispensed with
at the present time.35

The State Department, in a policy planning paper
which the War Department and the Navy concurred in, showed a
similar trend of thinking. The problem facing America was
how to achieve U.S. policy goals thfough Joint Commission ne-
gotiations and through unilateral action in south Korea. The

United States still intended "to achieve its objectives in

Korea within the framework of the Moscow agreement." Talks
with the Soviet Union would be resumed whenever there was any
reason to believe there might be a basis for an agreement
consistent with American principles. The United States in-
tended to stay in Korea as long as its presence contributed
to its basic objectives.36

The State.Department believed, however, that the im-

passe in Korea could be resolved favorably only if a

35Langdon to Byrnes, May 24, 1946, Ibid., 685-689.

36Hilldring to the Operations Division, War Depart-

ment, June 6, 1946, Ibid., 692-698.
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unilateral course of action was undertaken to win popular
support for U.S. principles. This would force Russia to
modify its position and would make it easier to reach an un-
derstanding. To achieve popular support Hodge would have to
broaden Korean participation in posts of responsibility.
He should use "popular electoral processes for the election
of Koreans to occupy key posts in local and provincial ad-
ministrations and in the administration of the U.S. zone as
a whole." The United States intended to establish through
broad electoral processes an advisory legislative body to
supersede the Representative Democratic Council. The duty
of this body, the South Korean Interim Legislative Assembly,
was to formulate and draft laws, to be used at Seoul's dis-
cretion, for political, economic, and social reform. '
An election was necessary to choose a body more rep-
resentative of Korean political opinion since the Representa-
tive Democratic Council had no leftiéts. Such a body would
be stronger and yet would be more acceptable to Moscow,

8 Thus,

making the possibility of agreement much bet’cer.3
while the State Department was willing to pursue a unilateral
course, it was a course directed toward reaching an agree-
ment with the Soviet Union.

At the same time, the State Department's policy paper

was critical of Seoul's alleged preference for the rightists.

31pia.  Pipia.
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Washington wanted a program which included all political
groups and a legislature which would be more representative
than the AMG-created Council. -Washington also believed the
situation in Korea would be much improved if certain per-
sonalities who had been storm centers of political contro-
versy would retire temporarily from the scene. This group
was described as "older emigre Koreans who have returned to
Korea since the capitulation of Japan." They were not rep-
resentative of Korean political opinion and their presence
only hampered U.S. objectives in Korea. American Military
Government rejected the references to favoritism, and noted
that the State Department's suggestions would achieve the
Communist goal of eliminating the rightists from the
political scene.39
Edwin Pauley, Truman's personal representative on a
special mission to the Far East, echoed the growing feeling
in U.S. circles that some kind of action was needed to get
the Korean situation off dead-center. In a June 22 report
to Truman, Pauley expressed great concern that Korea was
not receiving the attention and consideration it should.
Korea was an "ideological battleground upon which our entire
success in Asia may depend." The resolution of the Korean

situation would test whether a democratic system could meet

391bid.; Langdon to Byrnes, June 7, 1946, Ibid.,
700. = =
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the challenge of "defeated feudalism® or of Communism.
The Soviet Union, Pauley believed, had no intention
of withdrawing early from Korea, because its actions were de-
signed to stall any agreement while it propagandized Commu-
nism in Korea. The Soviet Union and the United States had
radically different definitions of "democracy", making true
agreement difficult. Korea was a fertile ground for Soviet
moves, which probably would be taken over a long period of
time since the Soviet Army gave every indication of pre-
paring for a long stay. The Soviets wanted nothing less
than dominance in Korea. To avoid this, the United States
had to compel compliance with the Moscow agreement. America
should counter with its own propaganda campaign, continue
to build up south Korea, and should consider taking the
issue to the United Nations or the Big Four.l+1
Truman agreed with Pauley's assessment of Korea as
an ideological battleground. The Erésident believed the best
way to persuade the Soviet Union to comply with the Moscow
agreement was "to intensify and persevere in our present ef-
forts to build up a self-governing and democratic Korea,
neither subservient to nor menacing any power." In broad--
ening the basis of Korean participation in south Korean ad-

ministration, a separate south Korean government would not

Y0p.uley to Truman, June 22, 1946, Ibid., 706-709.
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be set up, but increased representation should make it
easier to negotiate with the Soviets. Truman also thought
that a policy of unilateral action could provoke the Soviets
to negotiations. But even if such a plan did not lead to
discussions, some kind of action was necessary.42

The United States, then, had decided on a unilateral
course that would broaden the basis of south Korean partici-
pation in administration and would form an interim legisla-
tive body designed to strengthen south Korea and America's
position in Korea. The success of such a policy depended on
the cooperation of Korean political parties.

After the breakdown of Joint Commission talks, Hodge
spent a great deal of time trying to persuade Lyuh and Kimm
Kiu-sic to form a coalition consisting of the left and right
that would eliminate both extremes--the Rhee rightists and
the Pak communists. The right would be under Kim Koo, the
left under Lyuh, and Kimm in the middle. Negotiations pro-
gressed throughout the summer to the point where proposals
were formally exchanged for formation of a Coalition Commit-
tee, allowing for a ratio of five rightists to five leftists,

with Kimm and Lyuh alternating the chairmanship.43

42Truman to Pauley, July 16, 1946, Ibid., 713-71k.

43Langdon to Byrnes, May 14, 1946, Ibid., 677-679;
Memo of Conversation Held in the Division of Japanese Af-
fairs, July 16, 1946, Ibid., 715; Langdon to Byrnes, July 13,
1946, Ibid., 710-711; Scalapino and Lee, Korean Communism,
I, 281-283. )
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At a time when the prospects for a balanced coali-
tion appeared to be improving, two events conspired to dim
those chances. Hodge's July announcement of elections for
formation of the South Korean Interim Legislative Assembly
was not greeted favorably. A number of leftists believed
such an assembly was premature and served no useful purpose.
The support that the announcement did receive came from the
rightists, who saw in the proposal a chance to dominate
temporarily the South Korean political scene through domi-
nation of the Assembly.ba

The other event which caused gloom in Seoul was the
militant opposition of Pak and other south Korean communists
to both the Assembly and all coalition efforts with the
right. After a trip to north Korea in late July, Pak began
a series of strong criticisms of the Coalition Committee.
At the same time he launched a drive to form a left coalition,
to match a similar coalition drive being carried out in the
north. Lyuh was caught in the middle--he was committed
publicly to coalition with Kimm, yet he continued to consort
secretly with both north and south Korean communists. Lyuh
seemed to be trying to gain favor with both sides.45

Lyuh's actions, the threat to the coalition talks,

and the increased militancy of the communists led Langdon to

2072 44Langdon to Byrnes, July 28, 1946, FR,1946, VIII,
-721. FR,19

45Scalapino and Lee, Communism in Korea, I, 282-85.
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make a pessimistic report on August 23. Langdon believed
that "a small articulate element of the population" felt the
U.S. job in Korea was finished. While grateful for U.S. ei-
forts, they now wished to concentrate on the "establishment
of their own National Provisional Government and union of
their country . . . ." In light of this attitude, the
leftists were opposed to Seoul's innovations, while the
rightists received them apathetically. The leftists were
especially unhappy with U.S. officials, because it was be-
lieved they had perpetuated the traditional social order,
thus cheating the leftists out of a social revolution. The
leftists seemingly were committed to noncooperation.46
Langdon felt that State Department proposals had
overlooked "Korean pride of stolid conceit in their own in-
stitutions."” American Military Government under its direc-
tives thought it necessary to effect fundamental and long-
range reforms, while the Korean people felt this was a task
for a Provisional Government and the trusteeship agency.
Thus they resented the "raw enthusiasm on our part" to remake
Korea. If the United States did not do something very soon,
there would be widening sectional and ideological cleavages
in Korean society; a diminishing popularity of America, apa-
thy from the right and opposition or non-cooperation from the

left to any non-essential administrative activity or any

= 1006,
angdon to  Byrnes, August 23, 1946, FR, 1946
VIII, 726-729.




innovation in American Military Government, and entrenchment
of Soviet influence and a Soviet system in north Korea.47
The radical course of action that Pak's Communists
had initiated in September did not lighten Langdon's gloom.
Violent demonstrations accompanied a series of strikes which
started with the railroad workers. Seoul tightened internal
policy to match the communist move to radicalism. Three
leftist newspapers were suspended and raids were carried
out on a number of leftist party offices.48
Elections cf electors for the South Korean Interim
Legislative Assembly were held on Octcber 17 and 22, and
went smoothiy despite the disturbances and the communist
boycott. The left was critical of the short notice given
and charged that there were many irregularities. Their
criticism of rightist dominance of the election procedures
was valid only because the left consistently had refused to
cooperate or participate with American Military Government.
The election preduced, to no one's surprise, an overwhelming

kg

majority of rightists among the 45 elected members.

Y7pi4.
48

Scalapino and Lee, Communism in Korea, I,

49Langdon to Byrnes, November 3, 1946, FR,1946,
VII, 761-763; Langdon to Byrnes, November 14, 1943, Ibid.,
766-768; Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Smith) to Byrnes,
November 13, 19456, Ibid., 765.
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While the elections proceeded, the pace of dis-
turbances in south Korea reached a crescendo, as attacks
continued on police and other Korean officials. Sabotage of
transportation and communication facilities occurred in many
areas, with casualties on both sides.50 The leftist-inspired
troubles occurred just as problems with Rhee were growing.

Messages to and from Rhee, intercepted in December,
indicated that he intended to fight and wreck U.S. policy in
Korea by building up opposition to American policy in the
United States and the United Nations. Rhee's "deception and
disregard of reality" was unfortunate because of his large

and loyal national following.51

In late December, the indi-
cations were that Rhee planned to instigate mass demonstra-
tions against American Military Government. Hodge believed
Rhee was a considerable nuisance, but one that could be han-
dled, though cautiously since he had the potential to do ir-
52

reperable damage. Troubles with Rhee were 1o become a
constant factor in the American experience in Korea.

As 1946 drew to a close, the United States had suc-
ceeded in implementing one part of the policy promulgated

after the Joint Commission breakdown. A need for action had

50Langdon to Byrnes, November 16, 1946, Ibid.,766-58.

51Langdon to Byrnes, December 10, 1946, Ibid.,
775-778.

52Hodge to Byrnes, December 31, 1946, Ibid., 785-786.
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been perceived that would induce the Soviets to return to
the talks. The course chosen was to hold elections to form
the South Korean Interim Legislative Assembly to provide
Koreans with a greater sense of participation in and control
over decisions involving their destiny. In gaining this ob-
jective though, the United States saw its hopes for a coali-
tion of the right and left dashed. The strength of the
right was on the rise and would predominant in the newly
elected Assembly. The United States had to decide whether
to give its blessing publicly to the rightists.

While pursuing a unilateral course, fhe United States
continued to seek a resumption of the Joint Commission talks,
which in part would depend on Washington's and Moscow's per-
ceptions of their desirability. The success of any future
discussions, however, would depend on Moscow's willingness -
to concede on the issue of consultation rights. During
1946, the United States had toughened its policy toward
Russia. Soviet machinations in Iran and Turkey, Stalin's
February 9 "wars are inevitable" speech, Soviet refusal to
join the World Bank and International Monetary Fund, dis-
putes in Germany, Soviet rejection of the Baruch atomic
energy plan, the continued rise of Communist parties in
France and Italy, combined to make U.S. policy makers espe-
cially receptive to the ideas George F. Kennan expressed in

his famous February 22 telegram analyzing Soviet behavior.
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Kennan's analysis, arriving with perfect timing, ar-
ticulated emotions deep in the subconscious of official
Washington, and thus was powerfully persuasive in providing
a framework for viewing Soviet-American relations. Briefly,
Kennan saw Soviet foreign policy as based on internal fac-
tors. The Soviet view of the world divided into two irre-
concilable camps, socialist and capitalist, resulted from the
need to justify their totalitarian rule in Russia. The
Soviets "relentlessly forced their country onto ever new
heights of military power in order to guarantee external
security for their internally weak regime."53

If, as Kennan believed, Moscow's policy was based
only on internal considerations that came from a "tradi-
tional and instinctive sense of insecurity," no U.S. ac-
tions could mitigate Soviet hostility to the West. The
United States faced a political force committed fanatically

to the belief that if Soviet power was to be secure, there

could be no permanent modus vivendi with the United States,

that it was desirable and necessary that the internal har-
mony of American society be disrupted, that the traditional
American way of life be destroyed, and that the interna-
tional authority of the United States be broken. To meet

this challenge, the United States had to resist communist

53George F. Kennan, Memoirs, 1925-1950 (New York:
Bantam Edition, 1967), 309-310, 583-588; Gaddis, Origins,
302-303.
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efforts to overthrow Western institutions, and then had to
await for internal defects in the Soviet system to lead to
a change in policy.54
The "get tough with Russia" policy became a reality
in 1946. Truman was convinced that further compromises with
the Soviet Union "would mean political disaster at home."
Kennan's analysis of Soviet behavior also convinced Washing-
ton officials that Stalin and his associates were "ideo-
logical zealots", as they picked out those features of
Kennan's evaluation which portrayed the Soviet Union as un-
compromising, warlike, aggressive, neurotic,.and subversive.
In the future, "negotiations would continue, but from now on
all concessions would have to come from the other side."55
For Korea, this attitude meant that unification was not
likely to occur as a result of Joint Commision discussions..
Already in the spring and summer of 1946, Korea was per-
ceived through the ideological prism of the Cold War.

Korea's fate would be decided in the context of the strug-

gle between the United States and the Soviet Union.

5L"Kennan, Memoirs, 594-596; Gaddis, Origins, 303;

Thomas G. Paterson, "George Kennan", in Frank Merli and
Theodore Wilson, Makers of American Diplomacy, Volume II,
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1974).

55Gaddis, Origins, 313; Paterson, "George Kennan,"
Makers.
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CHAPTER IV
THE UNITED NATIONS AND THE AMERICAN DECISION
TO WITHDRAW FROM KOREA

After the Joint Commission was adjourned in early
May, U.S. policy makers implemented a two-pronged approach
to solving their problems in Korea. One appfoach was based
on unilateral U.S. actions to strengthen south Korean and to
raise U.S. stature among Koreans. With the election and
inauguration of the South Korean Interim Legislative Assembly
the first phase was completed. The second approach was to -
seek resumption of the Joint Commission discussions.

Almost immediately after the May breakdown of the
Joint Commission talks, Hodge, on instructions from Washing-
ton, began corresponding with General Ivan Chistiakov on the
subject of resuming negotiations. The exchange initially
bore 1ittle fruit. The U.S. maintained that there was nc-
thing in the Moscow agreement to justify excluding groups
from consultation because of their opposition to trustee-
ship. In addition, regardless of the Soviet claim to the

contrary, there was nothing in the agreement or in the
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general usage of the word "democratic" that restricted its
application to groups belonging to schools of thought fa-
voring certain classes over others. The Soviets were unila-
terally interpreting the Moscow agreement to prohibit Koreans
from expressing freely their wishes and desires.1
The Soviet Union denied the U.S. charges, claiming
that the aims and spirit of the Moscow Declaration made it
impossible to consult with parties that declared their sup-
port of the agreement, while at the same time adding stipu-
lations which turned their support into empty statements.
As far as the term "democracy" went, the Soviet Union be-
lieved that it was necessary to consider the actual policies
and actions of any party, not its announced intentions.2
Both sides continued to argue along these lines
throughout the summer and fall of 1946. American Military
Government on more than one occasion suggested to Washington
that the only way to resolve the deadlock and stop the de-
clining political situation in Korea was for the United
States to approach the Soviet Union on the highest possible
governmental level, where statements of U.S. intention and

determination to stay in Korea would have more effect.3 The

1Hodge to Chistiakov,August 12,1946, U.S. Department
of State, Korea's Independence(Washington: GPO, 1947), 22-23.

2

Chistiakov to Hodge,October 26,1946, Ibid., 23-26.
Memo by State Department Member(Hilldring) of SWNCC,

to Marshall, July 25, 1946, FR,1946, VIII, 718-719; Langdon
to Byrnes, August 3, 1946, Ibid., 722-723.
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State Department had consistently declined to do this,
feeling it would indicate impatience and a weakening of
American resolve. The best policy for the United States was
to continue to implement vigorously the program that was to
culminate in the South Korean Interim Legislative Assembly.LL

In October, 1946, the State Department seemed ready,
after months of frustration, to adopt Seoul's suggestions.
A conversation on October 9, between General Arnold and the
State Department's top Far Eastern officials, resulted in
agreement that a memorandum should be prepared for the Secre-
tary of State suggesting the need for an approach on the
governmental level. Later, General John Hilldring said he
was prepared, if local efforts obviously were failing to
reconvene the Joint Commission, "To recommend to the Secre-
tary that he discuss outstanding problems on Korea with Mr.
Molotov," including reconvening the Joint Commission.5

While the State Department was contemplating the
possibility of making a high-level governmental approach to
the Soviet Union, an exchange of letters between Hodge and
Chistiakov in late November-December brought near agreement.

On February 28, 1947, Chistiakov accepted most of Hodge's

ulcting Secretary of State (Clayton) to Langdon,

September 13, 1946, Ibid., 736-737.

5Memo of Conversation with General Arnold,
October 9, 1946, Ibid., 743; Memo of Conversation by the
Acting Chief of the Division of Japanese Affairs (Borton),
October 16, 1946, Ibid., 747-748.
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modifications and interpretations of an earlier Soviet plan.
Some of the accepted proposals included: a declaration in
good faith to uphold the Moscow decision would make a group
eligible for consultation; a declarant party had the right
to appoint the representative it believed would best present
its views , though if such individuals were antagonistic the
Joint Commission after mutual agreement could require a sub-
stitute; a party or organization which had signed Communigue
No. 5 could not instigate active opposition to the work of
the Joint Commission or to any of the Allied powers and if
they did so the Joint Commission could, after mutual agree-
ment, exclude them from consultation.6 The State Department
did not feel, however, that Chistiakov's reply provided a
"sound basis" for reconvening the Joint Commission and it had
been given "no publicity here or in Korea and will not be
answered for the time being."7 This decision reflected a
slowly developing change in Washington's commitment to the
Moscow declaration.

The internal situation in south Korea in early 1947
forced Hodge to re-emphasize the U.S. commitment to the

Moscow agreement. Rhee and his followers were fomenting

o 6Chistiakov to Hodge, November 26,1946 and Hodge to
Chistiakov, December 24, 1946, Korea's Independence, 28-31.

“Chistiakov to Hodge, February 28, 1947, Ibid., 3i-
32; State Department to the Ambassador in Moscow, March 15,
1947, cited in footnote 38, in U.S. Department of State,
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1947: The Far East,
Volume VI(Washington: GPO, 1972), 619.
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confusion about the United States, claiming America was com-
mitted to an independent south Korea, while at the same time
accusing the United States of selling Korea down the river
to Communism by negotiating with the Soviet Union.8
Hodge continued to urge a governmental approach to
reconvene the Joint Commission discussions, feeling that
without such an approach, the United States could lose the
chance to accomplish its mission in Korea and lose the sup-
port of the Korean people, with a resultant danger of vio-
lent outbreaks. MacArthur, in transmitting Hodge's memoran-
dum, expressed his serious concern over the Korean situation.
He recommended that the entire question be submitted to the
United Nations or to a Four Power conference or to a group
of disinterested nations. He too felt a government-to-govern-
ment meeting at the highest levels possible was the best hope
of reaching a solution to the Korean problem.9
John Vincent's reply reiterafed the State Depart-
ment's policy--for the time being the initiation of an ap-
proach to the Russians on a governmental level would not pro-
duce the desired results. Such an approach might be misin-

interpreted as an indication of American over-anxiety to get

out of Korea as soon as possible. Yet Vincent did note that

8Langdon to Marshall, January 4 and January 17,1947,
FR, 1942. VI, 596-600.

9Memo by the Director of the Office of Far Eastern
Affairs (Vincent) to the Secretary of State, January 27,
1947, Ibid., 601-603.
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in the past months the State Department had considered many
of MacArthur's recommendations.10
Vincent's memorandum indicated that no change in
policy was being contemplated, yet on January 29, a new Sec-
retary of State, George C. Marshall, had Vincent draft a plan
to organize a government of south Korea that would be con-
nected economically to Japan and the United States. Both
the War Department and the State Department supported a
grant-in-aid for south Korea.11 Assistant Chief of the Di-
vision of Japanese Affairs, John Allison, further suggested
that the United States submit the Korean proBlem to the
United Nations independent of Russia.12
On February 4, General Albert Brown, Chief Commis-
sioner of the U.S. Joint Commission delegation, concluded
that the intense efforts of the "extreme rightist block" had
made trusteeship such an issue in south Korea that all other
political issues were eclipsed. The leaders of this group
would keep this "sure-fire issue" in the forefront for its
explosive appeal.13 The situation was slipping away from
the optimistic attitude that had prevailed after the elec-
tions for the South Korean Interim Legislative Assembly.

In February, Washington had decided "to convene a

high-level State Department and War Department Committee to

1 11

OIpid. Ibid.,603.  Ibid., fn. 38, 613.

13Langdon to Marshall, February 20, 1947, Ibid.,
607-608 1]
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make recommendations on future policy in Korea." The Inter-
Departmental Committee's report on Korea was produced on
February 25 and represented a considerable shift away from
past U.S. policy--or as Vincent had stated that policy in
late January. The deteriorating situation in Korea, the as-
cension of a new Secretary of State, and the frustrations of
nine months of stagnation produced a willingness to approach
Russia on a governmental level.

The Inter-Departmental Committee concluded that
Marshall should discuss "the question of Korea with the
Soviets on his upcoming trip to Moscow." This approach,
along with funds "for economic rehabilitation, educational
and governmental improvement, and political guidance," was
necessary for a satisfactory solution of the Korean problem.
A properly planned, aggressive approach would minimize the
appearance of weakness, would be of great assistance to
Hodge, would clarify America's position with regard to its
intentions in Korea, and would show Congress "that all possi-
ble efforts had been made to achieve a Korean settlement."14

To give the impression of a strong U.S. commitment
in Korea it was essential that Congress approve a three year
program of aid for Korea--this would enable the United States

to approach "the Soviets on a sufficiently strong basis to

11"'l\flarshall to MacArthur, Pebruary 7, 1947, Ibid.,

605-606; Memo by the Special Inter-Departmental Committee
on Korea, February 25, 1947, Ibid., 608-609.
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give hope of securing a settlement satisfactory to the United
States." The figure of $600 million for the three year pro-
.gram was mentioned, of which $250 million would be provided
in 1948. If such a program weré not approved, Washington
feared that the Korean situation would so deteriorate that
America's world position would be seriously impaired.15

Other recommendations were: bring civilians intp
American Military Government; end MacArthur's political but
not military responsibilities in Korea; issue a new directive
to Hodge; intensify efforts to include Koreans in government;
and dispatch business, industrial, and educational groups for
reform and rehabilitation of Korean society. The Committee's
report also noted that there was some pressure, primarily
from the Rhee group, for U.S. recognition of an independent
south Korea. While this step might enable the United States
to rid itself of some onerous burdens, the report concluded
that no single act could solve the present problems facing
Korea. Recognition of south Korean independence would not
solve her economic problems--only unification and a program

of aid could do that.16

An independent south Korea might provide an excuse

to ena U.S. financial assistance, but such a course would

15 Inter-Departmental Committee Report, Ibid., 614.
It is likely that Truman Doctrine requests made it impos-
sible to ask for funds in the magnitude suggested in the
report.

161p34., 611, 617.
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mean starvation and economic chaos. Even more important, the
Committee believed it would be a "direct break of our commit-
ments,both to our allies and to the Koreans," commitments
that were being watched with great concern "by all small
powers and dependent peoples throughout the world." Fulfill-
ment of U.S. pledges would show that American foreign policy
was based on fundamental principles that would not be aban-
doned. The rest of the world would perceive recognition and
withdrawal of U.S. forces as a complete defeat for the United
States in a test of strength with the Soviets. In terms of
world power relations, the effect would certainly far trans-
cend a mere transfer of south Korea from U.S. to Soviet con-
trol. The resulting loss of prestige and influence, and the
consequent increase in Soviet influence and power "would have
prejudicial repercussions not only on the U.S. interests in
the Far East, but on the entire U.S. world position."17

The Committee, however, did hot totally reject the
feasibility of seeking a solution outside the Moscow agree-
ment. Presenting the problem to the United Nations would be
unsatisfactory for three reasons: first, it would be an ad-
mission of America's failure in Korea and would damage U.S.
prestige; second, the Soviets could counter with a claim
that America was committed to an international agreement

regarding Korea which she refused to implement; third, such

171pi4., 611-612.
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action probably would not result in a speedy solution of the
problem. If all other efforts to solve the Korean problem
failed, however, referral of the question to the United
Nations might become desirable. This could be done only
when it could be shown conclusively that Russia was delibe-
rately preventing a solution to the Korean problem.18
Secretary of War Robert Patterson had reached a dif-
ferent conclusion than had the State Department's Committee.
He believed the situation in Korea was so potentially explo-
sive that an internal situation could develop which would
force a precipitate American withdrawal under conditions
gravely detrimental to its position in the Far East and in
the world. As long as the United States remained in Korea
this danger would continue, since no program could satisfy
the intense desire for independence felt in Korea. On the
basis of the relative strength of the two occupation forces,
the Korean occupation was a most difficult one to maintain.
From the standpoint of U.S. security "the probabilities oi
long-term remunerative results are low," especially if a
speedy solution uniting the country was not attained.19
Patterson was convinced that America should "get out

of Korea at an early date," and that all measures "should

have early withdrawal as their overriding objective."

181p54., 613.

19Patterson to Acheson, April 4,1947, Ibid., 626.
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Patterson was aware of the importance of a solution that did
not abandon Korea to the Soviet Union. He also was cognizant
that America's failure to carry out its policies would have
a negative effect on Japan and on U.S. security interests in
the Far East. But it equally was clear that from the stand-
point of U.S. security interests, American policy in Asia
could not be viewed on a piecemeal basis; Korean policy had
to be an integrated part of an overall strategy.20
Patterson also believed that requests for funds
should be made only after it could be shown that the fol-
lowing had been done: that every effort had been made on the
international level to solve the economic ills arising from
the division at the 38th parallel; that the United States had
developed a program that would insure reduction of the cost
of the Korean commitment at an early date; and, that if an
agreement with the Soviet Union could not be reached, there
was a program available that included alternatives such as
referral of the problem to the United Nations or establish-
ment of an independent south Korean government.21 Thus, in
April, 1947, the War Department had decided that if negotia-
tions bogged down again, the two policy alternatives to be
pursued were to refer the problem to the United Nations and
to establish an independent south Korea, thus enabling the

United States to withdraw. This policy eventually was

207p34., 626-627. 2L

Ibid., 627.
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accepted, and during the next few months the War Department
and then the Defense Department pushed these alternatives
against opposition from the State Department.

The State Department's reaction to Patterson's com-
ments indicated that as yet its thinking had not developed
along the same lines. Vincent, in a conciliatory memorandum,
pointed out that there was a consensus of opinion between
the two departments and that Patterson's extreme pessimism
was the only real difference. While agreeing with Patterson
about the intensity of the Korean desire for independence,
Vincent believed the dangers arising from this desire were
being exaggerated. Early withdrawal was desirable, but a de-
finition of "early" would have to be reached; Vincent be-'-
lieved three years was early. Finally, while Patterson felt
that an independent south Korea and referral of the problem
to the United NYations were definite policy alternatives,
Vincent was able only "to envision the possibility" of such
a course.22 Vincent's comments were designed to give the
impression that a consensus existed where there was none.

While Vincent tried to smooth over inter-departmental
differences, Acheson informed Marshall of the Committee's
recommendation that while in Moscow he should approach the

Soviets on the subject ¢. reconvening the Joint Commission.

22yincent to Acheson, April 8, 1947, 740.00119 Con-
trol(Korea)/4-847, in Central File Records, Decimal Files,
1910-1949, Record Group 59, Department of State Branch,
National Archives, Washington D.C.
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The result was that Marshall and Molotov agreed to reconvene
the Joint Commission on May 20, on a basis that closely re-
sembled the one Hodge had outlined on December 24, 1946, and
which Chistiakov had accepted on February 20, 1947.23
Announcement that the Joint Commission would be re-
convened was not met with unanimous enthusiasm in south
Korea. The "Rhee, Kim Koo, anti-trusteeship, anti-Soviet
elements" were trying desperately "to bulldoze all rightist
parties and groups" into their opposition movement. Mass
political meetings were forbidden in an attempt to head off
demonstrations that would eliminate the rightists from con-
sultation, which some rightists may have desired. If exclu-
ded, only the leftists would remain, making a communist-domi-
nated state a certainty, an outcome America would not accept
in light of "our Government's declaration of war on
Communism."zu
While the internal situation in south Korea did not
bode well for the Joint Commission, rapid progress marked
the "easy and informal" first session. By June 7, agreement
had been reached on both the order of consulting the parties
and on unlimited oral consultation, and questionnaires had

been printed. Langdon concluded from the relatively cordial

2pcheson to Marshall, April 11, 1947, FR,1947, VI,
630-631; for the exchange of letters see Ibid., 632, 638,
640, 643, 644,
24Political Adviser in Korea(Langdon) to Marshall,
May 19, 1947, Ibid., 645,
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manner of the talks that the Soviets might be trying "to
produce concrete results by July or August." By June 11,
Langdon could report that the delegations had exchanged "de-
talled written data on the structure, functions, and direc-
ting personnel of the executive, legislative, and judiciary
organs of authority of North and South Korea."?”

The early success in the Joint Commission allowed
political parties in both zones to apply for recognition for
consultation. In the north, three parties and 35 social or-
ganizations, with an all-leftist membership of 13 million,
applied. In the south, 425 parties with a membership of 62
million applied, indicating duplication since Korea's entire
population was only 30 million. Hodge estimated that the
rightists held a slight majority of the total membership
of all parties in Korea.26

With the negotiations progressing to an apparent set-
tlement, the Soviet Union reverted to its old position. on
consultation. In discussions on June 27, the Soviet Union
announced that it would insist on excluding from consultation
eight rightist parties, with a membership of over three mil-
lion. Other parties also would be excluded if it appeared
that they were opposing trusteeship or the Moscow declara-

tion. On the 28th, the Russian delegation insisted that

25Langdon to Marshall, June 9, 1947, Ibid., 668-71;
Ibid., June 11, 1947, Ibid., 673-67%. —

26

Hodge to Marshall, June 26,1947, Ibid., 679.

- 103 -~




approximately 35 groups belonging to an anti-trusteeship com-
mittee formed in January, 1947, be excluded unless they quit.
The United States refused a blanket exclusion based on mem-
bership in an inactive committee. Each case should be con-
sidered on its individual merit.27

In large part, the Soviet reversal was another at-
tempt to ensure a leftist-dominated Korean Provisional gov-
ernment. If the groups involved had to quit.publicly the
anti-trusteeship committee, they undoubtedly would bolt the
Joint Commission, carrying almost all rightist support with
them. But another element in Soviet thinking was the vio-
lence with which the Rhee rightists attacked trusteeship and
the Soviet Union, equating cooperation with the Joint Com-
mission with Communism and Russian control. Hodge was dis-
turbed too, believing that Rhee's propaganda served only to
confuse a "politically infantile people.” The rightist
groups, Hodge thought, had not changed their opposition to
* the Moscow agreement, but had agreed to cooperate with the
Joint Commission only to gain a provisional government
opposed to trusteeship.28

Hodge's bitter criticism of the right continued on

July 7, when he reported that Rhee's activities were all

27Political Adviser in Korea (Jacobs) to Marshall,
June 28, 1947, Ibid., 680-682; Marshall to Jacobs, July 2,
1947, Ibid., 682.

28Jacobs to Marshall, June 28, 1947, Ibid., 682;
ggigeégg Marshall, July 2 and July 3, 1947, Ibid., 682-
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part of a campaign to break up the Joint Commission and es-
tablish a separate south Korean government. On the 16th, he
wrote that "Rhee and his gang are engaged in all-out opposi-
tion to the Russians, the Joint Commission, General Hodge,
and military government . . .", using the anti-trusteeship
issue as a rallying poin‘l:.z9 The next day, after a conver-
sation with Rhee, Hodge reported that Rhee "would not parti-
cipate in the work of the Joint Commission and would not co-
operate unless the results satisified Rhee and his party.Bo
Hodge's growing and intense dislike of Rhee once
again presented the United States with a proﬁlem of whom to
support in Korea (especially since Lyuh Woon-hyung,the only
hope for forceful moderate leadership, had been assassinated
on July 19). The difficulty developed because no matter how
flexible and open to compromise the United States was, the .
Soviet Union adamantly refused to change its Joint Commis-
sion position. With no prospect of progress in sight, the
State Department instructed the U.S. delegation not to call
any more meetings except for the purpose of preparing a
joint report on Joint Commission proceedings.31

With the onset of the Joint Commission deadlock, the

United States had to develop a new course of action. Joseph

29Hodge to Marshall, July 16,1947, Ibid., 703-70k.
3OJacobs to Marshall, July 16,1947, Ibid., 704-706.
31Henderson, Korea, 133-34; Jacobs to Marshall,

July 25, 1947, Ibid., 732-733; Acting Secretary of State to
Jacobs, August 27, 1947, Ibid., 774.
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Jacobs, the new Political Adviser in Seoul, concluded, after
a trip to north Korea, that the Soviet Union had estab-
lished a "Korean Communist State with all its trappings.”
Even if the Joint Commission was successful in imple-
menting the Moscow agreement, the situation in North

Korea would make integration of the two zones extremely
difficult. On July 25, he added that the U.S. delegation

to the Joint Commission believed that the present lines of
arguments "are virtually exhausted and that new lines must

be adop'ted."32

John Allison's memorandum of July 29, added substance

to Jacobs' suggestion that a new course be considered.
Allison, Assistant Chief of Northeast Asian Affairs, recom-
mended that in case the Soviets broke off the Joint Com-
mission talks prior to August 5, the United States should
seek a Four Power plan for early, secret, multi-party elec-
tions in both zones to choose provisional legislatures,
leading eventually to formation of a Provisional Government.
This Government would consult with the Four Powers for aid
and assistance "needed in order to put Korea on a firm eco-
nomic foundation." This should be done with speed, as "no
undue delay can be permitted." If a speedy arrangement could

not be reached, the United States should present the United

327acobs. to Marshall, July 7, 1947, Ibid., 690-
691; Jacobs to Marshall, July 25, 1947, Ibid., 731-

733.

- 106 -




33

Nations the problem at its next general session.
Meanwhile, Allison believed the United States should
carry out immediately the previously mentioned elections.
If the United Nations failed to solve the problem the United
States should be ready to grant independence to south Korea,
and should be actively preparing a study of the economic and
political consequences of such a step. Allison's recommen-
dations took form in a telegram of August 26, from Washing-
ton to the Soviet Foreign 0ffice. The Soviet Union unequi-
vocally rejected the program on September 5, 19&7.3h
Following in September on the heels of the Soviet
refusal to compromise were a series of vitally important
policy discussions. On September 9, 1947, Francis Stevens,
Assistant Chief of the Eastern European Affairs Division,
after a meeting in the State Department, wrote to George
Kennan and John Allison that he was "increasingly concerned
as to whether what seemed to be a fairly unanimous agreement
to abandon the Koreans to their fate may not be a rather
short-sighted policy from the standpoint of our long-range
interests." While conceding that militarily Korea was a
strategic liability, Stevens nonetheless felt there were im-

portant "ideological imponderables" that should not be

3Memo by Allison, July 29, 1947, and Ad Hoc Com-
mittee Report on Korea, August 4,1947, Ibid., 734-35,736-40.

3L"Love‘c't: to the Embassy in the Soviet Union,
August 26, 1946, Ibid., 771-774; Molotov to the Secretary
of State, September 5, 1947, Ibid., 779-780.
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overlooked in making a final decision on Korean policy.

Stevens believed that "in the ideological struggle
between East and West, between-Communist and Western poli-
tical concepts," decisions based on local considerations
could have a worldwide impact. Only in Korea were Soviet and
American forces in direct contact, sharing the administra-
tion of the country. America's pledge to establish an in-
dependent Korea had made the country a symbol of both the
East-West struggle and of the sincerity of America's commit-
ment to the national aims of Asian people. To allow Korea
to fall by default to the Soviets would present the world
with another U.S. defeat, thus damaging America's prestige.
The faith of Asian national movements would be shaken and the
consequences would be far-reaching. Stevens hoped that these
factors would receive "serious consideration before a hasty
decision is taken to withdraw entirely from Koreau"36

General Albert Wedemeyer's report to Truman reite-
rated Stevens concerns. Wedemeyer believed that a withdrawal
of all U.S. aid from Korea would result in the creation of a
Soviet satellite, an event that "would cost the United States
an immense loss in moral prestige among the peoples of Asia®
and would have serious repercussions in Japan. Soviet pres-

tige in Asia would increase, as would chances for "further

35Memo by Stevens to George Kennan and John Allison,
September 9, 1947, Ibid., 784-785.

31pig.

- 108 -




Soviet expansion among nations close in proximity to the
Soviet Union." If the United Nations provided no solﬁtion.
the United States would have to decide whether to withdraw
or whether to organize an independent south Korea that
America would support economically and militarily.
Wedemeyer felt it was vital for the United States to pre-
vent direct or indirect. Soviet control of Korea.37
On September 19, Joseph Jacobs added a probing and
perceptive analysis of U.S. policy in Korea. According to
Jacobs, the United States needed to reorient its Korea policy
in light of the present world situation. Any decision to
undertake heavy commitments in south Korea should be based
on the carefully considered question of whether Korea was
of sufficiently vital importance in the context of Soviet-
American relations within the foreseeable future for the
United States to undertake the risk and expense of holding
south Korea. A corollary question was, if the United States
did not have the resources to enter into all the undertakings
around the Soviet perimeter considered strategically neces-
sary, was south Korea one area that could be safely aban-
doned in favor of some other nearby undertaking?38

If the answer was that Korea was so vital to

37Report to the President on China-Korea, Submitted
by LT. General A.C. Wedemeyer, Dated September 19, 1947,
Ibid., 796-803.

38 acobs to Marshall,September 19, 1947, Ibid.,
805. 2328
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America's policy of containment of the Soviet Union that it
had to be held, then the Moscow agreement should be liqui-
dated as quickly and gracefully as possible and plans should
be implemented to develop south Korea "with the utmost vi-
gor." The costs simply would have to be borne; there was no
other alternative. If policy makers, however, decided south
Korea was not vital to America's defense or that it could not
be held with existing available resources,then America should
compromise with the Russians to work out a plan for the for-
mation of an all-Korean government, with simultaneous with-
drawal of all forces to follow. Such withdrawal would re-
sult in a "state of anarchy and bloodletting", thus elimi-
nating the need for aid or assistance. Jacobs concluded
that "We cannot give democracy, as we know it, to any
people or cram it down their throats."39

The State Department had put the question of the
strategic value of Korea to the military on September 15.b’O
Secretary of Defense James Forrestall answered on Septem-
ber 29. The Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that the United
States, from a military standpoint, had little strategic in-
terest in maintaining its present troops and bases in Korea.
If hostilities broke out in the Far East, American forces

in Korea would be a military liability :nd could not be

391bid., 805-806.

40 emo by SUNCC to the Secretary of the JCS, Sep-
tember 15, 1947, Ibid., 817-818.
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maintained there without substantial reinforcements prior to
the initiation of hostilities. In addition, the Korean pe-
ninsula probably would be bypassed should the United States
wish to conduct offensive operations on the Asiatic conti-
nent. Yet the presence of strong enemy air and naval bases
in Korea could interfere "with U.S. communications and naval
bases in East China, Manchuria, the Yellow Sea, the Sea of
Japan, and adjacent islands."LPl
The Joint Chiefs felt that the 45,000 men in south
Korea could be better used elsewhere. Their withdrawal from
Korea would not impair the Far East Command's military posi-
tion unless Russia established military strength in Korea
sufficient to assault Japan. The military warned, however,
that a precipitate withdrawal could possibly lower U.S. mili-
tary prestige "to the extent of adversely affecting coopera-
tion in other areas more vital to the security of the United
States." A program of economic, political, and cultural
rehabilitation should accompany withdrawal.42
The Defense Department's view of withdrawal seemed
to crystallize previous thinking on the subject. Vincent,
in November, 1946, had expressed fears about the effects of

a precipitate withdrawal when he noted that the United
States "would get into all kinds of trouble" if a

41

Forrestal to Marshall, September 29, 1947, Ibid.,
817-818.

Ibid.
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simul taneous troop withdrawal occurred before the establish-
ment of a unified Korean administration. Hilldring agreed
that a strong central government was a necessity for Korea,
but he also concluded that should the Russians present a
program for dual withdrawal the next day, the United States
"very properly" should decide to "haul our freight." 1In the
February 1947, Inter-Departmental report, withdrawal had been
predicated on establishment of safeguards to guarantee
Korean political and territorial integrity.43

The last and most important of the many September
policy discussions came on -.September 29, in a meeting in
the State Department, during which 1t was agreed that the
U.S. position in Korea ultimately would be untenable even
with a considerable expenditure of money and effort. But
the United States could not "scuttle and run" from Korea
without a great loss of prestige and standing in Asia and
the world. Therefore, a settlement in Korea should be
reached that would allow the United States to withdraw as
soon as possible with a minimum of bad effects. Nothing
should be done to make it impossible for a Soviet-American
agreement on Korea to be reached. Thus, any U.S. resolution
for the United Nafions should be written in a manner which

presented both the American and the Russian position.

qBVincent to Hilldring, November 4, 1946, FR,1946,
VIII, 764; Hilldring to Vincent, November 8, 1946, Ibid.,
764-765; Memo by Inter-Departmental Committee on Korea,
February 25, 1947, FR, 1947, VI, 608-617.
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Finally, it was essential that the U.S. proposals not be
perceived "in a take-it-or-leave-it manner."44

By the end of September, 1947, the United States had
reached three conclusions regarding its commitment in Korea.
First, policy makers had concluded that Korea was not vital
strategically to U.S. secu ity interests and given the lim-
ited availability of resources it could be a strategic 1li-
ability in case of an Asian conflict. Second, a precipitate
withdrawal that did not provide even a chance for a free and
independent Korea would cause a potentially serious loss of
U.S. prestige in Asia and in the world. With this in mind,
the third conclusion was that the best way for the United
States to achieve a quick withdrawal, with a minimum of bad
effects, was to build up south Korea's strength while pre-
senting the problem to the United Nations. These conclusions
were reached in the context of the Soviet-American conflict.
then in progress, within which the Soviets and Americans
viewed the other's actions through a veil of suspicion.

The gradual deterioration in Soviet-American rela-
tions that began before the end of WWII, accelerated rapidly
in 1946 and climaxed with enunciation of the Truman Doctrine
on March 12, 1947. The Truman Doctrine's significance did

not lay in its being a fundamental reorientation of policy

44Memo by the Director of Far Eastern Affairs

(Butterworth) to the Under-Secretary of State (Lovett),
October 1, 1647, Ibid., 820-822.
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nor in being the first step in the containment of the Soviet
Union, for it was neither of these. Rather, it was signifi-
cant because it was "the first real situation in which spe-
cial appropriations were necessary to carry out the Admini-
stration's program."” The need to scare Congress into pro-
viding $400 million in military aid for Greece and Turkey,
led the Truman administration "to state its intentions--or
overstate them--in universal terms."45
Truman, in his speech to Congress, committed America
to support free people "who are resisting attempted subjuga-
tion by armed minorities or by outside pressures." At the
present time every nation had to choose between two basic,
alternative ways of life--democratic versus communist. The
United States had a duty to support democracy against commu-
nism. In July, 1947, George Kennan argued that the only way
to deal with inevitable Soviet expansion directed at the West
was to contain the Soviet Union "by the adroit and vigilant
application of counterforce at a series of constantly shif-
ting geographical and political points, corresponding to the
shifts and maneuvers of Soviet policy." Many interpreted
Truman's and Kennan's remarks as a commitiment "to police the

L6

world against communism." ~The reality, however, was quite

different and this was obvious in Korea.

45John Gaddis, "Was the Truman Doctrine a Real
Turning Point?", Foreign Affairs, 52(January 1974), 389.

461bid., 389~393: Rose, Roots, 242-243.
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The conclusions reached in September, 1947 concerning
Korea, demonstrated that the concept of containment had not
yet become a worldwide consideration. The United States
evinced a willingness, albeit a reluctant one, to see Korea
eventually fall into Soviet hands. The "author” of contain-
ment, George Kennan, in a September 24, 1947 memorandum,
noted that discussions with the military had led to the con-
clusion that holding Korea was not essential militarily--thus
U.S. policy should be "to cut our losses and get out of
there as gracefully and promptly as possible."47

The decision to reconvene the Joint Commission in
order to negotiate with the Soviet Union,and the later deci-
sion to turn the problem over to the United Nations and to
withdraw from Korea, came at a time when Truman had roused
the American people to a holy war against communism in Eu-
rope. That the United States would consider a policy that
many believed might lead to communist domination of Korea,
is a clear indication of a flexible, selective containment
policy. While cooperation with the Soviet Union in Korea
had failed, possible confrontation with Russia over Korea
was calculated as not in America's best interests. In this
case, U.S. policy makers showed a clear awareness of the
limits on the ability of American power +to influence de-

cisions and developments in the world.

47Memo by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff,
(Kennan) to Butterworth, September 24,1947, FR,1947,VI,815.
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Yet the United States was not conceding south Korea
to the Soviets without a struggle. Dean Acheson, in Senate
hearings on the Truman Doctrine noted that the United States
did not have access to all parts of the world, especially
those "in the Russian sphere of physical force." While ex-
cluded from those areas, Acheson pointed out that there were
other places where the United States could be effective. One
of those places was Korea and there "the line had been
clearly drawn between the Russians and ourselves."48 Korea
occupied a position lower that a vital strategic interest,
but nonetheless had real political value to the United
States. What Washington wanted, in effect, was to multila-
teralize the containment policy in Korea by turning the prob-
lem over to the United Nations. This would allow the United
States to withdraw troops that the military believed were
needed elsewhere, while providing the symbolic moral force
of the United Nations as protection for Korea. At the same
time, the United States would give economic aid to strengthen
south Korea as much as possible before withdrawal.

In sum, the United States sought to dilute its re-
sponsibilities in Korea in a way that would minimize the po-

tential bad effects resulting from withdrawal of American

48

U.S. Congress, Senate, Legislative Origins of the
Truman Dpctrlne: Hearings Held in Executive Session Before
the Committee on Foreizn Relations, March 13 and 28, and

April 1, 2, 3, 1947, 80th Congress, lst Session(Washington:
GPO, 1973), 22. '
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forces. This policy was necessary because a sense of weak-
ness permeated U.S. thinking about Korea. The absurd tradi-
tion of dismantling American armed forces after a war had
left the United States in a position where its available re-
sources could not be stretched to match its commitments as

a responsible world power. The Military Establishment made
its plans only within ti.z framework of an outbreak of a gene-
ral war, when the powerful U.S. bomber force could be used
in an all-out effort. They failed to prepare the United
States to react to local aggressions that did not call for a
general war, but were nonetheless important enough to require
some kind of U.S. reaction. Being unprepared to deal with
local aggressions made Korea a strategic liability.

There were many in the State Department, and even
within the military, who were uncomfortable with the with-
drawal policy that had been established. While recognizing
the validity of the military's evaluation of Korea's relative
lack of strategic value in a general war, many in the State
Department still believed that Korea's political value in
the context of the Cold War was tremendously important. As
a result, some State Department officials fought a delaying
action against the Military Establishment's policy from 1947
right up to the time of withdrawal from Korea in 1949.
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CHAPTER V
THE CREATION OF THE REPUBLIC OF KORE . AND
UNITED STATES WITHDRAWAL

The U.S. decision in September, 1947 to submit the
Korean problem to the United Nations seemed to end the flexi-
bility that had marked Washington's Korea policy in the past
months. In October, a plan surfaced, which the Soviets sup-
ported, calling for a meeting of prominent Korean leaders of
both zones to work out a program for uniting Korea. Eleven
leaders were to be invited, seven from the south and four
from the north, a ratio corresponding to the population of
the two zones. Feeling that the committee would be "pre-
dominantly leftist", Jacobs believed it was a Soviet-inspired
plan designed to enable Russia to claim that Koreans could
work out their destiny alone if all troops were withdrawn.1
This plan, which on the surface gave America a chance to
withdraw even sooner with prestige intact, was ignored.

The United States also rejected a Soviet proposal of

September 26, suggesting that all troops be withdrawn from

1
Jacobs to Marshall, October 8, 1947, FR, 1947,
VI, 823-824,
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Korea at the beginning of 1948, because the Joint Commission
did not have the authority to consider the question.
Molotov forwarded a similar suggestion to Marshall on Oc-
tober 9, 1947, which was rejected because the question of
withdrawal had to be considered as an integral part of the
solution of the Korean problem now before the United Nations.
On September 23, the General Assembly voted 41 to 6, to place
the Korean question on the agenda for the current session.2
The U.S. representative to the United Nations, Warren
Austin, presented the U.S. resolution to the Assembly on Oc-
tober 17. 1In the resolution the United States expressed its
desire to do everything practical to speed the establishment
of a truly independent Korea. After calling attention to the
Soviet proposal for troop withdrawal, Austin called on the
occupying powers to hold elections in their respective zones,
no later than March 31, 1948, for the establishment of a
National Assembly and a National Government. Further, a U.N.
Temporary Commission on Korea would be established to super-
vise the elections, give advice, and report to the General
Assembly on the elections.3
While the United Nations considered the Korean ques-

tion, Hodge reported that the prospect of a mutual troop

2U.S. Department of State, Korea, 1945-1048: A Re-
port on Korea With Selected Documents (Washington: GPO,
1948),6-7; State Department, Korea's Independence, 15-16.

3justin to the Secretary General of the U.N. (Lie),
October 17, 1947, FR,1947, VI, B832.
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withdrawal was growing in popularity among many south
Koreans. The United States needed to push for a speedy solu-
tion in the United Nations to head off troubles that might
arise from the appealing prospect of finally ridding Korea of
foreigners. The next Soviet move might be unilateral with-
drawal, which would put America in a difficult moral and
practical position in maintaining its troops in south Korea.4

The Joint Chiefs already had concluded that Russia
probably would reiuse to cooperate with the United Nations,
in which case America would implement the resolution in south
Korea only. Even if the Soviet Union accepted the U.N. re-
solution, the United States might withdraw after establish-
ment of a national government. MacArthur was instructed to
prepare an outline plan for orderly withdrawal.5

The General Assembly adopted a resolution on Novem-
ber 14, calling for elections in Korea no later than
March 31, 1948, to choose representatives for a National As-
sembly, which would establish as soon as possible after the
elections a National Government of Korea. To facilitate and
expedite the elections, a U.N. Temporary Commission on Korea,
composed of nine nations, was to be set up, "to be present

in Korea, with right to travel, observe and consult

hHodge to the JCS, November 3, 1947, Ibid., 852-53;

Ambassador in the United Kingdom(King) to the Secretary of
State, November 5, 1947, Ibid., 854.

5Wedemeyer to MacArthur, November 10, 1947, Ibid.,
855_856 .
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throughout Korea." On being established, the National Gov-

ernment would arrange for the complete withdrawal from Korea
of the occupying powers forces as early as possible, hope-
fully within ninety days. The Government then would assume
"the functions of government from the military commands and
civilian authorities of north and south Korea."6

The success of the U.N. plan depended on the two
powers cooperating, since elections would be valid only if
the U.N. Commission observed them. During the U.N. debates
Russia made it clear that it would not cooperate in patently
"illegal" elections. Despite this, the United Nations did
not consider the crucial question of whether the U.N. Commis-
sion would consider holding elections in case they could not
be held throughout Korea.7 This question became the center
of debate between the United States and certain members of
the U.N. Commission, for elections observed only in one zone
would almost certainly legalize and finalize division of
Korea into two disparate zones.

Prime Minister MacKenzie King of Canada did not want
his country to serve on the U.N. Commission. He feared that
the United Nations was not yet ready to deal "with this ba-

sic conflict between East and West." The Korean question

6Resolution Adopted by the U.N. General Assembly on
November 15, 1947, Ibid., 857-859.

7Leland Goodrich, Korea: A Study of U.S. Policy in
the U.N.(New York: Council of Foreign Relations, 1956), 30-35.
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might become another field of conflict between America and
Russia "such as existed in Berlin today, which ill-considered
action might ignite . . . ." The nations most interested
should resolve the Korean problem, not an "underweighted
commission" that might precipitate a crisis. The United
States replied that agreement was not possible between
America and Russia--acceptance of the Soviet Union's plan
"would lead to the early establishment of a dictatorship in
Korea." Under considerable pressure from the United States,
King finally agreed to allow Canadian participation.8

The U.N. Commission was also due for trouble from
Rhee and other rightists. Rhee wanted the South Korean In-
terim Legislative Assembly to administer immediate general
elections to set up a government to consult and cooperate
with the U.N. Commission. He was effectively using in his
campaign for a general election, the rather embarrassing
question of what the United Nations and the United States
would do "if the Soviets refused to cooperate with the
Commission?"9

The issue was joined during the first meeting of the

8Memo of Conversation by Ambassador in Canada

(Atherton), December 27,1947,FR,1947, VI, 880-83; Acting
Secretary of State to King, December 30,1947,Ibid., 883-86;
Memo by Chief of the Division of British Commonwealth Af-
fairs(Waites) to Lovett, January 9, 1948, U.S. Department of
State, Foreign Relations of the United States,1948: The Far
East and Australia,Volume VI(Washington:GPO, 1974), 1084.

97acobs to Marshall, November 19,1947,FR,1947, VI,
863-64; Hodge to Marshall, December 2, 1947,Ibid., 866-67.
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U.N. Commission on January 12, 1948, when the Soviet Union
announced it would not cooperate with the Commission or the
elections. The United States then went on record in favor
of elections in south Korea only, announcing that it was
“"eager to have the assistance of the United Nations" in
bringing a freely elected government to south Koreamlo
In south Korean circles, Rhee was most outspoken in
favoring separate elections, but since he had advocated a
separate south Korea in 1947, his support was to be expected.
Kimm Kiu-sic, the leading centrist, was opposed to holding
separate elections, feeling they would perpetuate the divi-
sion of the country. If agreement with the Russians was im-
possible, he could support an election for creation of a
south Korean government. But he insisted that there should
be a conference between the political leaders of north and
south Korea under supervision of the U.N. Commission. Kim
Koo agreed with Kimm in opposing the elections and in calling
for a north-south conference.11
On February 11, a tentative agreement between Rhee,
Kimm, and Kim had been reached on the desirability of a

north-south conference. The apparent accord soon broke down

when Rhee publicly claimed that all three men supported a

10;2c0bs to Marshall, January 31, 1948, FR,1948,VI,
1088-1089;Truman to King, January 5, 1948, Ibid.,1081-1083.
11 5acobs to Marshall, January 29, 30, and February
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a south Korean state, which the other two denied. On the
20th, Hodge met with the three leaders. for over three hours
in a futile attempt to gain a degree of unity. Rhee was the
only one who would put "it on the line for elections in south
Korea." Hodge felt, however, that if the Interim Committee
(the "Little Assembly” which was in session when the General
Assembly was in adjournment) directed the U.N. Commission

to proceed with elections .n south Korea alone, Kim and Kimm
would support the decision.12

The U.N. Commission had decided on February 5, 1948,
to submit to the Interim Committee the question of what to
do in light of Soviet non-cooperation. This decision caused
considerable unhappiness in Seoul. In February, Jacobs
charged that S.H. Jackson of Australia, George S. Patterson
of Canada, and Krishna Menon of India, constituted an anti-
American block on the U.N. Commission.13 This view would be
repeated often as Seoul's attitude toward certain U.N. Com-
mission members grew more and more bitter.

The Soviets announced on February 8, 1948, the forma-
tion of the North Korean Peoples Army, and a subsequent re-
view in Pyongyang exhibited a well-organized, well-equipped,
and well-armed North Korean Army. This accelerated the trend

toward separate south Korean elections, as did the

12Langdon to Marshall, February 28, 1948, Ibid.,
1121-1122.

131acobs to Marshall, February 5 and 12, 1948, Ibid.,
1093-109%4, 1106-1108. =
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March announcement of a North Korean plebiscite to draft
a constitution for a democratic peoples republic.14
As the U.N. Commission was making its report to the
Interim Committee, Hodge once more bitterly criticized the
"Patterson-Jackson pattern of thinking" on the Commission.
According to Hodge, neither man had any concept or conside-
ration of the bitter "cold war" against communism that was
going on in Korea. Most delegates and all of the secretariat
gave the appearance of wishing to appease the Soviet Union.
If the United Nations was indecisive, the United States had
to proceed with the elections, because further delay in
positive action in south Korea would be fatal.15
The Interim Committee opened its consideration of the
matter on February 19, 1948. The U.S. resolution called for
elections to be held in those parts of Korea which were ac-

16 On February 26, the Interim

cessible to the Commission.
Committee adopted, 31-2, a resolution calling for the elec-
tions to be implemented. The U.N. Commission was to observe
the situation to insure that the elections, scheduled for

May 9, 1948, would occur in a free atmosphere.l?

MHodge to Marshall, February 14, 1948, Ibid., 1110;

Langdon to Marshall, February 17, 1948, Ibid., 111%4-1115.
In 1948 North Korea received enough matériel from Russia to
equip 60,000 men. See Schnabel, Policy, 37.

LoHodge to Marshall, February 22,1948,Ibid., 1125-27.

16Austin to Marshall, February 24,1948,Ibid.,1128-29.

171pid., March 1,1948, Ibid., 1134-36; Langdon to
Marshall, March 10, 1948, Ibid., 1146-1147.

- 125 -




The clear-cut U.N. victory for the United States led
the Department of the Army to renew its pressures for a firm
withdrawal program. The State Department continued to remind
the Army of the need to maintain flexibility in its with-
drawal plans. The United States had a moral commitment to
withdraw only after the creation of an adequate native se-
curity force, which meant that no firm timetable could be
established. Withdrawal would depend on the success of
building up a South Korean security force to a strength of
50,000, an effort the Army should be expediting to the
fullest. The Army also was criticized for having assigned
an unfortunately low priority to equipping Korean forces, an
action that should be remedied immediately.18

An extremely important policy statement from the
National Security Council, entitled NSC &, followed the
State Department's request for flexibility in withdrawal
plans. The policy paper clearly supported the position that
while America had security interests in Korea, they were min-
imal and thus the United States should strive for withdrawal
as early as possible with a minimum of bad effects.19

There were three possible policy alternatives

18Memo by the Director of Far Eastern Affairs
(Butterworth) to Marshall, March 4,1948, Ibid., 1137; Memo
of Conversation by the Chief of Northeast Asian Affairs
(Allison), March 4, 1948, Ibid., 1139-1140.

‘ 19%ote by the Executive Secretary of the NSC(Souers)
to Truman, subj.: NSC 8, Report by the NSC on the Position
of the United States With Respect to Korea, April 2, 1948,
Ibid., 1163-1168.
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outlined in NSC 8. One, the government of South Korea
established under U.N.-U.S. auspices could be abandoned.
This was unacceptable because it "would violate the spirit"
of every international commitment observing Korea which the
United States had undertaken during and since the war and
also would indicate that the United States had used the
United Nations "merely as a convenient vehicle for with-
drawing from Korea," thus damaging the U.N.'s prestige. But
most critical, if the United States did not leave behind a
sufficiently strong native military force for defense "a-
gainst any but an overt act of aggression,® America's friends
would see withdrawal as a betrayal, leading to a fundamental
realignment of forces in Asia favorable to Russia.zo
A second course was to establish support "within
practicable and feasible limits" for South Korea which would
allow America to withdraw with the minimum of bad effects.
This would require a program to train and equip a native
army capable of protecting South Korea's security against any
aggression but an overt act. Aid to forestall an economic
breakdown would also have to be given, an action which in the
long run "would reduce the drain on U.S. resources" and would
avoid "a commitment so deep as to preclude disengagement."
What was "practicable" and "feasible" was not defined, but

continuing post-withdrawal military and economic assistance

201pi4., 1167-1168.
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was not ruled out if it was deemed desirable in light of
developments in Korea.21

The third alternative was "to guarantee the polit-
ical independence and territorial integrity of South Korea
by force of arms if necessary" against external or internal
aggression. This course would commit America to direct po-
litical, economic, and military responsibility including the
possibility of involvement in a major war, in a situation
where "virtually all the natural advantages accrue to the
Soviets," but it was the only certain course short of war
that would insure South Korea's continued independence.22

The authors of NSC 8 concluded that the second
course was the best choice. The Unifed States would expe-
dite plans for expanding, training, and equipping the South
Korean constabulary to provide security forces adequate to
resist any but an overt act of aggression. The United States
wovld prepare to withdraw following formation of a South
Korean government, consonant “with the relevant commitments
of the United States vis-a-vis the U.N." Every effort should
be made to withdraw by December 31, 1948. It was essential
that “The United States not become so involved in South

Korea that any action taken by a group in South Korea or by

any other power in Korea would be considered a casus belli

for the United States."23

21

Ibid., 1168. Ibid.  27Tbid., 1168-1169.




Nothing in NSC 8 precluded a U.S. involvement or ac-
tion if national interest was threatened. Two related ideas
in NSC 8 should be kept in mind. One, the United States in
specifically rejecting abandonment of the South Korean gov-
ernment established under U.N.-U.S. auspices, clearly recog-
nized the U.N.'s pivotal role in South Korea's birth. dJust
as clearly, U.S. interests were "parallel to, if not identi-
cal with, those of the U.N." As noted earlier, withdrawal
had to be consonant with "the relevant commitments of the
United States vis-a-vis the U.N." 1In addition, NSC 8 stated
that the "United States should encourage continued U.N. inte-
rest and participation in the Korean problem and should con-
tinue to cooperate with the U.N. in solution of that prob-

24

lem."” What the relevant commitments were is not spelled
out, but one could interpret these statements to mean that
the U.S. commitment to the United Nations and its sponsorship
of the creation of the South Korean state was such that a
strike at that creation would be a strike at the United
Nations and America, requiring an aggressive response.

At the same time that NSC 8 was being prepared,
events in south Korea were conspiring to bring the United
States and the rightists closer together. Kimm and 29 other

moderates and leftists resigned from the South Korean Inte-

rim Legislative Assembly in early March as a result of the
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Assembly's call for early elections in south Korea. The
Communists and extreme leftists staged strikes and violent
demonstrations from the time of the announcement of elections
up to the election day. 1In one months time, over 1,000 were
killed, including 33 policemen, and over 8,000 arrests were
made. American Military Government felt itself irresistibly
drawn to the rightists because they supported the elections
while the left announced its intention to boycott them. Rhee
in order to take advantage of this situation moderated his
criticisms of the United States and Hodge.25

Preparation for the elections continued despite lef-
tist opposition. Registration as of April 9 showed that 85%
of those eligible had registered. On April 1, Hodge issued
a proclamation of Korean civil liberties and released 3,140
political prisoners who were allowed to participate in the
election. The U.N. Commission concluded on April 28, that
since a reasonable degree of free atmosphere existed the
Commission would observe the elections on May 9, 1948. De-
spite leftist opposition and continuing violence, 95% of the
registered voters went to the polls and better than half of
26

those elected were rightists and none were Communists.

The day after the elections, the State Department

25
Henderson, Korea, 155; FR,1948, VI, see 1155,
1158-1160, 1170-1171, 1175-1176.

26Soon. Korea, 206; Henderson, Korea, 155-157;
Jacobs to Marshall, April 29, 1948, FR,1048, VI, 1184.
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moved to cement relations with the right. At the State de-
partment's insistence, the Joint Chiefs ordered that at the
earliest date possible following the May 10 elections, Gen-
eral Hodge was to be reassigned, with Major General John B.
Coulter assuming his duties. O0fficials in the Far Eastern
Division had long felt that the personal animosity existing
between Rhee and Hodge could jeopardize negotiations for
transfer of governmental authority, especially since Rhee
was expected to emerge as the dominant figure in the new
South Korean government. The removal was to be accomplished
before Rhee's elevation to authority to avoid the impression
of placating Rhee.27
The State Department was correct in assuming that
Rhee would be the head of the new government. The National
Assembly had its initial meeting on May 31, and on July 17
a constitution was adopted, which provided for a strong
executive, so strong "it could evolve into a government by a

28

strong man or a strong party." Rhee was elected President

on July 20, and the government of the Republic of Korea was

inaugurated on August 15, 1948.29

27
Butterworth to Lovett, May 11, 1948, FR,1948,
VI ) 1192-11930

28Henderson, Korea, 158-159; Butterworth to Lovett,
July 20, 1948, FR,1948, VI, 1248.

29500n, Korea, 209-210; Editorial Note, FR, 1948,
VI, 1275. —
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These events provided the United States with a number

of new problems. The first involved the timing of recogni-
tion of the new government. The United States decided not
to wait for a U.N. decision. On July 10, a policy memorandum
concerning Korean recognition was sent to various diplomatic
officers abroad. The United States was anxious to avoid any
action derogatory of the U.N.'s right to make its own deci-
sion as to whether the new government fulfilled the aims of
the U.N. resolution of November 14, 1947. As an occupying
power, however, America had to define immediately its rights
toward the new government before the other provisions of the
U.N. resolution relating to transfer of governmental func-
tions and withdrawal of troops could be implemented. ‘In
light of the special relationship the United States had as
initiator and leading proponent of the General Assembly's
Korean resolutions, and as the occupying power turning over
the attributes of sovereignty, any féilure to grant recog-
nition promptly would weaken dangerously the prestige and
authority of the new government, to the advantage of the
Soviet puppet regime in the north.3°

The State Department rejected the argument that South
Korea must not be recognized because to do so would lead to
a Soviet recognition of a North Korean regime. To accept

this line of reasoning would be to admit the impotence of

30Marshall to Certain Diplomatic and Consular 0f-
ficers Abroad, July 10, 1948, Ibid., 1235-1237.
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"The U.N. to give effect to the clearly expressed will of an
overwhelming majority of its members in face of opposition
of a single power acting in defiance of that majority." On
the basis of these conclusions, the State Department was con-
templating the issuance of a statement soon after formation
of the new government to the effect that'the United States
recognized it as the "National Government of Korea envisaged
by the General Assembly Resolution." In addition, a special
American representative, John Muccio, would be sent to nego-
tiate with South Korea "concerning implementation of the fur-
ther provisions of the General Assembly resolutions."31

The U.S. representative to the United Nations, Warren
Austin, opposed the position Butterworth outlined. Austin
believed that a formal U.S. recognition of the Korean na-
tional government without prior U.N. support would seriously
compromise the American case in the General Assembly. Joseph
Jacobs replied that Austin's views were out of date. The
United States did not dare show any vacillation or weakness
in its support of the new government.32 The State Department
was willing to remove the title of Ambassador from Muccio,
designating him instead as the Special Representative of the
President, with a personal rank of Ambassador. He would

still be able to negotiate agreements for a transfer

N1pig.

325essup to Marshall, July 20, 1948, Ibid., 1251;
Jacobs to Marshall, July 24, 1948, Ibid., 1255-1258.
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of authority.33 The United States released a statement on
August 12 which followed precisely the July 10 memorandum.

On August 24, Rhee and Hodge signed an interim agree-
ment providing for the progressive relinquishment of juris-

34

diction to South Korea. On September 1, Rhee requested

financial and economic assistance from America to reconstruct
basic industries essential to a strong Korean economy.35
Charles Saltzman, Assistant Secretary of State for Occupied
Areas, prepared a lengthy analysis of future economic assis-
tance plans for Korea. There was no guarantee that an aid
program would maintain South Korea's independence, but with-
out substantial aid there could be no hope for her survival.
It was in the best interest of the United States to plan a
grant program of relief and economic development of several
years duration, so that South Korea could attain a nearly
self-supporting basis as rapidly as possible. Accordingly,
an economic agreement was signed on December 10, 19148.36
With limitgd recognition accomplished, the United

States tried next to gain U.N. recognition for South Korea.

At the same time the United States continued to advocate a

33Lovett to Truman, July 28,1948, Ibid., 1264.

3sacobs to Marshall,August 24,1948,Ibid., 1287-88.

35Special Representative to Korea (Muccio) to
Marshall, September 3, 1948, Ibid., 1290-1292.

3iemo by Saltzman,September 7, 1948, Ibid., 1292-
1296; State Department, Summary, 71.
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plan supporting a new U.N. Commission on Korea to observe the
simultaneous withdrawal of troops, to facilitate the re-
moval of barriers to reunification of Korea, and to report
to the Interim Committee on Korean conditions.”’

After lengthy debate, the United Nations adopted a
resolution on December 12, that "placed its stamp of legal
validity" on South Korea and promised "moral support.” The
resolution called for troop withdrawal as soon as possible
and set up a permanent U.N. Commission on Korea, with no en-
forcement powers, to help remove the barriers between north
and south, to work to integrate the two peoples, to observe
troop withdrawal and to be available to give advice.38

The U.N. call for troop withdrawal fit the Army's
plans quite well, but the State Department since early summer
had continued to drag its feet on the withdrawal issue.
Events in North Korea, South Korea, and China, were creating
second thoughts among some State Department officials. In
June, Marshall wrote to Secretary of the Army, Kenneth C.
Royall, that every effort was being made to achieve with-
drawal by the end of 1948, but that it still was necessary
to maintain flexibility in U.S. withdrawal plans.39

Royall replied that the Army's plans were based on

37U.S. Delegation Position Paper, October 22, 1948,
FR,1948, VI, 1315.

38Goodrich, Korea: U.N., 69.

3Marshall to Royall, June 23, 1948, FR,1948, VI,
1224-1225.
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the President's directive of April 8, 1948. American Mili-
tary Government had sufficient forces to continue to function
until it turned over its responsibilities to the new govern-
ment and to continue training and equipping the South Korean
security force. The Army, as directed, had set August 15 as
the date to commence tactical withdrawal and on September 2
would surrender all but troop withdrawal responsibilities to
the U.S. diplomatic mission in Korea. Unless otherwise in-
structed, this timetable, designed to achieve withdrawal by
December 31, 1948, would continue in force.b’O
The North Korean decision to form its own government
caused more second thoughts both in the State Depariment and
in South Korea. On July 10, Pyongyang announced that elec-
tions would be held on August 25 for the Supreme People's
Council. On September 9 the Supreme People's Council announ-
ced creation of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea,
claiming jurisdiction over all of Korea. A request for im-

mediate withdrawal of foreign troops followed and Russia

agreed to do so before the end of 1948.41 The United States

replied that the question of withdrawal would be left for the

United Nations to consider at is forthcoming meeting.42

During a September 23 meeting in the State Department

40Royall to Marshall, June 23,1948, Ibid., 1225-122€.

41Jacobs to Marshall, July 11,1948,Ibid., 1238-39;
State Department, Summary, 71: Muccio to Marshall, Septem-
ber 18, 1948, FR,1948, VI, 1305-1306.

421 ovett to Muccio,September 20,1948, Ibid., 1307.
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Dr. Chough Pyung-ok, Rhee's special representative, requested
that the United States retain its occupation forces in Korea
until an effectively trained and equipped Korean security
force could be formed. Chough believed that a North Korean
invasion would soon follow U.S. withdrawal. The North,
Chough estimated, had four divisions fully equipped with
modern Soviet arms and a total regular and paramilitary
strength of between 200-350,000 men.L"3
Ominous developments in South Korea matched the dis-
quieting prospect of the development of a powerful North
Korean Army. On October 19, the 14th Regiment of the South
Korean Army mutinied and the revolt spread. Five towns were
captured and "people's committees" executed hundreds before
the revolt was put down in late October, with a loss of over
2,000 lives. A group of young officers associated with the
Communists instigated the Yosu revolt under the leadership
of Kim Tal-sam,the Korean Communist Party secretary in
the area.44
On November 2, Rhee requested the immediate estab-
lishment of a military and naval mission in Korea. The

Korean constabulary of 50,000 men was entirely inadequate

in number. MacArthur had suggested creation of the

QBMemo of Conversation by Lovett, September 23,
1948, Ibid., 1310-1311.

4hHenderson, Korea, 162; Muccio to Marshall, Octo-
8,

ber 28, 1948, FR, 1948, VI, 1317-1318; Scalapino and Lee,
Communism in Korea, I, 308.
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constabulary in October, 1947, as a substitute for formation
of a South Korean Army, which he opposed. Rhee believed an
additional 50,000 men were needed to alleviate feelings of
insecurity which a powerful North Korean Army had created.
The sooner this was accomplished, the sooner the United
States could withdraw its troops. Rhee was told that the
present Provisional Military Advisory Group would continue
to advise and assist South Korea in the development of
the Korean security forces now in existence.45
Lovett, on November 5, sought Marshall's concurrence
in delaying entrance into an irreversible stage of troop
withdrawal pending developments in the General Assembly. On
the 9th, the State Department informed Wedemeyer that "the
reduction of forces now being carried out in Korea should
not be permitted to progress beyond" November 15, the point
at which the Army had to know if withdrawal was to
continue.46
On November 12, a military intelligence estimate con-
cluded that North Korea was capable of victory if a civil
war broke out. This was made even more certain if units

serving in the Chinese Communist Army were made available,

which seemed likely in light of Chinese Communist successes

45Muccio to Marshall, November 5, 1948, FR, 1948,
VI, 1320-1321; Schnabel, Policy, 33.

46Lovett to Marshall, November 5, 1948, FR, 1948, VI,
1319; Saltzman to Director of Plans and Operations, Depart-
ment of Army(Wedemeyer), November 11,1948, Ibid., 1324.

- 138 -




in Manchuria. Invasion fears were growing as North Korean
troops concentrated between the 38th and 39th parallels. The
situation was a grave one, and while retention of U.S. troops
was no panacea for Korea's problems, at present the U.S.
Army alone presented guarantees of a minimum of Korean se-
curity. The present withdrawal schedule was inopportune be-
cause the situation in Korea was in a state of flux. 4
postponement of final withdrawal for several months would al-
low for a better appraisal of the strengths and intentions
of North Korea, and would allow for a better preparation
of South Korean security :Eorces.l’r8
One week later, both Rhee and the South Korean
National Assembly appealed to Truman to retain U.S. troops
in Korea. Because of recent developments in China, the
Korean people were worried about the reported total with-
drawal of U.S. troops. Until adequate Korean security forces
could be trained, it was essential that U.S. troops remain.
Muccio in a following note, said that Korean officials con-
stantly sought some statement of U.S. intention to retain
its troops in Korea. Muccio could only reassure them that
the United States had no intention of abandoning Korea.49

The clamor against withdrawal had the intended im-

pact, as a group of officials in the Far Eastern Division

Ibid.

49Muccio to Marshall, November 19,1948,Ibid.,1331-32.
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of the State Departiment, prepared a memorandum in December

that called for a halt to withdrawal on the grounds that
complete evacuation at this time "would seriously jeopardize
the security and stability" of the Republic of Korea. The
State Department agreed that prompt withdrawal should be
sought, but only if it could be carried out in a way that
would not contribute "to the expansion of a hostile Commu-
nist politico-military system in Northeast Asia."50

Communist domination of Korea would threaten Japan
and would lead to intensification of efforts to bring Japan
into the Communist sphere of influence. With the loss of
America's only friend on the northeast Asian continent, there
soon would develop among the Japanese a greater uneasiness
flowing from their exposed position. Retention of U.S.
troops would entail meeting problems both onerous and bur-
densome, yet a failure to face these problems eventually
could destroy U.S. security in the Pacific.51

The indefinite maintenance of U.S. troops in Korea
and Japan could not insure the achievement of the basic
policy objectives or the security goals of the United States

in the Pacific. Nonetheless, the Communist consolidation in

Northeast Asia had to be recognized as a breach in the U.S.

SoDraft Memo by Director of Far Eastern Affairs
(Butterworth), Prepared by the Chief of the Division of
Northeast Asian Affairs, Max Bishop, December 17, 1948,
Ibid., 1337-1340.
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security system, making attainment of U.S. objectives impos-

sible. The United States needed to examine several ques-
tions. First, had communist expansion in northeast Asia
reached the point where the security interests of the United
States required positive efforts to prevent further expan-
sion? Second, was it necessary that the communist power sys-
tem, already brutally frank and outspoken in its hostility
to the United States, be made to draw back from its present
extensive holdings? Finally, could the United States afford
to allow further Soviet advances, while continuing measures
designed merely to retard those advances? It was imperative
that the National Security Council review the decisions
reached in NSC 8.2

The Department of the Army had reached different
conclusions about Korea than had the State Department.
William Draper, Under-Secretary of the Army, pointed out that
the Army had cooperated with the State Department's request
of November 9, when MacArthur was ordered to retain in Korea,
for an indefinite period, one reinforced regimental combat
team not to exceed 7,500 men. In light of the United Nations
favorable consideration of the Korean question, Army believed
that the time had come for a firm decision to complete with-
drawal. Draper requested approval to recommence withdrawal

on February 1, 1949, to be completed by March 31, 1949.53

521hid.
53Draper to Saltzman, December 22,1948,Ibid., 1342-43
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Both the State Department and the Army continued to

press their opposing views into 1949. A January 19, 1949,
memorandum from General MacArthur buttressed the Army's de-
sire to complete withdrawal. MacArthur believed that the
United States did not have the capacity to train and equip
Korean forces to enable them to resist a full-scale invasion.
In MacArthur's words, "If a serious threat developed, the
United States would have to give up active military support
of the ROK . . . ." MacArthur was anxious for the United
States to withdraw from Korea since it had relatively little
importance militarily. South Korean defense forces should
be capable of offering resistance to internal problems, not
overt aggression. MacArthur consistently opposed the idea
of building up South Korean forces, especially if he had to
provide the matériel .

The reopened debate on U.S. policy in Korea culmi-
nated in NSC 8/2, a clear-cut victory for Army objectives.
NSC 8/2 was a reassessment of the U.S. position in Korea as
defined in NSC 8 of April 3, 1949. The paper restated

NSC 8's belief that the predominate goal of Soviet policy

5hMemo by the Director of the Office of Far Eastern

Affairs (Butterworth) to the Acting Secretary of State,
January 10, 1949, U.S. Department of State, Foreizn Re-
lations of the United States, 1949: The Far East and
Australia (Part 2), Volume VII (Washington: GFO, 1976),
942; Schnabel, Policy, 34-35; William Stueck, "Cold War
Revisionism and the Origins of the Korean Conflict,"

Pacific Historical Review, 42(No. &4, 1973), 541-542; William
Sebald, With MacArthur in Japan (New York: Norton, 1965),
177.
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in Korea was to achieve domination of the entire country.
NSC 8/2 agreed with the original estimate that Communist
control of all of Korea would adversely affect the political
and strategic position of the United States throughout the
Far East. The fall of South Korea following an abrupt with-
drawal of American forces would appear to be a U.S. betra-
yal of its friends and allies and would constitute a se-
vere blow to U.S. prestige and influence.55

The authors of NSC 8/2 agreed that the middle course
chosen in NSC 8 was the correct one--to support within prac-
ticable limits a South Korean government with a reasonable
chance for survival, while reducing the U.S. commitment of
men and money. While significant gains had been made "in
terms of both the welfare and aspirations of the Korean
people and of the national interest of the United States,*®
in order to consolidate these gains "the United States must
continue to give political support and economic, technical,
military, and other assistance to the Republic of Korea."56

In pursuance of its objectives, the United States
planned to provide military assistance for a "well-trained
and equipped Army of 65,060 men, including air detachments

suitable for maintaining internal order . . .and for

55Report by the NSC to the President, March 22,
1949, FR, 1949, VII(2), 969-978.
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- 143 -




maintaining border security . . . ." Assistance also would
be provided for a 4,000 man Coast Guard to suppress smug-
gling, piracy, illegal entry, and hostile infiltration.
Finally, assistance would be given in the form of small arms
and ammunition for a 35,000 man police force. The United
States in each case would provide, through a military ad-
visory group, training and materiel. The Economic Coope-
ration Administration would provide funds for other than
military purposes. NSC 8/2 thus committed the United
States to maintaining South Korea's security forces.57
The basic decision of NSC 8, however, was reaf-
firmed--American troops would complete their withdrawal not
later than June 30, 1949. The National Military Establish-
ment believed that further temporary postponement of with-
drawal "would not appreciably diminish the risk of an at-
tempt by the Soviet-dominated North Korean regime to over-
throw the Republic of Korea through direct military aggres-

sion."58

This view, when combined with MacArthur's estimate
that the United States could not train a South Korean force
capable of resisting a full-scale invasion, led the military
to decide firmly in favor of withdrawal. An "unmistakably
clear" announcement that withdrawal in no way indicated a

lessening of U.S. support for the Republic of Korea, was to

accompany U.S. troop withdrawal.59

571bid.  8Ibid.  9Ibid.
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The United States had decided to withdraw its forces
from Korea with a full knowledge of the risks involved.
Those risks included a possible Communist takeover of South
Korea. This decision was made despite the "loss of China"
and the Soviet blockade of West Berlin, clear signs that re-
inforced the belief that Communism was on the move. The loss
of China was a particularly embittering experience for many
Americans, yet NSC 8/2 confirmed the decision to withdraw
from Korea. Yet it did so in a way that set up a framework
for providing South Korea with aid in the future should it
be needed. This framework was strengthened in 1949-1950
in a manner that would insure U.S. involvement in the Korean

ww.
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CHAPTER VI

THE UNWRITTEN COMMITMENT TO SOUTH KOREA, 1949-1950

The decisions reached in NSC 8/2 supported the mili-
tary's position that Korea had little strategic importance
and reaffirmed the decision to withdraw U.S. troops. But
from March, 1949 to June, 1950, a series of statements from
major U.S. policy makers laid a firm foundatién for U.S. in-
tervention in Korea in the event of Communist aggression.

The conclusions of NSC 8/2 initially met with
Muccio's approval, but by April he was anxiously requesting
information regarding equipment for the Korean Coast Guard, °
for repair of arms and matériel, and for aircraft.l
Muccio's anxiety was amplified many times over among Korean
leaders. Rhee pointedly asked Muccio what the U.S. response
would be to aggression against South Korea, because many
Koreans questioned whether the United States could be relied
upon. Placing heavy emphasis on the influence of the "loss
of China," and the rumor of the contraction of the U.S. de-

fensive perimeter in the Pacific, Rhee wondered how much

1Mucqio to the Secretary of State, April 12, April 22
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Korea could count on the United States if an outside aggres-
sor attacked. Muccio's only reply was that the United States
had aided, was aiding, and would continue to aid Korea.2

Rhee was not reassurred and he continued to resist
agreement to an early withdrawal date. In a press release
of May 7, 1949, he asked whether South Korea fell within
America's first line of defense. Could South Korea count on
all-out U.S. military aid if attacked? This concern went
beyond the question of troop withdrawal, according to Rhee.
Since the United States had invited the Soviet Communists
into Korea by their division of Korea, the United States had
a responsibility to support the Republic of Korea. While
Rhee criticized U.S. Korean policy, Muccio continued to press
for action in the area of supplies for a Coast Guard and for
air support, especially as inducements to gain Rhee's agree-
ment to an early withdrawal date.3

Muccio's pleas brought a sharp reply from the State
Department that tempered future comments about South Korea's
military weaknesses. Muccio was informed that Washington too
shared his concern for Korea's security, but his requests for
additional naval vessels and for aircraft "prior to or within

a reasonable time after June 30 withdrawal was absolutely

2Memo of Conversation, Muccio, May 2, 1949, Ibid.,
1003-1005.

JMuceio to Acheson, May 6, 7, 9, 1949, Ibid., 1009,
1011, 1013. : =
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out of the question due to the lack both of funds and equip-
ment." Washington believed that Rhee was attempting to
raise the price of his concurrence in withdrawal to gain as
many concessions as possible. Muccio's responsibility was to
make it unmistakably clear to Rhee that worldwide demands,
which exceeded America's capacity to fulfill, severely lim-
ited .U.S. capability to aid south Korea. The United States
would withdraw by June 30 with or without Rhee's assen‘c.)+

The State Department added that if Muccio's requests
reflected a basic revision of his estimate of the circum-
stances under which the United States should withdraw its
forces, this would call for a reopening of the entire ques-
tion of withdrawal and for a reappréisal of the conclusions
of NSC 8/2. Muccio's defensive reply was that the best ad-
vice available had provided the modest estimates he had sent
to Washington. His recent messages did not reflect a desire
for revision of national security policy.5

As the process of American troop withdrawal continued
in late May and early June, Rhee became more concerned about
obtaining public assurances of continuing U.S. support than

about troop retention. Rhee was not satisfied with Acting

Secretary of Staté James Webb's June 1 press conference

4Acheson to Muccio, May 9, 1949, Ibid., 1015.
S1bid. :Muccio to Acheson,May 11,1949,Ibid., 1018-19.
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statement to the effect that recent U.S. moves in Korea in
no way represented a change in American support for the
U.N. resolutions dealing with Kprea.6
Further support for Korea came in Truman's June 7
message to Congress concerning the Korean aid bill. The
continuation of aid to Korea was of great importance to the
succesful achievement of U.S. foreign policy aims because
Korea had become "a testing ground in which the validity and
practical value of the ideals and principles of democracy
which the Republic is putting into practice are being
matched against the practices of Communism which have been
imposed upon the people of north Korea." South Korea's sur-
vival and its progress toward a self-supporting stable econ-
omy would have an immense and far-reaching influence on the
people of Asia, "demonstrating the success and tenacity of
democracy in resisting communism," and would stand "as a
beacon to the people of northern Asia in resisting the con-
trol of the Communist forces which have overrun them."7
Other officials privately reiterated Truman's strong
words of support. In hearings before the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee on economic assistance to South Korea, a

constantly repeated theme was Korea's symbolic value and its

relations to the United Nations. Under-Secretary of State

6Muccio to Acheson, June 6, 1949, Ibid., 1039.

TGlenn Paige, The Korean Decision (New York:
Chelsea House, 1970), 28.
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Webb, on June 28, declared that "the rest of Asia is watching
us in Korea." If the United States did not do all in its
power, consistent with its worldwide obligations, to assist
this outpost of freedom, "countless millions of the peoples
of Asia will begin to doubt the practical superiority of
democratic principles.” Paul Hoffman, head of the Economic
Cooperation Administration, observed that "if we fail in
South Korea, which is the only place left on the mainland
where you have any effort being made to live in a democratic
way, that failure might very disastrously affect the whole
future of Asia . ."8

Throughout the hearings, Senator Arthur Vandenberg
referred to Korea's value as "the only symbol left of any
constructive interest on the part of the United States in
assisting affirmatively to contain the Communist menace in
Asia." Vandenberg was even clearer when questioning General
W.E. Todd, Director Joint Intelligence Group, Joint Chiefs
of Staff, about Korea. Todd emphasized that it was the
estimate of the Joint Chiefs that the Soviet Union had 1it-
tle to gain in aggression against South Korea. Vandenberg
felt the issue was not Soviet intentions, but U.S. inten-

tions. The United States had Korea and "if we should aban-

don it, it would look like to the whole of Asia that we were

8U.S. Congress, Senate, Economic Assistance to China
and Korea: 1949-1950, Hearings Held in Executive Session
Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, 8lst Congress, 1lst
and 2nd Session(Washington: GPO, 1974), 120-121, 129.
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washing our hands of it and letting it go away."” Vandenberg
believed that Korea was of such symbolic importance that it
could not be abandoned to communist aggression.9

All of these statements might have been reassuring
to Rhee, but what he really wanted to know was what speci-
fic measures the United States would take in case of outside
aggression against South Korea. Unfortunately both NSC 8 and
NSC 8/2 had ignored this subject. While acknowledging the
very real possibility of a North Korean invasion following
U.S. withdrawal, these National Security Council papers
failed to outline the options available if such an event oc-
curred or to suggest a pertinent course of action. Chief of
Staff of the U.S. Army, General Omar Bradley, however, did
address himself to these questions. In an attempt to reopen
discussion on Korea's place in America's national security
policy, Bradley prepared a report that was intended for
both the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the State Department..’

The report, entitled "Implications of a Possible Full
Scale Invasion from North Korea Subsequent to Withdrawal of
U.S. Troops from South Korea," outlined five basic courses.
of action for the United States should South Korea be in-

vaded. The options had to be considered because South Korea

might be overthrown and the Korean peninsula lost to

91bid., 179, 185.
10Memo by the Department of the Army to the Depart-
ment of State,June 27,1949, FR,1949,VII(2), 1046-1055.
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Communist domination by default if America did not adopt a
course of action to counter a full-scale Communist invasion.
The fall of Korea would mean that U.S. rehabilitation efforts
and sponsorship had been a "fruitless undertaking." There
would be far-reaching international recrimination to the eif-
fect that U.S. pronouncements to continue to support South
Korea had not been fulfilled. It therefore appeared that
some action would have to be taken.11
One course would be to "implement current emergency
evacuation plans to extricate U.S., nationals and military ad-
visory personnel now accredited to the Government of the
ROK." This course would remove U.S. nationals from the
scene, thus lessening American responsibility for their se-
curity, and would minimize U.S. involvement in a dangerous
situation. Unfortunately it also would be an acknowledgement
of South Korea's weakness and would indicate that America
would not fulfill promises of support. Prudence directed,
however, that this course of action be invoked if the situ-
ation became alarmingly dangerous.lz
A second course of action was "to present the prob-
lem to the U.N. Security Council for consideration as a
threat to the general peace." The problem thus would be

recognized as an international one and the United Nations

could operate in a situation it was created for. In

1 121054., 1053.

Ibid., 1052.
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addition, the Soviet Union would be forced to declare its
cooperative or noncooperative intentions and such a move
would remove the "onus of U.S. unilateral responsibility and
action." The disadvantages were twofold. The United Nations
would have to act without "properly organized machinery to
enforce its dictums . . .", and this course involved delays,
debate, and recrimination. Bradley believed, however, that
this course appeared to be logical and necessary.13

A third option was to initiate police action with
U.N. sanction by introduction of an international force "with
the objective of restoring law and order and restoration of
the 38th parallel boundary invioability." This action would
enhance the prestige of the United Nations, might lead to an

effective and early restoration of the status gquo ante bellum

and could provide a recognized procedure that might discour-
age future violations of law and order. Such an action, how-
ever, might require Congressionai authority, with consequent
delays, and would involve an expenditure of U.S. manpower
and resources at a critical time in European affairs.
Bradley concluded that this course of action was unsound mi-
litarily and should be used only if all other methods failed
and if other member nations fully participated.lb

A fourth course of action was to reconstitute a U.S.

joint task force at the special request of South Korea. This

e10i4., 105h.

131pbia., 1053-1054.
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resolute action would command universal respect and would in-
spire anti-Communist movements around the world. Of course,
this maneuver would be unilateral, would commit resources
needed elsewhere, and would give the Chinese Communists the
opportunity to align themselves openly with North Korea.
This approach carried the risk of bringing Soviet re-entry
into North Korea and could lead "to a long and costly in-
volvement of U.S. forces in an undeclared war." Bradley felt
this plan was unacceptable since it would not finalize the
situation and might lead to world conflict, but he did not
rule out this course if political necessity required it.15
A final option was to extend and apply the Truman
Doctrine to Korea. This would serve as a "tangible indica-
tion of an interest in and support of a part of the world
rapidly succumbing to Communism," and would serve as a de-
terrent to Communist advances toward Japan. But it also
could give the appearance that the United States was trying
to perpetuate a government which the popular will did not
totally support. Such an action also would place a further
strain on the U.S. Government, already faced with deficit
spending, perhaps leading fo a dilution of funds available
for military assistance programs of greater strategic impor-
tance. Bradley felt that a comparison could be made to the

situation in Greece, where a legally constituted government

151pi4., 1055.
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was threatened, but thereafter any similarity disappeared.
In Bradley's view, "To apply the Truman Doctrine to Korea
would require a prodigious effort and vast expenditures far
out of proportion to the benefits to be expected."16
Bradley concluded that in case of a full-scale mili-

tary invasion from North Korea, which South Korea could not

counter successfully, the United States should adopt the

first two options of evacuation and presentation of the prob
lem to the U.N. Security Council. He further recommended
that both the Joint Chiefs and the State Department consider
this report for reference to the National Security Council
for a reopening of discussions about U.S. Korean policy.17
The Joint Chiefs reaction was to restate previous
policy--that is, Korea was of little strategic importance to
the United States and any commitment of U.S. forces would be
ill-advised and impracticable in view of America's heavy in-
ternational obligations and her limited resources.18 while
the Joint Chiefs rejected it, and while it did not lead to
a reconsideration of NSC 8/2, Bradley's report served to
place the issues before the key policy makers. The report
was an attempt to reach a balanced politico-military assess-
ment of both the problems faced in Korea and of their pos-

sible solution. Bradley expressed a keen political sense in

concert with his military expertise in evaluating the various

18

61pid.,1056.  17Ibid.,1048. Ibid., 1056-57.
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options open to the United States in Korea--something that
many policy makers in the State and Defense Department had
failed to address themselves to.

One of the report's important points was that the
rejection of application of the Truman Doctrine to Korea was
another sign that containment was not a worldwide U.S. poli-
cy--the United States had vital commitments elsewhere of
greater strategic importance than South Korea. Nonetheless,
Bradley was not ready to write-off Korea. As Acheson had
tried to do in 1947 in discussing the Truman Doctrine in
Senate hearings, Bradley sought a middle groﬁnd for U.S.
policy between the two extremes of areas of vital strategic
importance, such as Germany and Japan, and areas which had
to be written off as within the Russian sphere of physical
force, such as Eastern Europe. For Bradley, policy for
such areas appeared to be predicated on multilateral rather
than unilateral action.

Bradley was not alone in the summer of 1949 in re-
assessing U.S. policy in Korea and Asia as a whole. Dean
Acheson in July, 1949, asked Ambassador at Large Philip
Jessup, to draw up a program of action for Asia, with esti-
mates of its cost to America, that would be applicable to
areas not under Communist control. The program was to be
based on the "assumption that it is the fundamental deci-
sion of American policy that the United States does not

intend to permit further extension of Communist domination
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on the Continent of Asia . . . ." The practical admission
that it might be beyond the capabilities of the United States
to pay the costs of such a program tempered Acheson's re-
quest.19 The request was an indication, however, that the
feasibility of extending the containment policy to Asia was
at least being contemplated.
The first result of Acheson's request was a Novem-
ber 16, 1949 paper entitled "Outline of Far Eastern and
Asian Policy for Review With the President." This searching
paper recognized that a tide of revolution was sweeping Asia,
composed both of a "national revolt against colonial impe-
rialism and discontent with existing economic and social
conditions.” The source of this revolutionary fervor arose
from "long-range indigenous problems" which would continue
to plague Asia for decades and which quick panaceas could not
solve. To a certain extent, the Communists had captured this
revolutionary movement.20
The most important fact in determining the U.S. posi-
tion in Asia would be the basic attitude of the people of
Asia toward the United States. That attitude would be
shaped largely by U.S. policy and actions in regard to the

Asian revolution, especially in how the United States treated

19Philip C. Jessup, The Birth of Nations (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1974), 29.

20t mo by Jessup to Acheson, November 16, 1949,
FR, 1949, VII(Z2), 1209-1214.
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problems in the areas where 1t assumed primary responsi-
bility--Japan, the Philippines, and Korea. One immediate
U.S. objective was to check the spread of Soviet Communism,
but because of the revolutionary nature of the movement in
Asia, this objective had to be reached "principally by means
other than arms." 1In dealing with countries firmly Commu-
nist-controlled, the United States had to meet the situation
"by a recognition of realities rather than by a fruitless
attempt to reverse or ignore the tide of even’cs."21
Jessup believed that in dealing with direct aggres-
sion against Asian countries not covered by treaty, the
United States should act through the machinery of the United

Nations. To combat indirect aggression, America should imp-

lement programs of political and economic support, buttressed

by an expanded propaganda program. The United States also

should work rapidly toward recognition of Communist China,
should build up Japan to relieve the present U.S. burden, and
should continue to support Korea "as a yardstick of U.S.
ability to cope with Asian problems." 1In general, the United
States should work toward developing common action and inte-
rests among the non-Communist nations of Asia.22
While Acheson picked up many of Jessup's conclusions

and interpretations, his paper was not fully accepted as

U.S. policy. On June 10, Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson

21 221hp54., 1212-121k.
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had sent a memorandum to the National Security Council
stating that he was very concerned about the course of events
in Asia and especially about the success of the Chinese Com-
munists. These developments had affected U.S. security seri-
ously and he wanted the National Security Council to prepare
a course of action for the United States to undertake in
Asia. The result of his request was NSC 48/2, which Truman
approved on December 30, 1949. Four basic security objec-
tives in Asia were outlined: first, to develop Asian na-
tions in conformity with U.N. Charter principles; second, to
develop military strength in certain non-Communist Asian na-
tions to maintain internal security and to prevent further
communist encroachment; third, to reduce gradually and even-
tually to eliminate the preponderant power and influence of
the Soviet Union in Asia so that it could not threaten the
United States and its allies in that area; finally, power re-
lationships in Asia that would threafen U.S. security were
to be prevented.23

Some of the components designed to achieve these
policy goals were: support of regional associations of
non-Communist Asian states; development and strengthening,

within available means, of the security of the area from

2370hnson to NSC, June 10,1949, U.S. State Depart-
ment, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1949: National
Security Affairs, Volume I(Washington: GPO, 1976);
Memo by NSC, subj.: The Position of the United States with
Respect to Asia,NSC 48/2, December 30,1949, FR,1949, VII(2),
1215-1220.
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Communist aggression through political, economic, and mili-
tary aid; multilateral or bilateral arrangements to combat
Communist subversion; continue to support South Korea and
continue to recognize Nationalist China until the situation
was further clarified; continue the policy of attempting to
deny Formosa and the Pescadores to the Chinese Communists
through diplomatic and economic means; place primary stra-
tegic emphasis on strengthening the overall U.S. position in
the Philippines, the Ryukyus, and Japan; and finally, try to
to resolve the colonial-nationalist conflict in Asia in such
a way as to gain friends in the area while not hurting the
colonial powers who were America's European allies.24
The basic position of NSC 48/2 was aimed toward
the containment of communism in Asia, and hopefully to
rolling back the red tide. But underlying the policy was
a firm commitment to balancing ends and means. While no-
thing in the study committed America to a particular course
of action in the event of aggression in Korea, nothing
ruled out the possibility of armed intervention. The major
concern of U.S. policy makers was internal subversion, not
overt aggression. Finally, the report reiterated a firm
U.S. commitment to the offshore littoral defense of Asia
that MacArthur had first outlined in 1948 to George

Kennan and again in June, 1949, and which Dean Acheson

24ysc 48/2, FR,1949, VII(2), 1215-1220.
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25

restated in his famous National Press Club speech.
On January 12, 1950, Secretary-of State Dean Acheson
gave his controversial National Press Club speech. Speaking
for over an hour from a single page of rough notes, Acheson
outlined the problems facing the United States in Asia. A
nationalistic fervor that symbolized a growing rebellion
against both foreign domination and the normal condition of
life in the area was sweeping across Asia. The danger was
that Russian imperialism, employing the new methods, skills,
and concepts of Communism, would subvert the nationalist
movement to Russia's advantage.26
In outlining America's defense perimeter in Asia,
Acheson repeated both MacArthur and NSC 48/2, by placing the
emphasis in Asia on an offshore littoral defense. But he
added that no one person could guarantee against a military.
attack in the Pacific. Such a guarantee, however, "was

hardly sensible or necessary within the realm of practical

25Re ort by the Director of the Policy Planning

Staff(Kennan), March 25, 1948, FR,1948, VI, 709; New York
Times, March 2, 1949. 1In a May 4, 1949 paper entitled "The
Strategic Importance of the Far East to the United States
and the U.S.S.R.," the CIA concluded that "U.S. strategic
interests in the Far East, therefore, are immediate and con-
tinuing, even if limited to denying consolidated Soviet
control of the region. Key to this denial is integrated
U.S. control of the offshore island chain extending from
the Philippines to Japan." See CIA File, Modern Military.
Branch, National Archives, Washington, D.C.

26Princeton Seminars, Dean Acheson Papers, Harry S.
Truman Library; U.S. Department of State, American Foreisn
Policy, 1955: Basic Documents, 2 vols. (Washington: GPO,
1957), 1I, 2311-2320.
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relationship.” When attacks occurred the initial reliance
had to be on the people attacked to resist and then upon
"the commitments of the entire civilized world under the
Charter of the United Nations, which so far has not proved
a weak reed to lean on by any people who are determined to
protect their independence against outside aggression."
Acheson, however, reflected the tone of NSC 48/2 when he
warned against becoming obsessed with military conside-
rations. The major fears he expressed were about internal
threats rather than external ones.z?
Acheson added a clear warning about Korea. The
United States had given South Korea "great help in getting

established" and the President was asking Congress to con-

tinue to help until the Republic of Korea was established

firmly. 1In Acheson's view, "The idea that we should scrap
all of that, that we should stop half-way through the
achievement of the establishment of this country seems to
me to be the most utter defeatism and utter madness in our
interests in Asia."28
On January 31, 1950, the same day he authorized the
Atomic Energy Commission to proceed with development of the

hydrogen bomb, Truman set in motion a re-examination of

American objectives in peace and war, and the effect on these

27State Department, Basic Documents,II, 2311-2320.
28

Ibid.
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objectives "of the probable fission bomb capability and pos-
sible thermonuclear capability of the Soviet Union."29
Truman's request resulted from more than Soviet explosion of
an atomic bomb, which he had announced on September 23, 1949.
The "loss of China", and the subsequent Sino-Soviet treaty,
had shocked and alarmed many Americans. China became a bit-
ter bipartisan issue that put the Truman Administration on
the defensive. Soviet possession of the atomic bomb, estab-
lishment of the People's Republic of China in October, 1949,
Sino-Soviet negotiations in December, 1949, and increased
domestic furor over Communism, led Truman to'request a
re-evaluation of U.S. foreign policy objectives.

The report Truman requested was produced on April 7,
1950, and later became NSC 68. This paper concluded that the
historical distribution of power in the world had been ba- .
sically altered. As a résult of WWII, power had gravitated
to the Soviet Union and the United States. Redistributions
of power, however, had occurred before. What made this situ-
ation different was that the Soviet Union was "antimated by
a new fanatic faith, antithetical to our own, and seeks to
impose its absolute authority over the rest of the world."
Thus conflict had become endemic and was waged "on the part

of the Soviet Union by violent or non-violent methods, in

29Truman to Acheson, January 31, 1950, U.S. Depart-
ment of State, Foreien Relations of the United States,
1950: National Security Affairs, Volume i(Washington: GPO,
1977), 141-142.
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accordance with the dictates of expediency."” The develop-
ment of nuclear weapons threatened world annihilation and
any substantial extension of present Soviet holdings would
raise the possibility that no adequate coalition could be
formed to confront the Soviet Union with a greater strength,
making war very likely. Thus, the United States, at the
point of its greatest strength, was also in its deepest
peril.30

The Soviet Union believed that to retain its abso-
lute power in Russia and in the areas it presently held, it
was necessary to expand dynamically in order to eliminate any
effective opposition to its authority. The Soviet design
called "for the complete subversion or forcible destruction
of the machinery of government and structure of society in
the countries of the non-Soviet world . . .To that end Soviet
efforts are now directed toward the domination of the
Eurasian land mass." As the primary center of opposition to
Soviet expansion, the United States was Russia's principal
enemy, and America‘'s integrity and vitality had to be sub-
verted or destroyed if the Kremlin was to achieve its
fundamental policy goals.31

The Soviet Union viewed the United States as its

30Report to e NSC by the Executive Secretary (Lay),
NSC 68, U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security,
April 14, 1950, Ibid., 237-238.

31pid., 238
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greatest enemy because the implacable purpose of the slave
state was to eliminate the challenge of freedom. This fact
placed the two great powers at opposite poles. The idea of
freedom was the most contagious idea in history, more so .
than the idea of submission to authority. This explained
why the existence and persistence of the idea of freedom was
a permanent and continuous threat to the foundation of the
Soviet "slave society." The result was the Soviet Union's
continual hostility to free societies. The Kremlin's as-
sault on "free institutions was now worldwide," and "in the
context of the present polarization of power a defeat of free
institutions anywhere is a defeat everywhere." Thus,
America's free society unwillingly found itself "mortally
challenged by the Soviet system."32

The only way the free world could meet the challenge
was to develop its material and moral strength. In the ab-
sence of an affirmative decision on America's part, the rest
of the free world was almost certain to become demoralized.
Force shouvld be applied to compel Soviet acceptance of terms
consistent with U.S. objectives. To achieve this, the United
States had to be able to apply power on both a worldwide
basis and on a limited local basis.”>
The Soviet Union's possession of atomic weapons and

a realization on its part of the improbability of the United

321pid., 239-240.  P1vid., 242, 255.
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States prosecuting a preventive war, put a premium on piece-
meal aggression against others. The risk of having no better
choice than to capitulate or to precipitate a global war at
any of a number of pressure points was a danger that was
multiplied by the weakness it imparted to the U.S. position
in the Cold War. Instead of appearing strong and resolute,
the United States was continually on the verge of appearing
and being alternately irresolute and desperate. When related
to the world situation .confronting the United States, it was
clear that America's military strength was dangerously inade-
quate. A program was needed to build up the strength of the
free world to support a firm policy intended to check and
roll-back the Kremlin's drive for wbrld domina’cion.y+

NSC 68 concluded that "Soviet domination of the po-
tential power of Eurasia, whether achieved by armed aggres-
sion or by political and subversive means, would be strate-
gically and politically unacceptable to the United States."
It thus was imperative for America to "organize and enlist
the energies and resources of the free world in a positive
program for peace which will frustrate the Kremlin design
for world domination by creating a situation in .the free
world to which the Kremlin will be compelled to adjust." The
35

execution of such a build-up required a positive program.

Not everyone, however, accepted the concepts of

341bid., 26&.  S1bid., 282-283, 287.
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NSC 68 in April, 1950. For example, George Kennan and

Charles Bohlen of the Policy Planning Staff, both opposed

36 More im-

the document as being simplistically dangerous.
portant, President Truman was deeply concerned about the
costs of the program envisaged in NSC 68. Paul Nitze, Di-
rector of the Policy Planning Staff and one of the authors
of NSC 68, recalls that no one dared to put in any specific
figures because they were thinking along the lines of $50
billion a year for defense.37 The conclusions and theories
of NSC 68 needed a concrete event to prove their validity.
When the Korean War came along, U.S. policy mekers had a
ready-made explanation for the conflict, with an appropriate
response and course of action to follow at hand. But until
the North Korean invasion occurred, the ideas expressed in
NSC 48/2 and in Acheson's January 12 speech, were operative.
The ideas expressed in those documents were that
while Korea did not have great military value, it did have
tremendous political value in the Cold War. The official
statements made in 1949 and 1950, outlined in this chapter,
make it clear that a firm foundation for U.S. intervention

in Korea had been laid well before NSC 68 was written.

This unspoken commitment was based both on the power

36Kennan to Acheson, February 17, 1950, Ibid., 160-
163; Bohlen to Nitze, April 5, 1950, Ibid., 221-223.

Iprinceton Seminars, Dean Acheson Papers, Harry
S. Truman Presidential Library.
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and prestige of the fledgling United Nations, and on the ex-
istence of a balance of strength between the two Koreas. It
is important to remember that what surprised the United
States in June, 1950 was not North Korean aggression, but
the type of aggression. Policy makers expected U.N. protec-
tion to be sufficient to prevent overt acts of aggression,
especially by the Soviet Union, and they believed South
Korea was capable of dealing with internal subversion. Thus
the United States expected trouble in Korea, but trouble of
a covert nature, not an outright invasion. These points were
made several times in 1949 and 1950.

In the Senate hearings on economic aid for Korea and
China, Major General W.E. Todd listed four possible actions
that would be detrimental to South Korean survival. First
was the indirect type of North Korean aggression taking place
at that moment under direction of a Communist underground
from North Korea. Second, were bordér clashes that had been
going on for some time. Third, was aggression on the part
of the North Korean Army. Last, was "direct action on the
part of Soviet armed forces."38

The Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that any direct
Soviet action was the most unlikely of all possible events.
Any action on the part of the North Korean Army also was im-

probable because numerically the forces of the North and

38

U.S. Senate, Economic Assistance, 175.
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South were almost equal. Without outside armed aid, the
North Korean Army could not "pay the price” of aggression.
Todd believed that if "the .Soviets attach any priority to
areas in which they would like to move by means of armed ag-
gression, Korea would be at the bottom in that list of pri-
orities." Todd also did not feel that the Soviet Union
"would even encourage the North Korean Army to invade South
Korea." He believed that Russia "would improve its strate-
gic position very little in the Far East by occupying
South Korea."39

Another factor would make the Soviet Union reluc-
tant to take aggressive action--South Korea had been given
"some degree of recognition by the United Nations . . . ."
Senator Vandenberg agreed with Todd, noting that an at-
tack on South Korea "would be a fundamental challenge to
the entire United Nations, and I doubt whether that will
be lightly undertaken . . . ." At another point, he ob-
served that a Soviet attack "would be a frontal attack on
the United Nations and I do not believe they are going to
do any such thing. There are too many others places where
they can operate without that moral handicap . . ."40

Ambassador Muccio reiterated this opinion on Au-
gust 20, in a dispatch to Acheson. Muccio noted that since

America's policy was to support South Korea diplomatically,

Lo

39I_b;i_d-. 175-177. Ibid., 179-182.
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economically, and militarily, it was of prime importance that
the United Nations "should remain seized with the Korean
problem . . . ." Muccio wanted some kind of U.N. commission
present in Korea, because "Apart from evidencing the moral
responsibility of the United Nations to Korea, the primary
value of the U.N. Commission is to serve as a barrier to Com-
munist aggression." The U.N. blessing of South Korea had ex-
ercised a profound influence on both sides of the parallel
and served to make North Korea and the Soviet Union hesitant

to invade the Republic of Korea.ul

The sense of the Senate hearings and Muccio's

August 20 dispatch was that it was very improbable that the
Soviet Union would invade South Korea. The strategic value
of South Korea did not outweigh its liabilities for Russia
in 1ight of South Korea's close relationship to the United .
Nations. A North Korean invasion was discounted because
military parity supposedly existed between the two countries.
Both Acheson's speech and Jessup's paper agreed about the
improbability of an invasion as they placed their emphasis
on the threat of internal subversion. Acheson, Jessup, and
Muccio believed, or wanted to believe, that the United Na-
tions would serve as a break against a possible invasion.

The United States evinced little alarm about a

Mpuceio to Acheson, August 20, 1945, FR, 1949,
VII(2), 1068.
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possible invasion of South Korea.42 The belief that the
forces of the two countries were balanced was a key element
in explaining this feeling. The United States in 1949 had
left behind $110 million in matdriel, enough to equip
50,000 men--this was, however, all that South Korea was to
receive before June, 1950. Colonel John Baird, Acting Chief
of the Korean Military Adviser Group, informed Muccio in Oc-
tober, 1949, that "the type and quality of matériel avail-
able to South Korea was inadequate for war." South Korea
was outnumbered in everything but individual weapons.Lp3
Muccio informed Washington on November 6, 1949, that
something had to be done "to enable the ROK to put up an eif-
fective defense against expanding North Korean air power."
Without such aid, South Korean security would be jeopardized
and "we will consequently risk loss of our objectives in
Korea." He followed on the 10th, with a plea for more and

Lh

heavier artillery and a strengthening of the coast guard.

42In February, 1949, the CIA concluded that "Withdra-
wal of U.S. forces from Korea in the spring of 1949 would
probably in time be followed by an invasion, timed to coin-
cide with Communist-led South Korean revolts, by the North
Xorean People's Army, possibly assisted by small battle-
trained units from Communist Manchuria." It further was com-
cluded South Korean security forces could not resist such an
attack in the spring of 1949, and probably not before January
1950. See CIA-ORE 3-49, February, 1949,"Consequences of U.S.
Troop Withdrawal From Korea in Spring, 1949," in CIA files,
Modern Military Branch, National Archives, Washington D.C.

uBSchnabel, Policy, 36.

uhMuccio to Acheson, November 8 and 10, 1949,

FR,1949, VII(2), 1094-1095.
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On November 28, 1949, the State Department responded
to the pleas of Muccio and General William Roberts, Chief of
Korean Military Advisory Group, that aid for Korea not be re-
duced to $10.23 million, as proposed. Seoul was told that
decisions had to be based on both overall national interest
and on evaluations of the comparative risks of an inadequate
program in one country as against a similar situation in an-
other country. The State Department wanted to know if the
risks involved in implementing only a $10.23 million program
in Korea were unacceptable. If so, what minimum increase was
needed to make the risks acceptéble? If the $10.23 million
could not be increased, should the Military Defense Assis-
tance Program for Korea be abandoned? The State Department's
note was not designed to encourage continued criticism about
the inadequacies of U.S. aid. Muccio informed Washington
that while the money was insufficient to meet all the con-
tingencies involved in repulsing an all-out attack, it was
- still a sum that would be very valuable.45

On April 20, 1950, the Chargé in Korea, Everett
Drumright, pointed out that the recently approved $110 mil-
lion military aid program for Korea delivered only $108 of
aid in 1950. This was especially serious because "all ve-

hicle and weapons spare parts and all powder and primers for

45Acting Secretary of State to Embassy In Korea,
November 28, 1949, Ibid., 1102; Muccio to Acheson, Decem-
ber 1, 1949, Ibid., 1102-1103.
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the arsenal program are scheduled for delivery in FY

1952, n46

The parts situation for the South Korean Army was
equally disturbing to General Roberts. On May 5, he re-
ported that "The six months supply of parts is exhausted and
it is estimated that 10-15% of the weapons, and 30-35% of
the vehicles are unserviceable." Roberts believed it was
significant that spare parts for South Korea were not sched-
uled to arrive until 1952, because unless "prompt, effective
and vigorous measures" were taken, the Army would be dan-
gerously reduced in firepower, mobility, and logistical sup-
port. The best fighting troops were “"virtually worthless"
if they could not support themselves logistically.47
General Roberts informed G-3 in March, 1950, that the
South Korean Army would do an excellent job against "inferior
ground forces of North Korea . . .," but if the North Korean
Army attacked with its superior air force, "South Korea would
take a bloody nose," and the people would follow the winner
and "South Korea would be gobbled up to be added to the rest
of Red Asia." On June 6, Muccio told a Senate Committee
that the matériel superiority of the North Korean Army would

provide the margin of victory in any conflict between the two

Koreas. On the 14th, while citing superior South Korean

uéDrumright to Acheson, April 20, 1950, U.S. Depart-

ment of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950:
Korea, Volume VII (Washington: GPO, 1976), 47.

47Muccio'to Acheson, May 5, 1950, Ibid., 93-96.
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training, leadership, morale, and better small arms, Muccio
was forced to report that North Korea's air power, tanks, and
heavier artillery gave it the preponderance of strength.48
Optimistic reports, however, balanced the pessimistic
ones that struck at a key assumption of policy makers. One
such optimistic report was from Ambassador at Large Philip
Jessup, on January 14, 1950, after an on-the-spot inspection.
While acknowledging the need for at least a few aircraft,
anti-aircraft guns, and 1ight tanks, overall Jessup gave the
South Koreans high marks. Additionally, on several occasions
both Muccio and Roberts undercut or backed-off earlier esti-
mates and requests for increased military aid. General
Roberts also often contradicted his pessimistic reports.
Finally, William Foster, of the Economic Cooperation Admini-
stration, informed the same Senate Committee that Muccio had
testified before on June 6, that the South Korean Army could

meet any North Korean challenge.u9

48Roberts to General Bolte, G-3, March 8, 1950, Re-
cently Declassified Dccuments on Korea, Modern Military
Branch, National Archives; Muccio to Acheson, June 14, 1950,
FR,1950, VII, 105; Schnabel, Policy, 39. 1In 1949, 20,000
combat-seasoned Koreans were released from the Chinese Com-
munist Army to return to North Korean. In addition, 40,000
draftees were added to the North Korean Army in 1949. By the
time of the invasion, North Korea had 150,000-200,000 men in
its army, including 40,000 Korean returnees from China's
army. See Scalapino and Lee, Communism in Korea, II, 392-3.

u9Jessup to Acheson, January 14, 1950, FR,1950, VII,
1-3; Memo of Conversation by Officer in Charge of Korean Af-
fairs(Bond), May 10, 1950, Ibid., 79; Memo by Acting Director
of the Mutual Defense Assistance Program(Ohly) to Rusk,
May 10, 1950, Ibid., 82; Schnabel, Policy, 40.
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The last pre-invasion CIA evaluation of the current
capabilities of the North Korean regime, however, could not
have inspired confidence among U.S. officials. According
to the CIA, North Korea was a "firmly controlled Soviet
satellite that exercises no independent initiative and de-
pends entirely on the support of the U.S.S.R. for exis-
tence." North Korea was capable of continuing and increas-
ing its present program of internal subversion, but this
would not be sufficient to achieve its goal of control of
all of Korea so long as U.S. economic and military aid to
South Korea was continued.50 |

But the CIA warned that the capability of the North
Korean Army for both short and long-term overt military ope-
rations was being further developed. North Korea possessed
a "superiority in armor, heavy artillery and aircraft."”

Thus its armed forces "had the capability for attaining lim-
ited objectives against South Korea, including capture of
Seoul." Despite the North Korean superiority, it was uncer-
tain that they could control South Korea without the active
participation of Soviet or Chinese military units. This was
unlikely, as the threat of a general war would restrain
Russia from intervening, and because Moscow would oppose

Chinese intervention as being a threat to Soviet control

50Memo by the CIA, Current Capabilities of the North
Korean Regime, June 19, 1950, FR,1950, VII, 109-120.
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over North Korea.51

The CIA made it clear, however, that the "ultimate
objective of the Soviet Union and of the North Korean regime
was the elimination of the ROK and the unification of the
Korean peninsula under Communist domination." Open invasion
had "thus far been delayed in favor of a coordinated campaign
involving political pressure within South Korea, subversion,
propaganda, intimidation, economic pressure, and military ac-
tion by infiltration of guerilla forces." So far, although
this campaign had not been decisive, it had been successful
in damaging seriously the South Korean economy at a rela-
tively slight cost to the Communists.52

The CIA evaluation was not an optimistic one. An
invasion was not ruled out if present Communist tactics
failed, and the CIA was less than confident about South
Korea's ability to resist a North Korean invasion under the
present conditions. Yet in the final analysis, the CIA saw
no need to be on guard against an imminent invasion.53

While the CIA report did not reflect the current

feelings of outward confidence then evident in Washington

Al1pid., 109-111.  22pid., 120.

53Ibid. A G-2 report of June 19, presented strong
evidence of North Korean plans to invade South Korea. But
this report, like most others in the spring of 1950, which
showed significant troop movements and concentrations around
the 38th parallel, were "poorly evaluated in the field and
at the higher echelons." See Schnabel, Policy, 62-64.
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about South Korea's future, the official attitude toward
South Korean estimates of North Korean strength did. These
estimates were routinely dismissed as being 50%-70% too

54

large””, though as it turned out they were much more accurate
than U.S. estimates. The United States also dismissed the
anxiety that Acheson's January 12 speech had created in South
Korea. Korean Ambassador John Chang on January 20 said that
Acheson's statement when combined with the House rejection
on January 19 of the Korean aid bill, raised a serious gques-
tion as to whether the United States was abandoning South
Korea.55
Chang, in an April 3 discussion with Rusk and Niles
Bond of the State Department, wanted "to impress upon the De-
partment the importance which the Korean Government and
people attached to their apparent exclusion from the defense
plans of the United States in the Far East." Rusk informed
Chang that he should not put "too much faith in what he read
in the newspapers." After denigrating the significance of
the "so-called 'defense line'", Rusk added that the "infe-
rence that the United States had decided to abandon the ROK
56

to its enemies was scarcely warranted .

_ Srunright to Acheson, May 11, 1950, FR,1950, VIL,
83; Ibid., May 11, 1950, Ibid., 8k.

55Memo of Conversation by John Williams of the Office
of Northeast Asian Affairs, January 20, 1950, Ibid., 12.

56Memooi’Conversation by Niles Bond, April 3, 1950,
Ibid., 64-65. ‘
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South Korean confidence was not fortified when Sena-
tor Connally on May 5, said that abandonment of South Korea
was going to happen, "whether we want it to or not . . .When-
ever North Korea takesanotion to, she can just overrun
Korea . . . ."57 Rhee regarded Connally's remarks as "an
open invitation to the Communists to come down and take over
South Korea." According to Drumright, "Rhee's faith in the
determination of the United States to assist Korea in event
of North Korean aggression had been shaken to an appreciable
extent by Senator Connally's remarks." The U.S. failure to
meet South Korea's request for air support and the apparent
failure to supply Korea with military supplies and equipment
under the terms of the Mutual Defense Assistance program had

further shaken Rhee's faith. Drumright believed that these

factors, when coupled with persistent "talk" that Korea was

outside the U.S. Far Eastern strategic defense zone, was

having a very unsettling effect on Korean officials and

the public.58
How unsettling these remarks had been, was made clear

in a May 12 press conference, during which Rhee pointed out

that North Korean troops were concentrating near the 38th

parallel--and not to invade Japan or China. Rhee causti-

cally noted that the "In South Korea the United States has

57Rusk to Webb, May 2, 1950, Ibid., 64-65.

58Memo of Conversation by Drumright, May 9, 1950,
Ibid., 77-78.

- 178 -

D ———————




one foot in South Korea and one foot outside so that in case
of an unfavorable situation it could pull out." Rhee felt
that if the United States wanted to aid South Korea, it
should go beyond mere "lip service."59
In part, John Foster Dulles' stopover in Korea,
while visiting Japan, was intended to give some reassurance
to the South Korean government. Dulles told the South
Koreans that formal pacts were not necessary prerequisites to
common action against a common foe and that the important
thing was for a government to prove by its actions that it
was in fact a loyal member of the free world, in which case
it could count on the support of the other members of the
free world against an act of communist aggression.60
The success of Dulles' efforts to reassure the Korean
leadership is a moot point, since in less than one week North
Korea launched its invasion of South Korea. Not only the
invasion, but its swift and overwhelming success came as a
shock to U.S. officials. Some officials, however, had not
been entirely honest with themselves, as they ignored clear
signs of weakness in the South Korean military and they
disregarded the growing strength of the North Korean Army.

To do so made it possible to avoid making hard decisions

about future U.S. actions in Korea.

5% o0otnote 2, Ibid., 85.
60

Memo of Conversation by Director of the Office of

Northeast Asian Affairs(Allison), June 19,1950, Ibid., 108-9.
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In a memorandum prepared on June 29, 1950, Dulles
did an excellent job of summing up why the United States
had been surprised and why South Korea had done so poorly
in defending itself. Dulles believed there were four basic
reasons for the large initial success of the North Koreans.
First, the South Korean Army was, by U.S. decision, without
combat planes, tanks, and heavy artillery, although the
United States was aware that the enemy possessed these
weapons in substantial quantity and in good quality. Se-
cond, there was a failure to evaluate properly intelligence
information, which showed that over several weeks there had
been a gradual concentration of troops and tank formations
along the 38th parallel. Third, there was a mood of com-
placency on the part of U.S. military advisers, the result
of overconfidence in the morale and discipline of the South
Korean Army. Finally, Tokyo was not informed promptly, and

when informed did not evaluate the attack as serious until

the third day when Seoul was within the enemy's grasp.é1

Dulles' assessment was probably correct, but it was
not terribly pertinent on June 29, 1950. The question that
had to be dealt with immediately was what response the
United States wouid make to the North Korean invasion. In
1949-1950, numerous American officials had stressed both

South Korea's continued existence as a symbol of U.S.

61Memo by Dulles, Consultant to the Secretary of

State, June 29, 1950, Ibid., 237-238.
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credibility in Asia and that America could not afford to
abandon South Korea to Communist aggression. Given the
importance placed on South Korea's survival and on the role
of the United Nations as the moral force underpinning that
survival, the U.S. response in June, 1950, was predictable

and almost inevitable.




CHAPTER VII
INTERVENTION IN THE KOREAN WAR

At 4:00 a.m., June 25, 1950, North Korean forces in-
vaded South Korea.1 Coordinated columns of Russian-made
tanks and Russian-trained troops followed massed artillery
fire and "rolled back the South Korean defenders, enguliing
and destroying whole units in a well-conceived and careifully
prepared military operation. North Korean planes, giving
tactical support, were virtually unchallenged."2

At 9:26 p.m., June 24, the State Department re-
ceived Muccio's first report of the attack. Within the
hour, Assistant Secretary of State Dean Rusk and Secretary
of the Army Frank Pace arrived at the State Department--to

be joined shortly by Deputy Under-Secretary of State Freeman

Matthews, Ambassador at Large Philip Jessup, Assistant

1Korean time is 13 hours ahead of Washington's time.
Dates cited in documents in the footnotes correspond to
the sender‘'s time.

2Schnabel, Policy, 61. Captured and authenticated
North Korean attack orders leave no doubt about North Korean
initiation of the attack. See General Maxwell Taylor, G-3,
to CINCUNC (Ridgway), April 28, 1951, DA 89832, Box 31,
Records of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Geographic File
(Korea), 1951-1953, Record Group 218, Modern Military
Branch, National Archives, Washington D.C.
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Secretary of State for the United Nations John Hickerson,
Ruth Bacon of Far Eastern affairs, and Theodore Achilles oif
of the Western European Affairs Division.3 At around
11:00 p.m., this group made the initial report and recom-
mendation to Acheson, who was spending the weekend at Hare-
wood Farm, that the matter be brought before the U.N. Se-
curity Council. Acheson informed Truman, and suggested
that the Security Council meet, to which Truman agreed
if Acheson believed it was necessary.u
The decision to place the problem before the United
Nations was made on the strength of Muccio's first telegram,
as all attempts to gain further clarification failed. By
2:00 a.m., June 25, Acheson approved the decision to go to
the Security Council in order that both news of the attack
and of the decision to sutmit the case to the United Nations

5

could appear in the morning papers.” While Acheson was not

a great supporter of the United Nations, viewing it as "an

arena for troublemaking," his decision was in keeping with

6

the tenor of U.S. policy in Korea since 1947.° The United

3Muccio to Acheson, June 25, 1950, FR, 1950, VII,
125; Editorial Note, Ibid., 167-127.

QMemo. Acheson's Phone Call to the President, June
24, 1950, George Elsey Papers, Harry S. Truman Library;
Editorial Note, FR, 1950, VII, 127.

JEditorial Note, FR, 1950, VII, 127.

6Gaddis Smith, The American Secretaries of State
and Their Diplomacy: Dean Acheson, Volume XVI (New York:
Cooper Square Publishers, 1972), 383.
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States had tied South Korea's existence to the ﬁnited
Nations and had relied on the organization as a deterrent
to actions precisely such as North Korea had taken. To
ignore the United Nations now would have been impolitic,
if not illogical.

Ruth Bacon and David Wainhouse completed the U.S.
draft resolution for the Security Council at 2:00 a.m.,

June 25.7 The resolution was prepared in haste, without the
aid of a full-scale policy discussion or review, and as such,
it represented only a temporary measure designed to "make
do" until U.S. officials of the highest rank could deter-
mine the best American course of action.

While the United States was preparing to go before
the United Nations, the situation in Korea continued to de-
teriorate. Muccio informed MacArthur that South Korea's
ammunition supply would run out in ten days.8 On his own
initiative MacArthur ordered supply ships to Pusan under
the protection of U.S. air and naval forces. On June 235,
in a teletype conference, MacArthur informed Washington that
this was an all-out North Korean attempt to subjugate

South Korea and not a limited offensive.9

"Editorial Note, FR, 1950, VII, 127.

8Muccm to Acheson, June 25, 1950, Ibid., 129;

Schnabel, Policy, 65-66.

9Memo of Teletype Conference, Prepared in the De-
partment of the Army, June 25, 1950, R,19§ ViI, 136.
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On Sunday afternoon, June 25, U.S. Deputy Repre-
sentative to the United Nations, Ernest Gross, placed the
American resolution beiore the Security Council. The reso-
lution, after briefly describing U.N. involvement in Korean
affairs, called for all hostilities to cease immediately and
for the North Koreans to withdraw behind the 38th parallel.
The resolution also called upon "All members to render every
assistance to the United Nations in the execution of this
resolution and to refrain from giving assistance to the
North Korean authorities.” The resolution passed 9-0, since
the Soviet representative was absent because of a dispute
over the seating of Communist China.10

The U.S. resolution was open-ended in its potenti-
alities--the phrase "to render every assistance" in exe-
cuting the resolution presented a number of possibilities,
including commitment of U.S. ground forces to Korea. The
Joint Chiefs in a June 25 teletype cbnference with MacArthur
indicated that they did not believe the resolution suffi-
cient for such action. MacArthur was told that he might be
called on to employ U.S. ground and naval forces "to stabi-
lize the combat situation, including if feasible the resto-
ration of the original boundaries at 38 degrees parallel,"

in the event the Security Council called on member nations

1OResolution Adopted by the U.N. Security Council,
June 25, 1950, Ibid., 155-156.
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to take direct action in Korea.11

At the time the first U.N. resolution was prepared
and presented, U.S. policy makers had not reached a decision
on a proper course of action. John Foster Dulles expressed
a generally held hope when he said, "It is possible that the
South Koreans themselves may contain and repulse the attack,
and, if so, this is the best way." MacArthur's estimate
that South Korea would be able to hold reinforced this hope.12
A more widely held feeling, however, was that the
United States would be required to take some sort of action.
At 11:30 a.m., June 25, a high-level State-Defense Depart-
ment conference was held, during which John Davies of the
Policy Planning Staff noted that the extreme Russian move
indicated the Soviet Union "thought all the Far East their
'oyster'", and added that "if they could get away with this
move they would probably move in other areas." The general
consensus of those present was that the U.S. reaction would
be critical and that half-measures would not suffice.13

The U.S. Ambassador in Moscow, Alan G. Kirk, and

Special Representative John Foster Dulles, then in Tokyo,

11Teletype Conference with MacArthur, 7:30 p.m.,
June 25, 1950, Elsey Papers.

12} ting Political Adviser in Japan (Sebald) to
Acheson, June 25, 1950, _FR, 1950, VII, 140; Glen Paige, The
Korean Decision: June 25-30, 1950 (New York: Free Press,
1968), 100; Sebald, MacArthur, 138%4.

35gitorial Note, FR, 1950, VII, 143.
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reiterated the need for action. Kirk saw the aggressive
North Korean military move as a clear-cut Soviet challenge,
“which in our considered opinion the United States should
answer firmly and swiftly as it constitutes a direct threat
to our leadership of the free world against Soviet Communist
imperialism.* The Soviet Union was counting on a U.S. in-
clination to allow "neutralization of the conflict so that
numerically superior North Korean troops could gain a vic-
tory." The Embassy believed the Soviet Union was not pre-
pared to risk a full-scale war over Korea. South Korea
should be aided with all the means at America's disposal.
Dulles spoke in a similar fashion, noting that if South
Korea could not stop the invasion, "U.S; force should be
used even though this risks Russian counter moves." If the
United States sat back while an unprovoked armed attack
overran South Korea, it "would start a disastrous chain of
events leading most probably to world war."14
Late in the afternoon of the 25th, Rusk, George
Kennan, and other members of the Policy Planning Staff, re-
ceived from the Estimates Group of the State Department, a
lengthy intelligence evaluation of the situation. It was
the judgment of the Estimates Group that North Korea in-
tended to attain a decisive victory in South Korea within

the next seven days. South Korea, militarily inferior

Wy 57k to Acheson, June 25, 1950, Ibid., 139:

Sebald to Acheson, June 25, 1950, Ibid., 140.
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because of its lack of air, armor, and heavy artillery,
could offer only limited resistance. Limited aid only in
lieu of a full U.S. commitment, would insure the end of
organized resistance.15
The State Department's intelligence estimate con-
cluded that North Korea was under Soviet control completely.
It was impossible that the invasion had occurred without
prior instructions from Moscow. This open aggression, while
"in line with the increasing militancy that has marked
Soviet policy during the past eight months," was unique in
that it clearly carried with it the risk of involving U.S.
forces and hence the risk of general war. The only expla-
nation possible for the invasion in light of "the apparent
U.S. commitment to South Korea . . .", was that Soviet
global strategy must have required the attack.16
Elimination of South Korea would fit Soviet global
strategy in several ways. First it offered a test on mili-
tarily favorable grounds of the U.S. commitment to its re-
cently announced policy of "total diplomacy". The outcome
of this test probably would influence both Russian and Chi-

nese moves to support Ho Chi Minh, and Burmese and Malaysian

Communists, as well as Soviet moves against Yugoslavia,

15Intelligence Estimate Prepared by the Estimates
Group, O0ffice of Intelligence Research, Department of State,
June 25, 1950, Ibid., 148-149.

161pid., 149.
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Germany, or Iran. Second, a severe blow would be dealt to
U.S. prestige throughout Asia and conversely Soviet advances
would appear inevitable. Third, Soviet control of South
Korea would "secure the approaches to the U.S.S.R."
Finally, Soviet domination of South Korea would be a vital
weapon for “the intimidation of the Japanese in connection
with Japan's future alignment with the United States.”17
The consequences of the invasion would be most im-
portant in Japan and secondly in Western Europe. Japan's
reaction would depend almost entirely upon what the United
States did or did not do in Korea. Rapid and unhesitating
U.S. support for South Korea would reassure Japan and would
weaken existing desires for neutrality. In Europe, a suc-
cessful Soviet-sponsored invasion in Korea would severely
damage U.S. prestige, because "the capacity of a small
Soviet satellite to engage in a military adventure chal-
lenging as many Europeans see it, the might and will of the
United States, can only lead to a serious questioning of
that might and will."18
Well before the first meeting of high-level govern-
ment officials at Blair House at 8:00 p.m., on June 25, the
general tenor of thinking among important U.S. officials

was taking definite form. The invasion was perceived as

Soviet-inspired, requiring from America a positive and

181154., 151-15k.

171p34., 150-151.
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immediate reaction. As the first Blair House meeting began,
the character and degree of that reaction was undetermined.
During the meeting there was a rambling exchange of
assessments and opinions from the various Chiefs and Secre-
taries present. At the outset, Truman put off Secretary of
Defense Johnson's and General Bradley's attempt to make
Formosa the keystone of the discussion. Acheson made a
series of recommendations, among which were authorization
for MacArthur to supply arms and ammunition, to provide U.S.
air cover for evacuation of women and children from Seoul,
and to send a survey team to Korea. Finally, Acheson recom-
mended that the 7th Fleet be placed in the Formosa Straits
to prevent an attack on or from Formosa. He added that in
so doing, the United States should not become involved with
Chiang Kai-shkek and that the United Nations should determine
Formosa's future.19 Acheson's Formosa recommendation "flowed
directly from the complicated deliberations of the previous
eighteen months during which time Taiwan underwent the trans-
formation from a tentative major interest to a full-fledged
one." Thus, the shock of the Korean War became "more the oc-

casion for U.S. intervention than the reason for it."20

19Memo of Conversation by Jessup, June 25, 1950,
Ibid. y 157‘158.

20Russell D. Buhite, "'Major Interests': American
Policy Toward China, Taiwan, and Korea, 1945-1950," Pacific
Historical Review (Fall, 1978), 439-440. For a complete dis-
cussion of this question, see the entire article.
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General Bradley expressed the consensus opinion

that the United States had to draw the line somewhere on
Communist expansion. Russia was not ready for a general war
and Korea offered as good occasion as any for demonstrating
American determination. He added that the United States
"should act under the guise of aid to the U.N." While
Bradley and the rest of the military officials present
agreed to the need for action, they all expressed keen
doubts abcut the advisability of committing U.S. ground
forces to Korea.21

President Truman accepted Acheson's recommendations,
except the one concerning Formosa. MacArthur was ordered
to send supplies and a survey team to Korea. Plans were
to be drawn to destroy Soviet air bases in the Far East
and U.S. air and naval forces were to prevent the North
Korean Army from interfering with the evacuation of U.S.
dependents from the Seoul-Inchon area. Finally, it was
imperative that possible future Soviet moves be assessed.
Truman emphasized that since the United States was "working
entirely for the United Nations," further actions would

be considered only if and when the "U.N. order was

flouted‘"22
21Jessup Memo, June 25, 1950, FR, 1950, VII,
22

Ibid., 160-161.
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The decision to employ U.S. air and naval forces in
maintaining the Seoul-Inchon area was reached without ref-
erence to the United Nations. Inherent in this decision was
the very real possibility of combat with North Korean
forces. It also was an action that "established a prece-~
dent for the later commitment of U.S. ground troops."23

The situation in Korea soon outdated Washington's
initial, limited steps. Muccio, early on the 26th, informed
the State Department of a dangerous, rapidly deteriorating
situation, with imminent collapse of South Korea a possi-
bility. Acheson felt compelled to urge another Blair House
meeting in light of Seoul's inability to make a stand.24
Prior to that meeting, Truman had a revealing conversation
with his personal secretary, George Elsey. Truman told
Elsey that "Korea is the Greece of the Far East. If we are.
tough enough now, if we stand up to them like we did in
Greece three years ago, they won't take any next step .
There is no telling what they'll do if we don't put up a
fight now." Elsey believed that Truman was determined "to
go very much further than MacArthur's initial orders."25

At the June 26 meeting, Acheson suggested that all

23Schnabel, Policy, 70.

2L"l\lluccio to Acheson, June 26, 1950,FR,1950, VII, 170;

Notes on Blair House Meeting,June 26, 1950, Elsey Papers.

25Memo of Conversation Between Truman and Elsey, by
George Elsey, June 26, 1950, Elsey Papers..
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restrictions be waived on air and naval operations in South
Korea and that full support be given to South Korean forces
to destroy North Korean tanks, guns, and troops. This could
be done in conformity with the June 25 Security Council
resolution. Truman approved the action, adding that as yet
no action was to be taken north of the 38th parallel. Ap-
proval was given to increasing U.S. military forces in the
Philippires and to accelerating aid and sending a strong
military mission to Indochina. Finally, Truman agreed to

place the 7th Fleet 1. the Formosa Straits. Placement,

however, was purely verbal, since the understrength Fleet

was needed for the Korean conflict. Not until October,
1950, did the 7th Fleet enter the Formosa Straits, and even
then it probably was not in strength sufficient to prevent
an invasion of Formosa. Acheson was careful once again to -
add that the United States should not get mixzed up in the
question of Chinese administration of Formosa.26
While there was agreement over these moves, the
military continued to express doubts about committing ground
forces to Korea. The U.S. Army, under the pressures of a

penny-pinching, irresponsible Congress and an uninformed

public, had been cut to an active strength of 591,000 men

26Memo of Conversation by Jessup, June 26, 1950,

FR,1950, VII, 178-180; Robert Simmons, The Strained Al-
liance zNew York: Free Press, 1974), 145; Malcolm Cagle,
and Frank Manson, The Sea War in Korea (Annapolis: U.S.
Naval Institute, 1957), 33.
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in June, 1950. Bradley believed that the United States
could not enter Korea and still carry out other commitments
without mobilization. Truman instructed the Joint Chiefs
to think about that possibility, but made it clear that the
United States was going to do everything it could in Korea
"for the United Nations."27
While claiming to be willing to justify future ac-
tions under the first U.N. resolution, U.S. policy makers
felt the need for a much clearer resolution to provide a
veneer of legality to those actions. An additional resolu-
tion also might incite others to act with the United States.
The result was a June 27 Security Council resolution which
called on members of the United Nations "to furnish such
assistance to the ROK as may be necessary to repel the armed
attack and to restore international peace and security to

the area."28

The belief that Russia, because of its cumber-
some bureaucracy, still would be absent from the June 27
Security Council meeting, undoubtedly aided the decision to
seek this resolution.??

Once more the pace of events in Korea forced the

27Ipid., 183. James Schnabel has described the U.S.
Army on the eve of the Korean War as "flabby and soft, still
hampered by an infectious lassitude, unready to respond
swiftly and decisively to a full-scale military emergency."”
See Schnabel, Policy, 45, 60.

28Resolution Adopted by the United Nations Security
Council, June 27, 1950, FR, 1950, VII, 211.

29Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation (New York:
Signet Edition, 1969), 531.
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United States to 30 beyond the decisions reached at the
June 26 Blair House meeting. MacArthur, in compliance with
his orders, sent General John Church and a survey team to
Korea on June 27. On the 28th, Church reported that the
United States would have to commit ground forces to stabi-
lize and restore the situation. MacArthur, on receiving
this report, decided to survey the situation himself.30
While MacArthur was in Korea, Truman approved
another escalation in America's involvement. At the urging
of the Joint Chiefs he agreed to authorize air attacks
against military targets in North Korea and to use U.S.
troops to secure the area around Pusan. At the same time
he rejected a Defense Department directive to MacArthur be-
cause it implied that the United States was ready to go to
war with the Soviet Union. Truman stated that "We must be
damn careful . . .We want to take any steps we have to to
push the North Koreans behind the line, but I don't want us
overcommitted to a whole lot of other things that could
nean war."Jl
MacArthur was authorized on June 30, to bomb military
targets north of the 38th parallel, though he was ordered

to stay "well clear" of the Manchurian and Siberian borders.

30Boy Appleman, South to the Naktong, North to_ the
Yalu (Washington: O0ffice of the Chiei of Military History,
1961), 43-45,

31Notes on the June 29, 1950, Blair House Meeting,
Elsey Papers.
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In addition, MacArthur was authorized to employ U.S. forces
to guard Pusan. He was cautioned, however, that this mea-
sure did not constitute "a decision to engage in war with
the Soviet Union if Soviet forces intervened.” 3Jut the de-
cision had been reached with . full realization of the risks
involved. If Soviet forces did intervene, MacArthur's
troops were to defend themselves, being sure to take no ac-
tion that would aggravate the situation. Washington was to
be informed immediately of the situation for a determination
of proper courses of action.32
The military was willing to employ U.S. air and
naval forces to aid South Kcrza, but it consistently ex-
pressed doubts about using U.S. ground forces in Korea--the
United States had limited resources and Korea was of little
military significance. General Charles Bolté, head of G-3,
reinforced this opinion as late as June 28, when he informed
the Secretary of the Army that the cbmmitment cf major U.S.
ground forces to Korea could have serious effects on the
overall U.S. military position.33 But a different view was
received on June 29, from the Joint Strategic Survey

Committee.

32JCS to MacArthur, June 30, 1950, FR, 1950, VII,
240-241; Courtney Whitney, MacArthur: His Rendezvous With
Destiny (New York: A.A. Knopf, 1656), 326.

33teneral Boltd (G-3), to the Secretary of the Army,
Memo, "Situation in the Far East," June 29, 1950, Carrollton
Press, Declassified Documents Reference System, DDRS 64D.
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The Joint Chiefs were informed that Socuth Korean

capitulation to North Korea was unacceptable politically to
~the United States because of the resultant loss of prestige
and leadership that would occur. MacArthur should be or-
dered to drive the North Koreans north of the 38th parallel,
employing all the forces under his command, as well as other
appropriate forces which should be made available to him.34
This report, suggesting the necessity for political con-
siderations to override military ones, was an important fac-
tor in gaining military acquiescence to the use of U.S.
troops in Korea. The Soviet Union’s reply to an American
note of June 25 and MacArthur's assessment of the situation,
however, were more important factors.

On June 25, the United States sent a note to the
Soviet Union, asking them to disavow any responsibility
"for this unprovoked attack and that it will use its in-
fluence with North Korean authorities to withdraw their in-
vading forces immediately."35 On June 29, the Soviet Union
replied that South Korea had initiated the attack and there-
fore Seoul had to accept the responsibility for the events

now occurring. The Soviet Union added that it adhered "to

3}'}Repor’c by the Joint Strategic Survey Committee

to the JCS, "U.S. Courses of Action in Korea," June 29,
1950, DDRS 250E.

35Acheson to the Embassy in the Soviet Union,
June 25, 1950, FR, 1950, VII, 148.
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the principle of the impermissibility of interference by

w36 Con-

foreign powers in the internal affairs of Korea.
sultants to the National Security Council concluded that -
this answer "was reassuring in indicating that the USSR was
not directly involving itself . . ." in the Korean hostili-
ties, though the same could not be said for Communist
China.37 Moscow's reply, disassociating itself from any
involvement in the Korean situation, encouraged the belief
that there would be no Soviet intervention in Korea.
MacArthur's pessmistic evaluation of conditions in
Korea, based on first-hand observation, reached Washington
in the early morning hours of June 30. The only way to hold
the present line in Korea and to regain lost territory was
"through introduction of U.S. ground combat forces into the
Korean battle area." Unless otherwise directed, he intended
to move immediately a regimental combat team to South Korea
and to follow this later with two di?isions from Japan.
MacArthur was given almost immediate Presidential approval
to send the regimental combat team, but any further build-up
was postponed until the President and his top advisers could

give careful consideration to the request.38

38 irk to Acheson, June 29, 1950, Ibid., 229.

37Memo of NSC Consultants Meeting, June 29, 1950,
FR,1950, I, 327.

ByacArthur to Acheson, June 30, 1950, FR,1950, VI,
248-249; Memo of Teletype Conference Prepared in the Depart-
ment of the Army, June 30, 1950, Ibid., 250-252.
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At 9:30 a.m., June 30, the President met again with
his advisers at Blair House. No opposition was expressed to
the decision to approve the reinforcement of U.S. troops al-
ready committed to Korea. The Joint Chiefs did not speak
in favor of the proposal, but they voiced no objections.39
At 1:22 p.m., June 30, MacArthur was informed that he could
utilize in Korea all U.S. Army forces available to him, sub-

ject only to Japan's security.uo

A short time later, the
United Nations and South Korea placed their troops under
U.S. command, and America became the U.N.'s agent in Korea.

The commitment of U.S. ground forces to Korea, a
political decision rather than one which military necessity
required, was made over the initial objections of the mili-
tary, which had long opposed the use of U.S. troops on the
Asian mainland. The military acquiesced only after Truman
and Acheson made it clear that the United States, for poli-
tical reasons, could not allow South Korea to fall. General
Bradley, in his June, 1949 memorandum, had foreseen that
such a political decision might become necessary.

John Foster Dulles, five weeks before the attack,

expressed the kind of thinking that would later lead the

39‘Edi'l:orial Note, Ibid., 255; Louls Johnson Testi-
mony, U.S. Congress, Senate, Military Situation in the Far
East, 82nd Congress, 1st Session (Washington: GPO, 1951),
258%.

40505 to MacArthur, Jwne 30, 1950, FR, 1950, VII,

263; Schnabel, Policy, 100-101.
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United States to intervene in Korea. In a memorandum to
Dean Rusk and Paul Nitze, Dulles wrote- that the United
States faced a new and critical period in its relations with
the rest of the world. The loss of China had had tremendous
repercussions throughout the world and had marked a shift
in the balance of power in favor of the Soviet Union.
Dulles believed that if U.S. conduct indicated a continued
willingness to fall back and allow doubtful areas to fall
under Soviet control, then many nations would feel confirmed
in the impression that the United States did not expect to
stand firm short of the NATO area and regions which the
Monroe Doctrine traditionally covered. If U.S. conduct
confirmed this conclusion, then an accelerated deterioration
of U.S. influence in the Mediterranean, Northeast Asia, and
the Pacific was inevitable. The situation in Japan, the
Philippines, Indonesia, and the Middle Fast were not places
for "good holding operations once the people feel that
Communism is the wave of the future and that even we are re-
treating before it." Dulles felt that it might be possible
to prevent a series of disastrous losses if "at some doubt-
ful point we quickly take a dramatic and strong stand that
shows our confidence and resolution."l‘L1

Dulles' type of thinking dominated among U.S. offi-
cials in late June, 1950, The United States, as the

41Dulles to Nitze and Rusk, May 18, 1950, FR, 1950,

I, 314-316.
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principal center of the free world, could not allow South
Korea to fall, for as NSC 68 put it, in the mortal conflict
then in progress between the Soviet slave society and the
free world, "a defeat of free institutions anywhere is a de-
feat everywhere." 1In the present biploar world of good and
evil, it was absolutely necessary that the United States
make a stand in Korea and check the advance of evil before
its momentum overwhelmed the free world. Step by step, as
South Korean resistance disintegrated, the United States was
drawn into a land war in Asia. The decision was predictable
and certain given past U.S. policy in Korea and its present
perception of a world divided between a "good" free world
and an aggressive, expansionistic Soviet slave society.

Whether that perception was correct is open to
question. Nikita Khruschev has said that the idea for the
invasion originated with North Korea's Kim Il-sung and that
Stalin agreed to it after consultation with Mao Tase-tung.
According to Khruschev, "We were inclined to think that if
the war were fought swiftly . . .then intervention by the
USA would be avoided." It has been suggested that the
timing of the war can best be understood in terms of in-
digenous conditions on the Korean peninsula. While the
Soviet Union certainly armed the North Koreans and expected
a war, the specific timing of the invasion "was caused by

intense intra-Korean Worker's Party rivalry in the North,
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combined with appeals from South Korean-based guerillas who
had powerful supporters in the North." These pressures may
have forced Kim Il-sung into war before the date, probably
August 7, on which his Soviet mentors had agreed. North
Korea then “"was neither a completely passive 'gun' for an
itchy Soviet trigger finger nor a monolithic system totally
subservient to Moscow."L}2
The precise origins of the invasion may never be known,
but there can be little doubt about American perceptions or
that the Soviet Union did 1little to discourage North Korea's
attack. One can only guess about Soviet motives, but some
of the reasons generally advanced for its approval of the
attack include: a desire to prevent the military and in-
dustrial resurgence of Japan on the side of the free world;
a desire both to regain the initiative in Asia from the re-
cently victorious Chinese Communists and to compensate for
the loss of Manchuria; and finally, fhe withdrawal of U.S.

troops from Korea, as well as America's failure to intervene

42Nikita Khruschev, Khruschev Remembers (Boston:
Little Brown, 1970), 368; Simmons, Strained Alliance, 103,
121. North Korea's premature invasion explaing, Simmons
believes, why supplies from the Soviet Union were still in
the pipeline on June 25, why North Korea was not totally
mobilized, why the Russians were absent from the Security
Council, why both the Russian and Chinese propaganda ma-
chines were slow to react at the beginning of the war,
why China did not attempt an attack on Taiwan before this
more incendiary event, and finally, why the Russians
did not offer as much aid as North Korea wanted, and why
China was slow to offer assistance. See Simmons, Strained
Alliance, 128.
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when China fell, led the Soviet Union to conclude that South
Korea could be taken swiftly and withcut a U.S. response.43
Whatever the Soviet motives, it is clear that the
United States perceived them as harsh confirmation of the
premises of NSC 68. On September 30, Truman approved the
conclusions of NSC 68 "as a statement of policy to be fol-
lowed over the next four or five years." The immediate re-
sult was an increase in the defense budget for 1951 from
$13.5 billion to $48 billion, and in the long run, vastly
expanded defense expenditures. Acheson, Nitze, and others
believed that without the onset of the Korean War, the pro-
gram envisaged in NSC 68 could never have been implemented&h
Some Washington - officials, the most articulate
being George Kennan and Charles Bohlen, opposed the pre-
vailing interpretation of the Korean hostilities. Kennan
did not believe Moscow had launched the Korean operation "as
a first step in a world war or as the first of a series of
local operations designed to drain U.S. strength in periph-
eral theaters." The Soviet Union simply wanted control of

South Korea, saw what looked like a favorable set of circum-

stances in which to achieve it, and feared that if it was

hBIriye, Coid War, 177-178; Ulam, Expansion, 518-
519; Ulam, The Rivals, 170-171; Charles Bohlen, Witness to
History, 1929-1969(New York: Norton, 1973), 293.

uuReport to the NSC by the Executive Secretary(Lay),

September 30, 1950, FR,1950, I, 400; Bert Cochran, Harry S.
Truman and the Crisis Presidency (New York: Funk&Wagnalls,
1973), 290; Acheson, Creation, 546-547; Princeton Seminars,
Dean AcCheson Papers, Harry S. Truman Library.
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not achieved now, time might run out.
Kennan and Bohlen were, however, in the minority.
NSC 73, first submitted July 1, 1950, noted that while the
Soviets were not prepared to engage in a general war, they
would "make every effort to probe the firmness of our pur-
pose and our nerves at other sensitive points, above all in
Germany and Austria . . . ." A real possibility existed
that Moscow would utilize its "satellite", Communist China,
not only in Korea but in Asia generally, "to embarrass us
in every conceivable way . . . ."46 On August 1, the Joint
Service Secretaries in the Defense Department stated that
"the Korean incident has clearly revealed the new pattern
of Soviet aggression and demonstrates that the Soviets have
moved openly into the use of force through puppets in their
attack on the non-Communist world." The U.S. Ambassador in
the Soviet Union believed the Russians "were prepared to
follow up a quick and complete victory in Korea with another
attack where there were adequate prospects for localizing
the conflict or for a great display of saber rattling at
sensitive points."h7 These men reflected the thinking ex-

pressed in NSC 68 about Soviet desires for world hegemony.

45¢ennan to Acheson, August 8, 1950, FR,1950, I,
361; Bohlen, Witness, 291-292.

uéReport to the NSC by the Executive Secretary
(Lay), NSC 73, July 1, 1950, FR,1950, I, 331-338.

47Memo by Pace, Matthews, and Finletter to Johnson,
August 1, 1950, Ibid., 353-355; Kirk to Acheson, August 1,
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The effects of the Korean situation immediately
touched other areas of U.S. policy. In September, Truman
instructed Acheson to propose that Germany be enlisted in

48 He also told

a plan for the integrated defense of Europe.
Acheson to begin negotiations to conclude a peace treaty

with Japan, which the U.S. military had long opposed.

Japan's rearmament also was to be accelerated. KXennan has
suggested that the Korean War destroyed the slight chances
that might have existed for a "Russian-American understanding
in relation to the problems of that region based on the
neutralization and demilitarization of Japan!“9 The effects
on Sino-American relations were even greater. Political
considerations, a desire to keep the conflict in Asia from
spreading to another front, the need to keep Formosa from
becoming an advance base for anti-American activities, and

a desire to gain military acquiescence in committing U.S.

ground forces to Korea, led Truman to place the 7th Fleet

in the Formosa Straits. The decision was a departure from

48Lawrence S. Kaplan has suggested that the Korean
War resulted in a transformation of a "vague commitment of
American assistance to Western Europe in the event of at-
tack . . ." into "specific guarantees of American involve-
ment . . . ." The NATO system was transformed into an or-
ganization capavle of defending Europe from a Soviet ground
attack. Kaplan concludes that the major impact of the
Korean War was in Europe. See Lawrence Kaplan, "The Korean
War and U.S. Foreign Relations: The Case of NATO," in
Francis Heller, ed., The Korean War: A 25-Year Perspective
(Lawrence: Regents Press, 1977), 36-70.

ugAcheson, Creation, 533, 556-557; Kennan, Memoirs,
416-417; Iriye, Cold War, 182.
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the expectations expressed in NSC 48/2 that Formosa was
bound inevitably to fall to Communist China unless the
United States directly intervened, which was considered
militarily unsound. NSC 48/2 had emphasized that U.S.
policy should be directed to exploiting rifts between the
Chinese Communists and the Soviet Union, to America's
advantage.50

The U.S. announcement of the placement of the 7th
Fleet in Communist China's path to Formosa was made even
more provocative since it was a purely verbal imposition.
Secretary of Defense Johnson acknowledged in July that the
Fleet might not be able to prevent a successful Communist
invasion, because it lacked the power to participate in

51

both Korea and the Formosa Straits. This action could not
help but provoke the Chinese, yet Acheson coﬁfinued to be-
lieve throughout the summer of 1950, that & conflict would
52

develop between Russia and China eventually. He does not
seem to have perceived the way China would interpret the
U.S. reversal of policy. In the Blair House meetings,
Acheson could disclaim any intention of becoming involved

with Chiang Kai-shek, but the Chinese Communists could see

ONSC 48/2, FR,1049,VII(2),1219; Iriye,Cold War, 79.

515¢S to Johnson, July 23, 1950, and Johnson to
Acheson, July 29, 1950, U.S. Department of State, Foreisgn
Relations of the United States, 1950: East Asia and the
Pacific, Volume VI(washington: GPO, 197

528mith, Acheson, 201-202.
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only the action, which appeared to them as "new premeditated
aggression of American imperialism against the Asian
people.” The Chinese viewed American policy as "the major
obstacle in the way of China's emergence as a power."
Acheson clearly underestimated the "revolutionary fervor,
the ideological perspective, and the mental image of the
United States" that shaped China's view of the world.53
When the Chinese intervened in Korea, an angry Acheson con-
cluded that Peking was a puppet of Soviet imperialism, and

thus should be treated accordingly. The result was atan-

donment of an intention to reach a modus vivendi with

54

Communist China.
The decision to intervene in Korea, then, had im-

mediate and extensive effects on U.S. foreign policy. Yet
the decision, made by degrees and with caution, was carried
out with a full awareness of the possible risks involved if
Soviet or Chinese forces should enter the conflict. This
was apparent when Truman denied MacArthur's request for air
reconnaisance of Dairen, Port Arthur, Vliadivostok, and the.
Kuriles, because such operations "would raise political

questions of the gravest importance . . . ."55 Also

53Tang Tsou, America's Failure in China, 1941-1950,
Volume 2(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1963),
563-564; Iriye, Cold War, 183-185.

5L"Smi‘t:h, Acheson, 218; Robert Ferrell,"Dean Acheson"
in Merli and Wilson, Makers of American Diplomacy, II.

55Memo of Teletype Conference Prepared in the De-
partment of the Army, July 6, 1950, FR,1950, VII, 31ii.
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reflecting an awareness of the delicacy of the situation was
Dulles' rather prescient recommendation that President
Truman should, in order to prevent the Korean conflict from
developing into a world war, emphasize to MacArthur the
delicate nature of the dual responsibilities he was now
carrying on behalf of the United States and on behalf of the
United Nations. It was vital that MacArthur instruct his
staff "to comply scrupulously with political and military
limitations and instructions which may be sent, the reason
for which will often have behind them political considera-
tions of gravity."56

The United States entered the Korean War calmly and
cautiously, with an awareness of the risks involved. While
certain imponderables underlay U.S. policy, at the heart of
the Korean involvement was the issue of American credibility
While it was not essential to stand in South Korea "because
its defense was militarily feasible or sensible in terms of
the overall global strategy," i1t was vital to resist be-
cause abandonment of south Korea would have signified " a
lack of will, determination, and confidence to bolster up
the structure of Asian-Pacific international relations which
had begun to be redefined by the United States after the
fall of China to the Communists."”’

56Dulles to Acheson, July 7,1950, Ibid., 328.
57Iriye, Cold War, 178.
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CHAPTER VIII

THE DECISION TO UNIFY KOREA:
THE DEBATE OVER CROSSING THE 38TH PARALLEL

The steady disintegration of South Korean resistance
led to the American decision to commit U.S. troops to the
Korean War. The situation was so critical and the resources
available to the United States for employment in Korea so
limited, that at the outset there was doubt whether enough
aid would arrive in time to prevent North Korea from cap-
turing all of Korea. The pilitary situation at the end of .
the first six weeks of fighting found "the U.S. and ROK
forces compressed into the Pusan perimeter and still
fighting desperately to stabilize the situa‘tion."1

Despite the rather tenuous position of the United
States in Korea, the begimming of July marked the onset of
a lengthy and intense debate among U.S. policy makers about
the ultimate goal of U.N. operations in Korea. The complex

debate centered on what should be done if and when North

Korean forces were driven or retreated back of the 38th

1Appleman, Naktong, 32.
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parallel. Should the parallel be crossed and Korea unified
by military force? The answer to this- question involved an
assessment of Soviet and Chinese reactions and intentions,
and the meaning of an invasion of North Korea to continued
U.N. support. The general feeling in July favored the

status quo ante bellum, and John Allison and Dean Rusk

played key roles in sustaining a debate, in the early stages
of the war, in favor of crossing the 38th parallel.

On July 1, John Allison, Director of the Office of
Northeast Asian Affairs, raised the question of whether the
uitimate objective of the United States oughi not be the re-
unification of Korea. In a memorandum to Dean Rusk, Allison
noted that some suggestions had been made that Truman in-
clude in an upcoming speech on Korea, a statement that U.S.
forces would attempt only to drive the North Koreans back
of the 38th parallel and no further. This should not be
done, since it not only would destroy remaining South Korean
morale, in the present situation it was unrealis‘tic.2

Allison believed that the second Security Council
resolution, calling for appropriate action to restore peace
and stability to the area, allowed ample room for the United
States to cross the 38th parallel. There could be "no
permanent peace and stability in Korea as long as the arti-

ficial division at the 38th parallel continued." Allison

2Allison to Rusk, July 1,1950, FR,IQEO, Vii, 272.
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felt it was time to be bold and willing "to take even more
risks than we already have . . . .* While not advocating
that the speech should announce that the United States was
going to proceed beyond the 38th parallel, nevertheless,
there should be no commitment at the present time not to do
so. If possible, and Allison was not sure it was possible,
America should continue on up to the Manchurian and Siberian
border, and then call for a U.N. supervised election for all
of Korea. Allison thought that any action which would inhi-
bit such a future move would be most unwise. Rusk agreed
completely with Allison's memorandum.3

Allison continued his campaign when he drew Rusk's
attention to remarks an Army spokesman made in Korea on
July 13, to the effect that the United States was fighting
only to drive the North Koreans back of the 38th parallel
and would employ force to prevent South Korea from crossing
that line. As a result, Acheson ordered that no official
statements should be made on the course of action to be
taken subsequent to.expelling the North Koreans for South
Korea. Truman reiterated this point at a press conference,
when he noted that the decision to cross the 38th parallel

would be made when it became necessary.

3Ipia.
gAllison to Rusk, July 13,1950, Ibid., 373; Acheson
to Embassy in Seoul, July 14, 1950, Ibid., 387; Public Pa-
pers of the Presidents: Harry S. Truman, 1950, 523.
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News that the Policy Planning Stafi was considering
the desirability of issuing a statement committing the
United States to stopping at the 38th parallel, moved John
Foster Dulles to enter the debate. Dulles was totally op-
posed to any such move. The 38th parallel was not intended
as a political line and its continued existence would per-
petuate friction and the risk of war in the area. The
United States if possible ought "to obliterate the line as
a political division . . .in the interest of peace and se-
curity in the area." 1In so doing, the North Korean Army
should be destroyed, even if this required crossing the 38th
parallel. No statement should be made tying the hands of
the United States and the decision to cross the parallel
should be made when practicality demanded it, which could
be months in the future under circumstances that no one
could predict.5

Some State Department officials believed that
breaching the 38th parallel presented unacceptable risks.
Charles Bohlen, while not addressing himself directly to
this question, did warn against actions that would present
the Soviet Union with the alternative either of allowing
U.S. power "to coﬁe up to the Soviet frontier" next to vital

ports and military facilities or of reoccupying North Korea

5Dulles to Nitze, Director of the Policy Planning
Staff, July 14, 1950, FR, 1950, VII, 386.
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with Soviet forces as U.N. troops approached the 38th
parallel.6

Herbert Feis of the Policy Planning Staff urged the
United States to "positively and publicly disassociate it-
self" from any notion that the North Korean invasion had
obliterated the 38th parallel. To cross into North Korean
territory would affect adversely the attitude of our allies
and would encourage Chinese or Soviet intervention. Feis
concluded that the Soviet Union would not allow substantial
U.S. armed forces to reach the Russian frontier.7

The prevalent view of the Policy Planning Staff op-
posing a crossing of the 38th parallel, brought Allison's
most forceful statement of dissent. Allison disagreed com-
pletely with a July 5 Policy Planning Staff study which
recommended that MacArthur publicly announce that neither
United Nations nor South Korean troops would cross the
parallel. To do this would make it impossible to carry out
the June 26 U.N. resolution. Perpetuation of what was in-
tended to be only a temporary dividing line would insure

that international peace and security in the area would

never be restored.8

6Bohlen to the Deputy Under-Secretary of State
(Matthews), July 7, 1950, Ibid., 367.

"M1ison to Rusk, July 15, 1950, Ibid., 393.

81bid., July 15, 1950, Ibid., 39k
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According to Allison, the majority view in the North-
east Asian Affairs Division of the State Department and
among representatives of the Embassies of America's allies,

was that a return to the status guo ante bellum would be un-

realistic. A program of persuasion carried on through dip-
lomatic channels, the U.S. Information Service, and the
Voice of America, could obviate any opposition that existed9

Allison believed the minimum objectives of the
United States should be to make clear that aggression would
not go unpunished, and that the North Korean Army should be
destroyed. No statements to the contrary ought to be made.
Allison believed that one reason for the difficulties
America faced in Korea was that the United States had
"failed to realize that political forces would be more com-
pelling than military and hence did not insist upon our
military establishment being prepared to implement the
political decision we made when the fest came." Allison
hoped that America would realize that "political necessity
will compel us to act in such a way as to bring about a
real restoration of international peace and security in
Korea . . . ." Allison admitted that the risks were great,
but in his opinion, the risks of accepting a partial solu-
10

tion or a compromise were "infinitely greater."

While the debate developed in State Department

107pid., 394-395.
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circles, General MacArthur was informing the Defense Depart-
ment that he intended not only to drive the North Koreans
back of the 38th parallel, but .also to destroy all North
Korean forces and to occupy all of Korea if necessary.11
MacArthur's evaluation of the necessity for doing this un-
doubtedly carried great weight in Defense Department dis-
cussions, given the traditional unbending support for the
field commander's opinion.

With these differing opinions swirling about him,
Truman requested on July 17 that the National Security
Council prepare a report on the policy that America should
pursue after North Korean forces had been driven beyond the
38th parallel. On July 22, George Butler of the Policy
Planning Staff produced the latest study on the subject.
Butler believed that the problem was that as U.N. forces ap-

proached the 38th parallel, decisions and actions of

Washington and Moscow would determine whether the Korean

hostilities would escalate into a world war or would remain
isolated to Korea. The primary purpose of U.S. military
action in Korea was the cessation of hostilities and the

withdrawal of North Korean forces from South Korea.12

11Memo, Colonel Dickson for General Bolte, July 15,
1950, subj.: Report of a Trip to the Far Eastern Command,
July 10-15, 1950, JCS Geographic File.

1Zyemo by Lay to the NSC, July 17, 1950, FR,1950,
VII, 410; Draft Memo Prepared by Butler, July 22, 1950, :
Ibid., 449.
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As the North Korean defeat became apparent, the
Kremlin would be forced to decide on a new course of action.
In the opinion of the Policy Planning Staff, there was ample
evidence of the high stfategic importance the Kremlin placed
on the Korean peninsula, and this made it extremely unlikely
that Russia would accept the establishment in North Korea of
a regime that it could not dominate and control. The Policy
Planning Staff believed that once it became clear that North
Korean aggression was going to be defeated, there might be a
Soviet-North Korean agreement "which would mean in substance
that U.N. military action north of the 38th parallel would
result in conflict with the USSR or Communist China.,":>

Further compounding the problem was the likelihood
that majority support could not be gained in the United
Nations for continued U.N. military action to impose a set-
tlement involving a unified Korea. Opinion in South Korea,
as well as public and Congression opinion in America, how-
ever, probably would be dissatisfied with "any conclusion
falling short of what it would consider a 'final' settlement
of the problem. A sentiment to continue operations beyond
the 38th parallel might create serious problems for the

execution of U.S..policy."lh

13Butler Memo, July 22,1950, Ibid., 450-451.

rpia., us2.
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The Policy Planning Staff reached several conclu-

sions. First, that military action north of the 38th
parallel for reasons other than tactical necessity would
increase the danger of Soviet or Chinese intervention
greatly. Second, from the viewpoint of U.S. military com-
mitments and resources, the United States should restrict
ground operations to south of the 38th parallel in order to
end hostilities and to work for a situation requiring a min-
imal commitment of U.S. resources in South Korea. Third,
U.N. action north of the 38th parallel would require a new
Security Council resolution, which might be difficult to
obtain. Fourth, the risks of bringing major conflict with
Russia or China outweighed the political advantages to be
gained from military actions north of the 38th parallel.
Thus it was recommended that the United States make clear
to the world that it intended only to repel aggressicn and
end the hostilities in Korea. Withdrawal of North Korean
forces to north of the 38th parallel would be required and
future measures in regard to Korea would be left to the
discretion of the United Nations.15

Allison emphatically dissented from the philosophy
and conclusions of Butler's study, because it did little
more than inform the aggressor that all he had to fear from

aggression was being compelled to start over again. Allison

51pia., 453.
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stated that Butler had given only cursory attention to the
feelings of twenty million South Koreans who were the ob-
ject »f North Korean aggression.16

While the paper was correct in noting Korea's stra-
tegic importance to Russia, Allison believed it failed to
point out that the reason for Korea's importance was that
ultimately it would make it easier to conquer Japan. No-
thing in the paper acknowledged the strategic importance
of a Korean regime hostile to Japan. To Allison, this paper
seemed both to recommend appeasement and to advocate a
timid, half-hearted policy designed not to provoke the
Soviets to war." No advantage could be gained by compro-
mising "with clear moral principles and a shirking of our
duty to make clear once and for all that aggression does
not pay . . . ."17

Allison recommended that the United States adopt a
policy designed to eliminate the North Korean Army, to imp-
lement previous U.N. resolutions calling for an independent,
unified Korea, and to maintain order in Korea until she
could provide for her own security. This was the minimum

policy acceptable, for Allison believed that .the issue

clearly was whether "we should decide to stand up to what

16Allison to Nitze, July 24, 1950, Ibid., 458-459.
177pid., 460.
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our President has called 'raw aggression', or we should ad-
mit that Soviet Communism has won and be prepared to take
the consequences."18

Allison's comments and Rusk's support of them ap-
parently carried weight, as on July 25, Butler drafted a new
position paper in consultation with Philip Jessup, Max
Bishop, the State Department representative on the National
Security Council, and representatives of the Far Eastern and
U.N. Divisions of the State Department. This paper con-
cluded that while U.S. policy was aimed toward establish-
ment of an independent, unified Korea, there was no commit-
ment to accomplish this through military force. Korea had
to be dealt with within the wider framework of the Cold War
struggle. In order to maintain a realistic balance between
U.S. military strength and U.S. commitments and risks, to- .
gether with the need for additional information, it was im-
possible at the present time to make decisions regarding
America's future course of action in Korea. A flexible, un-
fettered policy would best serve national security and
national interests. The basic recommendation was that de-
cisions concerning the course of action to be followed when
U.N. forces reached the 38th parallel "should be deferred
until military and political developments provide additional

information." This would enable the United States to reach

18114, 461,
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a decision based on the existing world situation, would al-
low for consultation with U.N. members supporting the Se-
curity Council resolution, and.would keep U.S. military
capabilities and commitments in a safe balance.19

Allison, whom Rusk had designated "as the responsi-
ble officer to act as steering member for the State Depart-
ment's studies on future U.S. policy with respect to North
Korea," generally approved the new study though the conclu-
sions and recommendations did not go as far as he personally
would have liked. While he went along with the present
study, Allison stressed the need for continued studies.20

The Policy Planning Staff paper of July 25 came up
for discussion at a regularly scheduled State Department
meeting which Under-Secretary of State Webb chaired. Those
present agreed to the recommendation to put off any decision
concerning crossing the 38th parallel. It also was agreed
that the North Koreans "should not bé left in exactly the
same position they were before they started." Representa-
tives of the State Department's U.N. Division agreed that
U.N. support of a move across the parallel was possible.
All of those present agreed that the policy just adopted
would make it difficult to conduct an effective public cam-

paign of persuasion. Finally, the State Department

19pratt Memo by PPS, July 25, 1950, to be Forwarded
to NSC Staff for Appropriate Processing, Ibid., 472.

20p11ison to Rusk, July 27, 1950, Ibid., 480-481.
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oificials agreed that while U.S. public and Congressional

opinion would not be satisfied with the status quo ante

bellum, it also was unlikely they would support elimination
of the 38th parallel as a U.S. war objective.21
At the end of July 1950, the opposition of Allison
and Rusk had modified, if only partially, the general tenor
of opposition in the State Department to crossing the 38th
parallel, as expressed in earlier Policy Planning Staff pa-
pers. Instead of an outright commitment to either crossing
or not crossing the parallel, a "wait and see" attitude,
which was intended to be flexible and opportunitistic
was adopted. Caution remained the byword even among those
who favored crossing the parallel. John Foster Dulles, for
example, believed there was every reason for crossing the
38th parallel except one, "and that is our capacity to do
so and the fact that the attempt might involve us more
deeply in a struggle on the Asiatic mainland with Soviet
and Chinese Communist manpower . . . n22
While the State Department cautiously shifted its
policy views, the Defense Department was preparing its

estimates of possible U.S. courses of action in Korea. In

the Defense Department's opinion the present military

2lyemo for the Files of a Meeting Held in the Office
of Under-Secretary of State,July 28, 1950, Ibid., 486. For
a revised draft, see Butler to Bishop, August 1, 1950,
Ibid., 514-516.

2Zpy1les to Nitze, August 1, 1950, Ibid., 514.
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objective of the United States was to defeat North Korean
forces and to restore international peace and security to
the area. In accomplishing this, nothing in the Security
Council resolutions limited military actions to south of the
38th parallel. The military believed that the 38th parallel
had no more significance than anyvother meridian. The prin-
ciple deterrent to military action north of the parallel was
the chance of major Chinese or Soviet intervention.23
The Defense Department saw three possible courses
of action which would be in consonance with the U.N. resolu-
tions of June 25 and June 27. First the minimum effort
would be to drive the North Koreans back of the 38th paral-
lel--that is, put the United Nations back where it stood cn

June 24. A return to the status quo ante bellum would not

insure security nor would it provide for the unification
which all Koreans desperately desired. But this action
would make less likely any military action on the part of
the Soviets or Chinese and might lead to a negotiated
settlemen‘c.zl‘L
A second alternative objective would have MacArthur
occupy Pyongyang and vicinity, generally along the 39th-40th

parallel lines. An occupied demilitarized zone could be

set up in depth along the Chinese and Soviet frontiers,

. szraft Memo by Department of Defense, For NSC Staff
Consideration Only, August 7, 1950, Ibid., 528-529.

24 pid., 529.
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thus allaying their suspicions. Korea, however, would still
not be united and the security problem would be as great
if not greater than ever. The final alternative was paci-
fication and occupation of all Korea.25
The Defense Department based its choice of an ap-

propriate course of action in Korea on twin assumptions.
First, that the United States would mobilize and employ suf-
ficient resources to reach its Korean objectives, while
building its strength for execution of emergency war plans.
A second assumption was that the Soviets or Chinese would
not enter overtly into the hostilities in Korea or initiate
a general war.26

According to the Defense Department, the Korean sit-
uation provided the United States and the free world with
its first chance to regain territory from the Soviet bloc.
This would be in keeping with the American policy of
checking and rolling back the preponderant power of Russia
in Asia and elsewhere, as stated in NSC 48/2. Penetration
of the Soviet sphere "would disturb the political, economic,
and military structure which the U.S.S.R. is organizing . .
The bonds of Manchuria, pivot of this complex outside the
U.S.S.R. would be weakened." In Asia, the effects of U.N.
unification of Korea would be incalculable. The Japanese

would be encouraged and Communist China might be inclined to

26

25;@1. » 529-530. Ibid., 530.
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question its dependence on Moscow. All of Asia would

take hope 27

All of these advantages for the free world, of
course, were disadvantages for Russia, and thus it was
probable that the Kremlin would try to prevent the total
loss of Korea. At any time the Soviet Union could launch
a vigorous mediation attempt, or could deploy Russian or
Chinese forces to hold North Korea. But the real possi-
bility remained that Russia would not jeopardize "its un-
completed strategic arrangements in the Far East to risk a
general war to prevent a full-fledged, rapid, and determined
U.N. effort to unite Korea."28

The Defense Department concluded that the political
value to the United States of establishing a free, united
Korea justified the current military effort. This effort
should be directed toward establishment of a united Korea as
envisaged in the U.N. resolutions of November, 1947 and
October, 1949. The President, at an appropriate time,
should announce that America's aim was a united, free, in-
dependent Korea; U.N. acceptance of this objective ought to
be gained. The military should occupy all of Korea and de-
feat North Korean forces without regard to the 38th parallel.
Until the military was prepared to carry out this action,

no statements about general objectives should be made--

28

271pid., 533. Ibid.
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"Great caution and discretion should be taken in public dis-

cussion of the 38th parallel." Finally, the United States
should forestall any Soviet mediation efforts that fall
short of compléte unification of Korea on a free and rep-
resentative basis under U.N. direction.2?

In early August, 1950, the State Department and the
Defense Department had different positions on crossing the
38th parallel. The State Department, arguing on military
grounds, feared the Soviet Union would not tolerate the
damage to its Far Eastern position which would result from
a crossing the 38th parallel, and wanted the decision put
off as long as possible. The Defense Department, arguing
on political grounds, favored a policy directed to the cre-
ation of a free, unified and independent Korea. These dif-
ferent attitudes could be seen also in opinions concerning -
military tactics--specifically, the August 12 bombing of
Rashin and the August 14 bombing of Naijin, both about 17
miles south of the Manchurian border.

On August 12, B-29s delivered 550 tons of bombs on
Rashin. Deputy Under-Secretary of State Freeman Matthews
informed Lt. General Lauris Norstad, Acting Vice-Chief of
Staff, U.S. Air Force, that this action was very disturbing.
The Russians were touchy about military missions near their

frontiers. Most important, Matthews felt this action did

291bid., 534-535.
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not comply with MacArthur's June 29 directive to stay "well
clear" of the Manchurian and Siberian borders.30 On
August 16, after the Naijin bombing, Under-Secretary of
State Webb informed Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson that
extreme concern existed in the State Department as a result
of the recent bombings, which, he felt, did not comply with
the directive sent to MacArthur.31

Johnson replied that the bombings were well within
the terms of the Presidential directive. The Secretary be-
lieved that when war operations were undertaken, "they must
be conducted to win." He interpreted the nebulous expres-
sion "well clear" to mean that U.S. planes must not violate

j2 Johmson's

Soviet frontiers, which they had not done.
views were not received well in the State Department. Webb
believed the letter should not be answered, as continuing
the discussion would serve no useful purpose. The Defense
Department's letter, Webb felt, "showed a lack of under-
standing of the important issue involved and a lack of
willingness to integrate military and political policies."
He recommended to Acheson that the State Department do no-

thing that "could be interpreted as interference in the

conduct of militafy operations."33

3OMemo by Matthews, August 12,1950, Ibid., 566.

3yebb to Johnson, August 12, 1950, Ibid., 588-589.

32Johnson to- Acheson, August 21,1950,Ibid., 613-1k4.

33Ibid., Footnote 1, 614.
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The State Department's fears, as reflected in this
exchange, were echoed to a degree in an August 18 CIA esti-
mate entitled "Factors Affectinig the Desirability of a U.N.
Military Conquest of All of Korea." The CIA stated its con-
clusions first--that although a U.S. iavasion of North Korea
could bring several important advantages, grave risks would
be involved in such a course. The military success of such
an operation could not be assured because cooperation of
non-Communist U.N. members was not guaranteed. There was a
grave risk of general war should U.N. forces become involved
in hostilities with Soviet or Chinese troops.34

The advantages of a move across the parallel for
unification were the ones usually mentioned--it would be a
major diplomatic defeat for Russia and a decisive, inspiring
victory for the West. The prestige of the United Nations
and the United States would be increased greatly, and the
stated policy of both would be achieved. Finally, a poten-
tial threat to Japan would be removed and a wedge into Com-
munist territory would be established.35

There were, however, grave risks. The United States
might not be able to gain the support of its allies and
other non-Communist nations for such an action since they

had no desire to become more deeply involved in Korea.

3%%emo Prepared by the CIA,August 18,1950, Ibid., 600

351pid., 601.
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Thus, any U.S. action would give the Soviet Union a weapon
to separate the United States from its Western European al-
lies. Invasion also would alarm a number of habitually
distrustful Asian nations and perhaps create an image of
an §ggressive, self-interested America.36

The risk that invading forces might become involved
with Chinese troops was equally grave. The Soviet Union
would welcome a conflict between the United States and
China, since the United States would be tied down in Asia
and dissension would be created among America's allies. The
CIA believed "the U.S.S.R. might use Chinese Communist
troops at any stage in the fighting . . . ." O0f course,
involvement with Soviet forces also was a possibility.

Since the invasion of North Korea would be a strategic
threat to Russia, the Soviet Union, in a high state of mili-
tary readiness, might decide that now was the time for a
full-fledged test of strength.o’

The final risk involved with invasion was that true
unification and stability could never be attained. The
Soviet Union undoubtedly would withdraw North Korean forces
into Manchuria, and from there use them to threaten and in-
filtrate, an action that would require the continued pre-
sence of U.S. troops. Rhee's lack of popularity and his

questionable ability to extend his authority to all of

361pida.  371bid., 60z.

—————
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Korea, if done on a popular basis, added to the problem.

In a memorandum for Dean Acheson writien shortly be-
fore he left the State Department, George Kennan generally
expressed some of the same fears mentioned in the CIA esti-
mate. Kennan believed that the United States was on a
course "so little promising and so fraught with danger that
I could not honestly urge you to continue to take responsi-
bility for it." The United States had not achieved a clear,
realistic, and generally accepted view of American objec-
tives in Korea. Certain sectors of American public and of-
ficial opinion were engaged in "emotional moralistic atti-
tudes toward Korea" which could lead easily to real con-
flict with the Soviet Union, thus preventing a realistic
agreement about the area. MacArthur's retention of a "wide
and relatively uncontrolled latitude in determining our
policy in north Agia and Western Pacific areas . . .," was
equally dangerous. Washington did not have real control
over MacArthur, leading to statements being made and actions
being taken in Washington's name, without prior approval.
Finally, the United States in Indochina was getting into a
position to guarantee a French undertaking "which neither
they nor we, nor Both of us together, can win."39

In Kennan's opinion, the objective of U.S. policy

381bid.

39Memo by Kennan to Acheson, August 21, 1950,
Ibid vy 623‘6240
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should be to "terminate our involvements on the mainland of
Asia as rapidly as possible and on the best terms we can
get." This especially was vital in Korea, because it was
"beyond our capabilities to keep Korea permanently out of
the Soviet orbit." The United States could tolerate a nomi-
nally independent Korea amenable to Soviet influence, if a
strong and stable Japan existed to counterbalance the situa-
tion. While supporting the U.S. decision to intervene in
light of the type of aggression the Soviets employed, Kennan
still believed it was not essential for an anti-Soviet re-
gime to be extended to all of Korea for all time.40
Kennan concluded that U.S. policy should consist of:
a willingness to abstain from a decision to seat Communist
China in the United Nations; adoption of a military policy
of readiness; a determination to strengthen and equip Japan
to take care of itself; and an approach to the Formosa ques-
tion based on a U.N. plebiscite. Kennan knew, however, that
attempts to proceed along these lines would meet “violent
and outraged opposition both within sectors of the Executive
branch and in Congress." Despite this, there was a problem
of responsibility involved that demended attention.ul
Kennan's memorandum did not have widespread influ-

ence because Acheson ordered that it not be circulated with-

in the State Department. It is unlikely that it would have

Lo 41

Ibid., 625-626. Ibid., 627-628.
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had much effect since the momentum in thinking had shifted
slightly in the opposite direction, as.an August 24 National
Security Council Staff Assistants meeting demonstrated. At
this meeting, objections were expressed to the State Depart-
ment's inconclusive "wait and see" attitude about the 38th
parallel. The State-Defense differences could be reconciled
if the State Department could bring itself to participate
now in making the essential decision. Delays meant post-
ponement of the necessary military build-up should the de-
cision be made to cross the 38th parallel.1+2
While a decision was essential, the conferees did
not have a firm view of what that decision should be. The
consensus was that ground operations north of the 38th
parallel, after North Korean withdrawal, probably would lead
to direct involvement of Soviet or Chinese forces in the
hostilities. An important question then was whether there
was some intermediate line north of the 38th parallel, but
well short of the Manchurian and Siberian borders, which the
United Nations could hold without provoking a Soviet or
Chinese response. The thinking was that such a line would
be less provocative. Those present agreed that the Senior
Staff of the National Security Council should decide whether

all of Korea would be occupied and whether North Korean

42Footnote 1, Ibid., 623; Memo by McConaughy to
Jessup, August 24, 1950, Ibid., 641-642.
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forces should be eliminated wherever located.
The Senior Staff met on August. 25, 1950, to consider
the questions raised. Secretary Thomas K. Finletter of the
Air Force, felt the group should adopt the position that
there was no difference between air, sea, and ground opera-
tions north of the parallel. Philip Jessup added the caveat
that such operations should stay well clear of the Soviet
or Chinese borders. Operations in the area between the
38th-39th parallels would be permissible, though consulta-
tion with the United Nations would be necessary before pro-
ceeding. If U.N. troops were in hot pursuit of enemy
forces when the parallel was reached, they should proceed
while minimizing U.S. participation and maximizing that of
South Korean forces. While not seeking a firm restriction
on use of U.S. troops above the parallel, the need to mini-
mize their participation was deemed desirable as any conno-
tation of a U.S. occupation of Korea was to be avoided.44
The conferees all agreed that the Korean War should
not be permitted to escalate into a general war. If China
entered, NSC 73/4 would guide policy--that is, no general
war with China, but the action in Korea would be continued
as long as there was a reasonable chance of success. If

the Soviet Union intervened, the United States should go to

¥31pid., 6h2-643.
Ly

Memo by McConaughy of Jessup's Staff, August 25,
1950, Ibid., 649-650.
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the United Nations. In no case would America become further

involved if Soviet forces reoccuppied North Korea prior to
U.N. forces reaching the 38th parallel. If either Chinese
or Soviet troops entered the conflict unannounced, they
were to be treated as North Korean troops.45
The general principles agreed to were that the U.N.
offensive should not be stopped suddenly at the 38th paral-
lel; that Soviet or Chinese intervention should be referred
to the United Nations: and finally, in case of "complica-
tions" requiring U.N. action, "defend, localize and stabi-:
lize" until Washington and its allies could be consuli‘,ed.l‘"6
With all of the discussion that had occurred since
Allison's first memorandum of July 1, it might be thought
that some consensus would have been reached. The NSC Senior
Staff meeting seemed to indicate that the National Security
Council policy decision that Truman had requested would be
one favoring a crossing of the 38th parallel in pursuit of
North Korean troops. Yet at this point a difficulty arises

when consideration is given to August 30 and August 31 State

Department memoranda prepared for NSC consideration.

45Ibid.,650-52. For NSC 73/4 see FR,1950, I, 375-89.

46_1hisi_., 652. Prior to the August 25 NSC Senior

Staff meeting, a State Department meeting was held to deter-
mine the State Department's position. Those present inclu-
ded Rusk, Matthews, Jessup, Butler, Hickerson, McConuaghy,
Sandefir, Merchant, Emmerson, and Barco. The discussion and
the conclusions reached at the NSC Senior Staff meeting were
nearly identical to those reached at this State Department
meeting. See Memo of Conversation by Mr. James A. Barco,
Special Assistant to Jessup,August 25,1350, Ibid., 646-648.
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The August 30 draft, with no acknowledged author, is
a bold statement of the Allison position. While acknow-
ledging the risks of possible Soviet intervention, this pa-
per concluded that it was very desirable that MacArthur be
given the maximum degree of latitude in strategic and tac-
tical decisions so as to carry out his mission in a minimum
of time and at a minimum of cost. The U.N. Commander im-
mediately should be authorized at his discretion to carry
out operations north of the 38th parallel. The only re-
striction on the U.N. operations would be that in rolling
back the North Korean troops, MacArthur should, as mili-
tarily expedient, employ South Korean forces to spearhead
the move north. The ultimate goal of these military actions
would be the pacification and unification of Korea.L”7

The August 31 draft memorandum was a compromise be-
tween the two extremes. The only contingency under which
U.N. forces should be allowed to cross the parallel was if
the Soviets or Chinese had not, prior to U.N. forces reaching
the parallel, indicated an intention in any way to prevent
U.N. occupation of North Korea. Even then a risk of general
war would exist. Under no circumstances should U.N. forces
be used in the prbvinces bordering Siberia and Manchuria.
Current U.N. resolutions did not sanction military action

designed to accomplish the political objective of unifying

47Draft Memo Prepared in the Department of State for
NSC Consideration Only, August 30, 1950, Ibid., 660-664.
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Korea, which would require further U.N. resolutions.
This paper concluded that no final decision could
be reached at the present time. American actions to advance
the national interest would be based on the “action or in-
action of the Soviet Union and the Chinese Communists" and
in consultation with the United Nations. Any major action
to occupy North Korea should not be undertaken without
specific prior authorization from the President, and then
only after he had consulted with supporting U.N. allies.49
The August 31 State Department draft was adopted al-
most totally as NSC 81. This policy paper aéknowledged that
U.N. forces had a legal basis for carrying out operations
north of the 38th parallel to force the withdrawal or de-
feat of North Korean forces. It was concluded that the U.N.
Command "should be authorized to conduct military opera-
tions . . .north of the 38th parallel for the purpose of de-
stroying North Korean forces," provided the Soviet Union or
China had not given any indications they would counter such
operations. In addition, plans should be drawn for a pos-
sible occupation of Korea, which would be implemented only
with explicit approval of the President, dependent on his

prior consultation with the United Nations.5o

h8Draft Memo Prepared in the Department of State for
NSC Consideration Only, August 31, 1950, Ibid., 671-674.

“IIbid., 674-675.

50

Memo by Lay, subj.: NSC 81, September 1, 1950,
Ibid., 687.
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If North Korea was reoccuppied, the U.N. Command
.should conduct no ground operations north of the 38th paral-
lei, but bombing operations would continue as before. If
the Soviet Union occuppied North Korea and in advance warned
against attacks on its forces, the matter should be referred
to the Security Council. If cooperation with the Soviets
proved impossible, a U.N. condemnation of the Russians (or
Chinese) would be sought. In case of Soviet intervention
south of the 38th parallel, the U.N. Commander should defend
his forces, not aggravate the situation and report to
Washington. This would also apply if U.N. forces were ope-
rating north of the parallel and major Soviet units inter-
vened. In either event, the United States would operate on
the assumption that global war was imminen't.51

In the event Chinese forces intervened, the United
States would not permit itself to become involved in a gene-
ral war with China. The U.N. Commander would continue his
operations so long as they offered a reasonable chance of
success. The matter would then be taken to the United Na-
tions to have the Chinese condemned as aggressors.52

Perhaps more expressive of wishful thinking than
realistic calculation was the request for preparation of
surrender terms in case North Korean forces collapsed or

retreated. This idea envisaged stabilizing a line at the

Sllb_isl-. 689-690. 521bid.. 690.

- 236 -




38th parallel while North Korea considered the terms offered.
Only if refused and if no sign of outside intervention was
seen, would the United Nations work to develop support for
action north of the parallel to accomplish unification of
Korea. The rest of NSC 81 concerned itself with lenient oc-
cupation policies which the United Nations was to employ.53
After lengthy explication of the issues involved, the de-
cision reached in NSC 81 was not to make any decision at
the present time. Future U.S. actions would be made on the
basis of Soviet or Chinese action, and on the basis of con-
sultations with friendly members of the United Nations.

NSC 81 was revised slightly on the recommendation of

Sk This revision resulted in a more conser-

General Bradley.
vative statement concerning crossing the 38th parallel. The
phrase "The U.N. Commander should be authorized . . . .,"
was altered to read, "It would be expected that the UNC
would receive authorization to conduct military operations
north of the 38th parallel for the purpose of destroying
North Korean forces." A substantially revised paragraph was
added, noting that since operations north of the 38th paral-
lel involved a risk of major war with the Soviet Union and

directly involved.the interests of other friendly govern-

ments, the U.N. Commander pricr to putting any such plan

531pid., 690-691.
5L”JCS to Acheson, subj.: U.S. Courses of Action
With Respect to Korea, September 7, 1950, Ibid., 707-708.
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into execution, should obtain Presidential approval so that
consideration might be given at the time to the various ele-
ments involved. U.N. operations were not to extend across
the Manchurian or Soviet borders of Korea and American
policy should be not to include any non-Korean units in any
U.N. ground forces in the northeastern provinces bordering
the Soviet Union or in the area along the Manchurian bor-
der.55 Bradley had gained a clarification of the ground
rules for crossing the 38th parallel, but he did not gain
the provision he sought limiting the forces to be used north
of the parallel exclusively to South Korean troops.

Where did all of this discussion leave U.S. policy
six days before MacArthur's Inchon landing? The United
States was left with no clear-cut decision to guide military
planning should MacArthur succeed. No decisions had been
reached because there were too many unknowns and because the
risks involved in crossing the 38th parallel were perceived
as being so grave that U.S. policy makers wished to delay
the decision and only when faced with imminent need would
it be made.

The best that those supporting the Allison-Rusk po-
sition had gained was a compromise statement that the U.N.
Commander could expect to receive permission to cross the

parallel, under a very clear set of circumstances and after

55Report by the National Security Council to the
President, NSC 81/1, September 9, 1950, Ibid., 716.
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receiving Presidential authorization. The August 30 State
Department memorandum had been rejected in favor of the more
cautious and tentative memorandum of August 31. The minutes
of the August 25 NSC Senior Staff meeting and the State De-
partment meeting of the same day, indicated a definite trend
in favor of the August 30 memorandum. Higher ranking or
more influential U.S. officials probably opted for the
earlier Policy Planning Staff study, which had been modified
from opposition to crossing the parallel to the position of
"wait and see", as the best compromise solution.

The minutes of the National Security Council
meetings concerning NSC 81 are not available, so the discus-
sions that led to the adoption of the moderate, compromise
solution remain obscure. In light of the conclusions
reached in NSC 81/1, the Allison-Rusk position takes on
greater importance as an ameliorating influence on a clear
tendency in the State Department in favor of stopping at the
38th parallel. The Defense Department supported the bolder
Allison-Rusk position, and events in Korea were soon to tip
the scales in favor of crossing the 38th parallel, not only
to destroy North Korean forces, but to attain the political
objective of the reunification of Korea. This decision
would start a chain of events that would lead to an en-

tirely new war.
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CHAPTER IX

THE 38th PARALLEL BREACHED AND CHINESE INTERVENTION

Early in the morning of September 15, Operation
Chromite began. Marines landed at Inchon, completely sur-
prising weak North Korean forces--MacArthur's daring and
brilliant plan had paid off. On September 23, the 8th
Army broke out of the Pusan perimeter and began the route
of the North Korean Army. By the 26th, both U.N. military

groups had converged on and liberated Seoul .t

The rapid
success of MacArthur's offensive forced Washington to reach
new decisions and military success pushed the balance in
favor of bold action.

On September 21, the Far Eastern Affairs Division
drafted a memorandum entitled "Program for Bringing Korean
Hostilities to an End," which recognized that the oppor-
tunity existed "to bring about the complete independence
and unity of Korea . . .", though this would depend on U.N.

authorization and non-intervention on the part of the Soviet

Union and China. This paper envisaged an occupation force

!Schnabel, Policy, 177-177.
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predominantly South Korean in make-up, but under the U.N.
Commander in consultation with Seoul. .The posture of U.N.
forces was to be one of liberation rather than retaliation.
North Korea's civil officials would maintain law and order
until South Korea could assume jurisdiction. United Nations
forces remaining in the post-hostilities period would be
Asian primarily, as U.S. troops were to be reduced and re-
moved as soon as possible.2 The Defense Department had no
objections to this program and informed the State Department
that MacArthur felt its execution was feasible and prac-
ticable.3 The program was very attractive because it called
for a speedy reduction of U.S. troop involvement.

On September 22, John Paton Davies, of the Policy
Planning Staff, drafted a memorandum calling for an advance
across the 38th-parallel as soon as possible. According to
Davies, the Soviet Union must have become aware within the
last few weeks that "it could not count on its North Korean
stooges to hold North Korea." At that point, the Kremlin
had two choices. The first was to commit itself in some way
to the defense of North Korea. Given what the Soviets must
have regarded as the "mercurial American temperment," such

an action would carry a grave risk of war with the United

2Deputy Under-Secretary of State(Matthews) to the

Spegial Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Foreign
Military Affairs(Burns),Sepiember 22,1950,FR,1950,VII, 755-5%

JMarshall to Acheson, October 3,1950,Ibid., 853-5k.
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States and also would produce unfavorable worldwide reper-
cussions. Russia's second choice was to remain uncommitted.
The optimum time for involvement had passed and any delay
in moving decisively to hold North Korea raised the risks
involved.“
The United States could draw two alternative con-
clusions. First, that the Soviets intended to hold North
Korea, a course that deliberately accepted an increased risk
of war with the United States. The second conclusion was
that Russia was prepared to accept the loss of North Korea
as it had that of Azerbaijan. Davies concluded that the
Kremlin was prepared to lose North Korea, though this did
not mean that the Soviets would be passive. Russia would
attempt to prolong North Korean resistance and would pres-
sure (or continue to pressure) Peking to enter the conflict,
while seeking a deal to end the hostilities before North
Korea's destruction was completed. The best course to fol-
low was one that tested Soviet and Chinese intentions "by a
probing military action well north of the 38th parallel.”
If there were no reactions, U.N. forces would hold and ex-
pand their military position while simultaneously announcing

the conditions for peace, liberation, and unification.5

&Draft Memo by John Davies of the Policy Planning

Staff, September 22, 1950, Ibid., 753.
51bid., 754-755.
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On September 23, Dean Rusk, while briefing America's
U.N. representatives, noted that the problem now facing
America was not to commit itself publicly to the war aim of
uniting Korea, while at the same time continuing to seek
U.N. action in favor of unification. Washington believed
that the United States "should let the Soviets make the de-
cision for us as much as possible so that United Nations
forces would carry on until we get some indication of Soviet
reaction to their northward movement." MacArthur had re-
ceived authorization to broadcast a call to North Korea to
cease all hostilities and to lay down its arms under super-
vision of the U.N. Commission on Korea.6

On the same day, Great Britain, after consultation
with the United States, submitted for Washington's approval
a U.N. draft resolution calling for establishment of sta-
bility and security throughout all of Korea, to be followed
by elections designed to create a "unified, independent,and
democratic government of all Korea." Any U.N. forces which
entered North Korea would remain only long enough to attain
these objectives. The resolution included a provision for
7

a U.N. commission to supervise this process.

MacArthur's success and Soviet inaction apparently

6

Memo of Conversation by the Director of the 0ffice
of U.N. Political and Security Affairs (Bancroft), September
23’ 1950. Ibidc ’ 760“763-

7Minutes of Sixth Meeting of U.S. Delegation to the
U.N. General Assembly, September 25,1950, Ibid., 768-774.
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was forcing a decision on the United States that it was re-
luctant to make. With Britain taking the initiative to gain
a U.N. resolution calling for unification of Korea, and with
U.N. forces driving northward without comment or action from
either China or Russia, the decision seemed inevitable.
Nonetheless,that decision was not made rapidly. As of
September 26, MacArthur still had not .received a new direc-
tive based either on NSC 81/1 or on his military success--
a situation that alarmed General Bolté of G-3. He felt that
MacArthur needed a new directive before he had to pause at
the 38th parallel, which would cause him to lose momentum
and the initiative, giving the enemy a valuable respite.8

On the same day that Bolté sent his memorandum, Gene-
ral Marshall received approval from the President to send
MacArthur a new directive drawn up in consultation with the
State Department. The instructions were not final since de-
velopments could require modifications, especially if a
Soviet or Chinese threat developed. MacArthur's military
objective was the destruction of the North Korean Army and
to attain this objective he was authorized to conduct mili-
tary operations north of the 38th parallel, provided there
had been no indication of any kind of outside intervention.

He was to use only South Korean forces in the northeast

8emo from Boltd to the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army,
September 27, 1950, JCS Geographic Files.
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provinces bordering China and the Soviet Union, and he was
prohibited from supporting his operations with air or naval
actions against Manchuria. If China intervened, MacArthur
was to continue the action as long as he had a reasonable
chance of success.9
When organized resistance had ended, MacArthur was
to have South Korean forces take the lead in disarming any
remaining North Korean units and in dealing with any guerilla
activities. Circumstances would dictate the necessity for
and character of an occupation of North Korea. Any plans
for occupation should be forwarded to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for approval, as well as any plans for future opera-
tions north of the 38th parallel. At the State Department's
insistence, a political guidance paragraph was added.
MacArthur was instructed to facilitate restoration of the
South Korean government to Seoul, but he was reminded that
South Korean sovereignty was recognized only south of the
38th parailel. Political questions such as the formal ex-
tension of South Korean sovereignty over North Korea had to
await U.N. action. The actions of the Republic of Korea in
10

North Korea would be considered U.N. actions.

This directive received emphasis on September 29

9The Acting Secretary of State to the U.S. Mission
at the U.N., September 26, 1950, FR,1950, VII, 781.

10)cheson to the Acting Secretary of State (Webb),
September 26, 1950, Ibid., 785.
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when Secretary of Defense Marshall informed MacArthur that
"We want you to feel unhampered tactically and strategically
to proceed north of the 38th parallel." MacArthur was told
that the United Nations did not wish to vote on the issue

of crossing the parallel, but rather hoped that he would
find "it militarily necessary to do so.nil

The decision had been made at last. MacArthur was
authorized to cross the 38th parallel to destroy North
Korean forces. Any use of his forces for the political ob-
Jective of unifying Korea would have to await U.N. action,
but his directive strongly suggested that such action would
be forthcoming soon. After extended debate in Washington,
the final decision was made on the battlefield in Korea and
on the basis of the reactions of Moscow and Peking.
MacArthur's stunning success and the lack of Soviet or Chi-
nese reactions to the rapid U.N. northward move, decided the
issue in favor of proceeding into North Korea. A future de-
cision to unify Korea militarily awaited U.N. approval.

The U.N. General Assembly, also intoxicated with
MacArthur's success, voted 45-5, on October 7, to unify
Korea. The British resolution, ably pushed by the Nether-
lands, Australia, the Philippines, Brazil, and others, recom-
mended that "All appropriate steps be taken to ensure

conditions of stability throughout Korea" with a view toward

Uyarshall to MacArthur, September 29, 1950,
Ibid., 826.
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establishment under U.N. supervision of a unified, indepen-
dent and democratic Korean government. U.N. forces would
remain in Korea only so long as necessary to achieve these
goals. The action was taken in the General Assembly to
avoid ‘a possible Soviet veto in the Security Council.12
The decision having been made to employ U.N. forces
to achieve the political objective of unifying Korea, the
task of both Washington and the U.N. Commander was to be
alert to signs of Soviet or Chinese intentions to intervene
in the hostilities. The available evidence suggests that
the greatest concerns were expressed 2bout Chinese designs.
There were signs as early as July,1950, of Chinese
troop movements from central China to Manchuria, where troop
strength was estimated to be around 246,000. The U.N. Com-
mand did not feel that these troops would be used for a mas-
sive intervention in Korea.l3 On September 5, the Consul
General in Hong Kong reported that a Shanghai journalist had
quoted Chou En-lai, Foreign Minister of the People's Repub-
lic of’China. as saying that if North Korean troops were
pushed back to the Manchurian border, China would fight "the
enemy outside China's border and not await until the enemy

came in." Yet on September 22, this same source quoted

1254 torial Note, Ibid., 903; Resolution 376, Adopted
by the U.N. General Assembly, October 7,1950,Ibid., 904-06.

13Memo of Teletype:.Conference Prepared by the De-
partaent of the Army, August 30, 1950, Ibid., 659.
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Chou as saying that China would not become involved in the

Korea War.lu

On September 27, the United States indirectly
received information from K.M. Pannikar, Indian Ambassador
to China, that suggested China was prepared to follow a much

more aggressive policy in Korea, with direct intervention

expected. Hubert Graves, the British official who brought

Pannikar's news to Washington's attention, said he did not

take Pannikar's fears too seriously, because he believed
him to be "volatile and an unreliable reporter."15 In Au-
gust and September a pattern was developing, as signs of
China's intention to intervene in Korea were balanced by
reports casting doubt on the reliability of the information.
The result was a reluctance to reach any firm conclusions
or decisions.
In late September, 0. Edmund Clubb, Director of the

O0ffice of Chinese Affairs, acknowledged that elements of

Lin Piao's 4th Field Army had moved to Manchuria. Peking
also had reported that "certain Korean personnel have re-
turned to Korea to defend it . . . ." A most "interesting
possible explanation"™ was that this movement indicated the
Chinese were going to intervene in Korea. Clubb believed

it likely that the Soviet Union would encourage such an

14Consul General at Hong Kong (Wilkinson) to Acheson,

September 5, 1950, Ibid., 698; Wilkinson to Acheson,
September 22, 1950, Ibid., 765.

%5Memo of Conversation by Merchant, September 27,
1950, Ibid., 793-79.
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action. Though the Chinese might be bluffing, their mili-
tary activity remained strong and had to be watched.16
Reports from sources outside the United States con-
cerning possible Chinese intervention arrived with regu-
larity. On October 2, Dean Rusk received an alarmist tele-
gram from the British Foreign Office. The British wanted
to remind the United States that a Chinese Communist mili-
tary occupation of North Korea should not be excluded as a
possibility, as the prospect of elimination of the North
Korean buffer state could be perceived as a serious threat
to China's security. In addition, the Soviet Union might
feel that the chances of a dangerous expansion of hostili-
ties would be relieved if Chinese rather than Russian troops
were to intervene. Of course, seeing the United States in-
volved in a bigger Asian war, draining its resources, would.
please the Soviet Union.17
But more than speculation elicited the British tele-
gram. An analysis of Peking's internal and external propa-
ganda showed an increasingly violent emphasis on "U.S. ag-
gressive action both against Korea and China." Peking's
notes to the United Nations were not designed to secure
early admission to that body, but to "demonstrate that U.N.

action in Korea is illegal and is serving to cloak U.S.

1601 ubb to Rusk, September 27, 1950, Ibid., 795.

1?The British Embassy to the Department of State,
Given to Rusk, October 2, 1950, Ibid., 814.
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plans for aggression." Yet the British, in the next breath,
concluded that China was not likely to intervene since it
would risk hostilities "on an issue which would not appear
to be vital to China." But if an intervention in Korea did
occur, China was more likely to do so than Russia.18
On October 3, the State Department received word
that .Chou En-lai had informed Pannikar that if U.N. forces
crossed the 38th parallel, China would intervene, but would
not if only South Korean troops crossed the parallel. The
Netherlands Chargé in Peking confirmed this report, although
he was inclined to believe it was a bluff.19 The State De-
partment reacted cautiously, feeling that while it probably
was a bluff, the statement was still serious enough to be

concerned about.zo

Some officials viewed Pannikar's report
with great alarm. The Deputy Director of Northeast Asian
Affairs believed that since America was not committed to
crossing the 38th parallel, it would be worthwhile "to ex-
plore the possibility of using entirely ROK forces for the

subjugation of North Korea."21

181014, 814-816.

19Chargé in the United Kingdon(Holmes) to Acheson,
October 3, 1950, Ibid., 839; Ambassador in the Netherlands
(Chapin) to Acheson, October 3, 1950, Ibid., 858.

20Memo by Deputy Assistant Secretary of State For
Far Eastern Affairs (Merchant) to Rusk, October 3, 1950,
Ibid., 848; Wilkinson to Acheson, October 7, 1950, Ibid.,
912-913.

2l somnson to Rusk, October 3, 1950, Ibid., 849.
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Edmund Clubb agreed that Chou's statement could not
be regarded safely as mere bluff, since it had to be made
with the foreknowledge of the Soviets. If China and Russia
were now prepared to accept the dangers of a clash with U.N.
forces, it meant they were ready to risk the danger of WWIII.
In such a case the United States could not avoid the danger
either by retreating from it or by surrendering to Peking's
threats. The United States should continue to advance in
Korea if it had the support of the United Nations and if it
was in its best interests to do so.z2

Chou's warnings created enough alarm for Washington
to seek to reassure the Chinese about U.S. intentions. 1In
a cable to the U.S. Ambassador to India, Loy W. Henderson,
it was pointed out that it was very important for Washington
to disabuse the Chinese of any misconceptions they might
hold about U.S. objectives in Korea. The United States had
been forced to rely for information on the sole channel of
the "dubiously reliable intermediary Pannikar" and given
Pannikar's "predispositions and free-wheeling proclivities,"
Washington could never be sure what Chou En-lai really had
said. The State Department hoped Henderson could arrange
through Indian intermediaries a meeting with the Chinese Am-
bassador to India or, if this was impossible, to convey to

him through a secondary source the message that U.N.

22Clubb to Merchant, October 4, 1950, Ibid., 864.
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operations in Korea constituted "no threat whatsoever to

Korea's neighbors," and that America scught "no special
position whatever in Korea." The Chinese Ambassador re-
23

jected all of Henderson's efforts to contact him.

The United States was not alone in being concerned

about Chou's statements. The Netherlands representative to
the United Nations informed the U.S. representative that his
government had instructed him to introduce a resolution in
the General Assembly that would suspend all U.N. military
operations north of the 38th parallel until October 31, while
an attempt was made to reach a diplomatic settlement. Webb
instructed the U.S. representative to the Netherlands to
protest this action in the strongest possible terms, making
it clear that the United States believed that China's threats
were designed primarily to dissuade U.N. members from con-
tinuing to support U.N. action in Korea. The Dutch agreed
not to introduce the resolution.24
The bellicose reports concerning China's intentions
led the Joint Chiefs to send MacArthur an amplification of
his previous directive. He was reminded that in case of
Chinese intervention he was to continue his operations so

long as there was a reasonable chance of success. He also

23Webb to Henderson, October 4,1950, Ibid., 875-76;
Henderson to Acheson, October 10, 1950, Ibid., 921.

24'Acheson to Webb, October 3,1950, Ibid., 883-84;
Webb to Embassy in Netherlands, October 5, 1950, Ibid.,
884-885; Footnote 1, Ibid., 885.
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was reminded that he must obtain authorization from Washing-
ton prior to taking military action against objectives in
China.25
MacArthur, and of course Washington, had access to
U.N. Command intelligence estimates concgrning China's in-
tentions. On October 5, General C.A. Willoughby, MacArthur's
Chief of Intelligence, noted that recent reports about China
were taking on "a sinister connotation,” and that the poten-
tial existed for Chinese intervention should U.N. forces
cross the parallel. Willoughby believed that reports of a
massing of Chinese troops on the Manchurian border were con-
clusive and their use in Korea would suit the Soviets, since
U.S. resources would be drained with little or no cost to
Russia. There are no indications, however, that Willoughby
tried to persuade either MacArthur or Washington to recon-
sider crossing the 38th parallel. On October 9, General
Walton Walker's 8th Army began its move on Pyongyang, while
MacArthur broadcast a call for North Korean surrender.26
Negative reports had not dissuaded MacArthur or Washington
from drivirg north, as there were positive reports available

tc balance the negative ones--thus justifying the move

across the 38th pérallel.

253CS to MacArthur, October 9, 1950, Ibid., 915.

2650hnabel, Policy, 200.
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Since for some time MacArthur's public criticisms of
U.S. policy had strained the President's patience with his
subordinate, Truman decided to have a meeting with MacArthur
on Wake Island for the purpose of clarifying his relation-
ship with the General.27 Philip Jessup was concerned that
such a meeting would be perceived in China and Russia as
foreshadowing "some major new American move in the Far East."
1f the Chinese and Soviets really believed the United States
intended to stay in Korea, this meeting might be interpreted
as bearing upon U.S. plans to this end. While not arguing
that the project should be abandoned, Jessup felt Truman
should be aware of the possible interpretations and reper-
cussions of the meeting, and should issue a very carefully
prepared statement in advance emphasizing America's desire
to localize the conflict, to restore peace, and to withdraw.
from Korea as soon as possible.28

Prior to the October 15 meeting at Wake Island, the
CIA prepared estimates on the threat of Soviet or Chinese
intervention in Korea. The CIA believed that there were no
convincing indications of a Chinese intention to intervene
in large numbers in North Korea. While such a maneuver would
gain much prestige for both China and world communism, a war

with the United States, even one limited to Korea, would

27jpcheson, Creation, 589-591.

28Memo by Jessup to Acheson, October 9, 1950,

FR,1950, VII, 915-916.
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place ‘a serious strain on China's economy and would exacer-
bate its domestic problems. Without Soviet air and naval
aid, Chinese intervention would be extremely costly in terms
of manpower. The need for Soviet resources to fight such a
war would increase China's dependence on Russia, which would
be a serious blow to China's prestige. These and other fac-
tors made it unlikely that China would intervene in 1950.29
In addition, the CIA concluded that Russia had given no
indications of an intention to intervene since its prospec-
tive losses did not justify taking such a grave risk.
Soviet intervention would occur only when it was in its in-
terest to precipitate a global war.30

The meeting at Wake Island covered a number of +top-
ies, including rehabilitation and elections in Korea.
MacArthur assured Truman that while interference in the first
or second months of the war would have been decisive, he was
no longgr fearful of Soviet or Chinese intervention. The
Chinese had 300,000 men in Manchuria, but they had no air
force, and any attempt to move south to Pyongyang would re-
sult in "the greatest slaughter." Having reassured the
President, MacArthur sought assurances from Truman that the

South Korean government would not be treated on the same

2Memo by the CIA, subj: Threat of Full-Scale
Chinese Communist Intervention in Korea, October 12, 1950,
Ibid., 933-934.

3emo by CIA, subj.: Threat of Soviet Interven-
tion in Korea, October 12, 1950, Ibid., 935-936.

-'255 -




basis as North Korea in the postwar period, as he had in-
ferred from recent statements from the United Nations.
Truman agreed that America should make it clear that "we are
supporting the Rhee government and propaganda can go to
hell."” The conference ended with Truman apparently satis-
fied that he and MacArthur understood each other's views.31

The Chinese reaction to the Wake Island meeting was
not positive. The Dutch Chargd reported the initial reac-
tion as suspicion that the meeting was the final phase
leading to U.S. aggression against China. An October 17 re-
port from Hong Kong stating that Peking's support of North
Korea would be limited, balanced this report. On the 20th,
the same source passed on a report that at an emergency
meeting in Peking the previous week, the Chinese had decided
to intervene in Korea and had 300,000 troops on the Man-
churian border ready to cross into North Korea.32

In the third week of October, the U.S. position
vis-a-vis a possible Chinese intervention was that it was
unlikely to occur since the most favorable moment for overt
intervention had passed. Current estimates indicated that
if intervention did occur, it would be limited in amount and

would be covert réther than overt. Pannikar's biases and

31Substance of Statements Made at Wake Island Con-
ference on October 15, 1950, Compiled by General Omar
Bradley, Ibid., 948-960.

. 32Ghapin to Acheson, October 17, 1950, Ibid., 974
Wilkinson to Acheson, October 17, 1950, Ibid., 976-977.
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political sympathies left the accuracy and objectivity of
his reports open to serious ques‘tion.33

While Chinese intervention was estimated as unlikely,
the United States nonetheless wished to do nothing to irri-
tate China unnecessarily. The State Department wanted
MacArthur to issue a report making it clear that his present
operations would not interfere with the Sulho Hydroelectric
Power complex on the Yalu. This was to be done in consul-
tation with Rhee, who should understand "the importance of
doing everything possible to avoid a clash with Chi Commie
forces at this time."34

MacArthur felt it was inadvisable to issue such a
statement. He had no intention of disturbing any peaceful
and reasonable application of this power supply. Having the
U.N. Commander to predict publicly future policies, deci-
sions, and actions was most unwise.35 Since the Joint
Chiefs suggested, but did not order, that MacArthur issue
the statement, it was not done. Instead of avoiding actions
that might provoke the Chinese, MacArthur issued orders in

October removing all restrictions on the use of U.N. forces

in North Korea and issued instructions to proceed with all

33Deputy Under-Secretary of State(Matthews) to
Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Foreign
Military Affairs(Burns), October 19, 1950, Ibid., 980-981.

3%4cheson to the Embassy in Seoul, October 21,

1950, Ibid., 987.
3MacArthur to JCS, October 22,1950, Ibid., 991-992.
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available troops to the northern frontier of North Korea.

The Joint Chiefs protested this action as being contrary to
MacArthur's directive of September 27, but the General argued
that military necessity required him te 1ift the restric-
tions, since South Korean troops were incapable of accomp-
lishing the task alone.36 Once more, the Joint Chiefs bowed
to the judgment of the commander in the field.

Five days after MacArthur removed restrictions on
the use of U.N. troops in North Korea, the 8th Army took
its first Chinese prisoners. The 8th Army believed, however,
that there were no sizeable numbers of Chinese troops in
Korea. Later information indicated that perhaps two regi-
ments of Chinese Communists had entéred the 8th Army sector.
South Korea forces were meeting stiff resistance in the
Onjong-Huichon area that might be Chinese-inspired.37 On
October 31, the Hong Kong Consulate passed on the report
that at a preliminary meeting of the Central People's
Governing Council on October 24, a decision was reached for
China to enter the Korean hostilities. This same source in-
dicated that for the past two months troops had been massing
in Manchuria and vital machinery had been removed from that

area in preparatién for war. On November 1, however, the

3gaitorial Note, Ibid., 995-996.

37Charge’ in Korea (Drumright) to Acheson, October
29, 1950, Ibid., 1012; Drumright to Acheson, October 30,
1950, Ibid., 1014; Memo by William McAfee of the Office of
Chinese Affairs to Clubb, October 31, 1950, Ibid., 1019.
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U.S. Embassy in Seoul and the 8th Army informed Washington
that the Chinese would avoid any overt intervention.38

Edmund Clubb of the Chinese Affairs Division viewed
these various reports with greater concern than did Seoul or
the 8th Army. With the presence of Chinese troops in North
Korea confirmed, he concluded that it was unlikely that in-
tervention would be in such limited numbers that China would
be promptly bloodied and thrown out by a force it had con-
sistently labeled as a "paper tiger." The renewal of propa-
ganda calling for "resistance to aggression in Korea" ap-
peared to indicate a large effort might be involved. Such
intervention probably would not occur without coordination
with and an understanding of, the Soviet contribution to be
made. Any "intervention would be designed . . .to achieve
some real measure of victory." While firm information was
lacking, the safest assumption was that Chinese intervention
would be in considerable force and woﬁld have the backing of
the Soviet Union. Intervention would not occur merely to
protect the Suiho power complex.39

John Leighton Stuart, also of the Chinese Affairs
Division, was deeply concerned about the situation too. The

growing possibility of being pulled into a war with China

38yi1kinson to Acheson, October 31, 1950, Ibid.,
1019-1021; Drumright to Acheson, November 1, 1950, Ibid.,
1022. =

391ubb to Rusk, November 1, 1950, Ibid., 1023.
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was disturbing since it would be contrary to U.S. interests
and could benefit only the Soviet Union. The United States
should leave no stone unturned to avoid this. China should
be called on to cease its aggression and the United Nations
should issue assurances that China's border would not be
violated. Rusk was agreeable to this line of thinking.ho
Edward Barret of the Public Affairs Division of the
State Department also expressed concern. He felt it neces-
sary to be an alarmist both on the basis of China's propa-
ganda and on the build-up of Chinese "volunteers" in Korea
and because of the hundreds of thousands of troops they had
massed in Manchuria. The only possible explanation was that
intervention would not be limited to the present number of
Chinese troops in Korea.41
The CIA rejected the "alarmist" viewpoint, even
though it agreed that Chinese troops were now opposing U.N.
forces in Korea. A total of 15-20,000 troops were now in
North Korea and the presence of Soviet-type jets indicated
that the Kremlin might be providing at least logistic sup-
port. A fear of a U.N. invasion of Manchuria existed in

Chinese minds despite the clear-cut definition of U.N. ob-

jectives. The présent Chinese intervention, however,

quemo by Acting Officer in Charge of Political Af-
fairs, 0ffice of Chinese Affairs(Stuart), November 3,
1950, Ibid., 1029-1031.

Ylparret to Rusk, November 3, 1950, Ibid., 1030.
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appeared to be only to establish a "cordon sanitaire" south
of the Yalu to guarantee the security of the Manchurian bor-
der against "invading" U.N. forces and to insure the contin-
ued flow of electric power from the Suiho power plants.42
The CIA's calming estimate received support from
other sources. The Consul General at Hong Kong acknowledged
that since October 29 there had been a sharp increase in the
quantity and the bellicose nature of Chinese propaganda.
While it was difficult to assess precisely the available in-
formation, the Consulate still believed that China "would
not openly send Chinese troops across the border." The in-
creased propaganda represented a decision to increase aid to
North Korea, though it would not be all-out in na’cure.b’3
Carrying greater weight was MacArthur's November 4
assessment in which he said "I recommend against hasty con-.
clusions which might be premature and believe that a final
appraisement should await a more complete accumulation of
military facts.* MacArthur suggested nowhere in his message
that full-scale Chinese intervention was likely, because he
was unaware that the Chinese, between October 14 and
November 1, had sent 180,000 troops from the elite Fourth

Field Army into North Korea.44

uaMemo by Director of CIA(Smith) to the President,
November 1, 1950, Ibid., 1025-1026.

MBWilkinson to Acheson, November.3,1950,Ibid.,1034-35.

ZQSchnabel, Policy, 234-239; Editorial Note, FR,1950,
VII, 1036.
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The same day that MacArthur expressed his doubts
about a massive Chinese intervention, Clubb once more sounded
a warning. The Chinese intervention, viewed in light of
their earlier warnings against U.N. forces crossing the

38th parallel, was a calculated, well-prepared move. At

this point it was doubtful that a return to the 38th paral-
lel would meet "the present joint designs of the Chinese
Communists and the Moscow strategists . . . ." Clubb con-
cluded that China's intervention was not limited to protec-
tion of the Yalu power installations and/or the establish-
ment of a cordon sanitaire, which would be less than a mini-
mum objective. The minimum objective for China was either

restoration of the status quo ante bellum in North Korea or

complete expulsion of U.N. forces from all of Korea. Clubb
recommended that the United Nations maintain its united

front and that the essence of MacArthur's directives remain
unchanged until the military situation was further clarified.
Clubb added the hopeful thought that "if a sound drubbing
could be administered to the Chinese Communist forces, with
the war localized within Korea, this could have only a
salutary effect in .".sia."h'5

Clubb's céncern reflected a generally uneasy, but

not panicked, attitude in the State Department, where it had

been decided that the matter of Chinese intervention would

4'5C1ubb to Rusk,November 4,1950.FR,1250,VII,1038-40-
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be brought before the United Nations in hopes of localizing
the fighting in Korea. The State Department felt that for
the present nothing provocative should be done, such as la-
beling China as an aggressor or seeking sanctions against

China through the United Na‘cions.L"6

Thus the State Depart-
ment was concerned and irritated when informed almost acci-
dentally of MacArthur's plans to bomb, on November 6, the
international bridges across the Yalu on the Manchurian bor-
der, an action apparently impelled by the evidence of growing
numbers of Chinese troops in North Korea.47
The problem of air operations near the border of
Manchuria and Siberia often had been a sore point between
MacArthur and the State Department. The accidental bombing
on October 8 of a Soviet airfield 100 kilometers from the
Korean border, had brought a strong message from Acheson to
Lt. General George C. Stratemeyer, Commander of the Air
Force in the Far East, informing him that such an attack
should not reoccur under any circumstances. The incident
brought an attempt to delimit explicitly air operations in

48

the vicinity of North Korea's borders. The Joint Chiefs

L6

Acheson to Certain Diplomatic Offices, November 5,
1950, Ibid., 1049; Acheson the Embassy in the United Kingdom,
November 6, 1950, Ibid., 1052.

47Memo of Conversation by Acheson, November 6, 1950,
Ibid., 1050; Schnabel, Policy, 241.

48Ambassador in the Soviet Union(Kirk) to Acheson,
October 10, 1950, FR,1950, VII, 917; Memo by Acheson of Con-
versation with Lovett, October 10, 1950, Ibid., 922.
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believed that the need for air interdiction operations in
areas contiguous to North Korea's boundaries was sufficient
justification for no further imposition of limitations.
American ground forces would be needed up to the interna-
tional borders and it was undesirable to deny them air sup-
port in those areas; the loss of lives could not be justi-
fied. Moreover, air reconnaisance would be a continuing
requirement. Since MacArthur and his subordinates were
aware of the need to avoid viclations of Soviet or Chinese

49

territory, any further directive would be superfluous.

With this in mind, the State Departmént's consterna-

tion is easy to understand when Lovett, on his own initia-
tive, informed Acheson and Rusk of MacArthur's plans three
hours before they were to be implemented. Lovett did so be-
cause he felt the bombing, from an operational® viewpoint, .
would not interrupt traffic across the Yalu decisively, and
because the operation carried the risk of bombing Antung on
the Manchurian side of the Yalu. Rusk pointed out that the
United States had promised to consult the British prior to
any action that involved attacks on the Manchurian side of
the Yalu. The United States was pursuing a resolution in
the United Nations calling on China to cease its Korean ac-
tivities, in an attempt to gain U.N. support for future ac-

tions should the Chinese refuse to heed the United Nations.

49Lovett to Acheson, November 4,1950,Ibid., 1037.
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The proposed bombing would only inflame the situation, and
Lovett, Rusk, and Acheson agreed it should be postponed.50

Secretary of Defense Marshall was informed and he
agreed that the bombing was an unwise move unless there was
a mass movement of Chinese troops across the Yalu. The ac-
tion was ordered postponed until the President could be con-
sulted. Truman, when informed, said he would approve the
action if it was needed to insure the security of U.N.
troops. The President then instructed Acheson to question
MacArthur on what the facts were, and for Lovett and Acheson
to handle the situation solely on the basis of the facts
that bore on the security of U.N. tr00ps.51

The Joint Chiefs direcied MacArthur to postpone all
bombing within five miles of the Manchurian border and to
explain his reasons for ordering such a strike. MacArthur's
reply of November 6 was a notable departure from his Novem-
ber 4 estimate. He informed Washington that "Men and ma-
tériel in large force are pouring across all bridges over the
Yalu from Manchuria." This movement threatened to destroy
the forces under his command. The only way to halt this
movement was to destroy the bridges and subject all enemy
installations in the north, which were supporting the ad-

vance, to the maximum possible air destruction. MacArthur

50Memo of Conversation by Acheson, November 16,
1950, Ibid., 1055-1056.

Sl1pid., 1056-1057.
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warned that "Every hour that this is postponed will be paid

for dearly in American and other United Nations blood."
MacArthur went on to say that the restrictions imposed on
him would be disastrous and would result in a calamity of

major proportions for which he could not accept responsi-

bility without the President's personal and direct under-
standing of the situation. MacArthur requested an immediate
reconsideration of Washington's decision.52
The Joint Chiefs replied that the situation MacArthur
depicted had changed considerably from his report of Novem-
ber 4. In light of this new evaluation, he was authorized
to proceed with the planned bombing, though this did not in-
clude bombing of dams or power plants on the Yalu. The
Joint Chiefs indirectly criticized MacArthur when they added
that the national interest required that "we be kept informed
of important changes in the situation as they occurred."”
MacArthur's estimate of the present situation, as requested
on November 6, was to be submitted as soon as possible.53
MacArthur replied on the 7th, noting that invioabil-
ity of Manchuria and Siberia had been cardinal principles of
his headquarters and would continue to be. He added that

destruction of hydroelectric installations had never been

‘contemplated. As to the present situation, MacArthur

52Jcs to MacArthur, November 6, 1950, Ibid.,
1057-1058; Truman, Trial, 375. —

335¢s to MacArthur, November 6, 1950, FR,1950,
VII, 1075-1076.
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believed that China had committed sufficient forces to have
seized the initiative in the western sector, and to have de-
layed materially the offensive in the eastern sector. The
Chinese seemed to be operating on the principle that their
“forces will be used and augmented at will, probably without
any formal declaration of hostilities." Should reinforcement
continue, the point could be reached where "resumption of
the U.N. advance would be impossible and might even be
forced into retrograde." The U.N. offensive would be re-
sumed in the west, however, since this was the only way to
measure the enemy's strength accurately.54
As a result of MacArthur's latest estimate, more
moderate than his November 4 report, and the reports and
estimates about possible full-scale Chinese intervention, a
National Security Council review of the Korea situation was.
called for. With the critical meeting scheduled for Novem-
ber 9, John P. Davies of the Policy Planning Staff, prepared
a draft memorandum on November 7 for consideration and dis-
cussion. Davies admitted that Chinese intervention possibly
could remain at the present level and that the Chinese were
making a token show of force, seeking to intimidate the
United Nations in hopes of gaining a negotiated settlement
providing for a buffer zone on their frontier. Other con-

siderations, however, suggested the situation was more

SMacArthur to JCS, November 7,1950,Ibid., 1076-77.

-267-




ominous than this. The Chinese could greatly expand their
intervention, and ideologically they had every reason to
foster Korean Communist resistance and to expand on the pen-
insula. The United States, as the guiding spirit behind
the United Nations presence in Korea, was the key factor in
determining Peking's reactions. The Chinese, besides
having an ideological antipathy to America, viewed the
United States with a morbid distrust and hatred.55

Davies believed the Soviets were encouraging China's
intervention. Both governments knew the risks involved, as
U.S. intervention in Korea had indicated that the American
people were very unpredictable. Thus, the Chinese were pre-
pared to accept a violent U.S. reaction. The Soviets, whose
main interest lay in Europe, were only too glad to see the
United States, Britaln, and France drawn into a deeper mili-
tary commitment in Asia. Whatever Russia had to pay to in-
duce Chinese intervention was worth it to the Kreml:i.n.56

Davies concluded that on the evidence at hand, the
United States could not know what Peking's or Moscow's
course would be in the coming months, as the situation pre-
sented a wide range of possible developments. One thing was
clear--China's actions were in defiance of the law-abiding

members of the world community. The United States had seve-

ral alternatives open to it. It could withdraw its forces

5pavies Draft Memo, November 7,1950,Ibid., 1078.

561bid., 1079-1080.
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in order to avoid provocations and to husband its strength.
This might alleviate the present crisis but would lead im-
mediately to new dangers elsewhere. Another alternative was
to break-off contact with the enemy and go on the defensive.
This would be a temporizing course at best. A third course
was to seek a negotiated settlement immediately, but this
was a weak and unsatisfactory course. Finally, the United
States could carry the hostilities into China and Manchuria
proper, with the risk of a general Asian war.57

Davies believed the United States should "seek a lo-
calized solution in Korea and prepare for possible imminent
outbreak of WW III." This policy should be developed and
made public simultaneously. In order to localize the con-
flict, the United States had to avoid any acts that would
bring the Chinese overtly into Korea--the same applied to
the Soviet Union. Tactically this meant the Manchurian
border should not be violated on land or in the air.58

What Davies had concluded, in effect, was that the
United States should continue its present policy. Not un-
expectedly, Edmund Clubb seconded this opinion in a memoran-
dum to Dean Rusk on November 7, in which he urged that
MacArthur's directive of October 9 be continued pending de-

finitive developments. But any all-out offensives should be

abandoned in favor of more wary, testing tactics that would

57Ibid., 1083. 581bid.
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allow for an orderly withdrawal to strong defensive posi-
tions if real danger threatened. In effect, military opera-

tions should be slowed so as to test Chinese intentions and

59

in order that Washington could make political estimates.

The Joint Chiefs informed MacArthur of the upcoming
National Security Council meeting. They thought that the
introduction of Chinese forces to the extent reported, con-
stituted a major Chinese Communist entry into North Korea.
This new situation meant that MacArthur's objective of de-
struction of North Korean armed forces might have to be re-
examined and MacArthur's opinion was desired..60

MacArthur's reply was immediate and firm in its op-
position to any re-examination of his mission. The October
directive fully covered the present situation. In his opin-
ion, "it would be fatal to weaken the fundamental and basic.
policy of the United Nations to destroy all resisting armed
forces in Korea and bring that country under a united and
free nation." Even under the present restrictions on his
use of air power, MacArthur believed he could deny Chinese
reinforcements the ability to cross the Yalu in numbers suf-
ficient so as to enable him to destroy those forces now
facing the United Nations. An attack to achieve this goal

would begin November 17, with U.N. forces driving to the

59c1ubb to Rusk, November 7, 1950,Ibid., 1088-1092.
60

JCS to MacArthur, November 8, 1950, Ibid.,
1097-1098. -
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border and securing all of North Korea. To do anything less
"would completely destroy the morale of my forces," and would
result in "an indefinite retention of our military forces
along difficult defensive lines in North Korea . . . ." The
United States should press the United Nations to condemn
Chinese aggression and should call for their withdrawal on
pains of military sanctions should they fail to do so.61

The CIA also presented an evaluation of the situation
prior to the November 9 NSC meeting. While estimating pre-
sent Chinese strength in Korea at only 30-40,000 men, the
CIA believed there were some 700,000 troops in Manchuria.
These forces were capable of halting and reversing the U.N.'s
advance and of insuring the continued existence of a Commu-
nist regime on North Korean soil. In accomplishing this,
the Chinese presently retained full freedom of action and
could adjust their actions to meet developments in Korea.62

The CIA felt that the Chinese Communist intervention
in Korea, undoubtedly done with Soviet support, was carried
out with full recognition of possible retaliation and a gene-
ral war--thus, they probably would ignore an ultimatum re-
qQuiring their withdrawal. The immediate reason for their

intervention was the U.S. crossing of the 38th parallel and

the resulting swift collapse of North Korean resistance.

®lyacArthur to JCS, November 9,1950,Ibid., 1107-09.

62Memo Prepared by CIA, November 8, 1950, Ibid.,
1101.
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Without Chinese intervention, U.N. forces would soon have
reached the Yalu River and the Korean People's Republic
would have ceased to exist. China intervened rather than
accept the presence of an openly unfriendly "U.S.-controlled"”
regime on its border. The Chinese failure to intervene
earlier at twc more critical phases, when the United States
held only the Pusan perimeter and later when the Inchon
landings were made, confirmed this interpretation.63
The CIA did not think Soviet intervention was
likely. The Soviet Union probably believed the United States
would not risk a general war over Chinese intervention alone.
Moscow realized that the principal risk of a general war lay
in the exercise of Soviet intervention. A decision to pur-
sue enemy aircraft into Manchuria and to bomb troop concen-
trations and airfields there, would not greatly influence a.
Soviet decision to act, but such maneuvers would increase
materially the extent of Chinese intervention in Korea.64
The last department heard from before the NSC meeting
was the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They believed that only a
determined military effort could defeat the Chinese then
present in Korea. China's reasons for being in Korea were

not clear, but certainly included a desire to protect the

Yalu power installations, establishment of a cordon sanitaire

631pid., 1104.

64’Memo by Director of the CIA (Smith) to the NSC,

November 9, 1950, Ibid., 1122.
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in North Korea, continuation of the undeclared war in North

Korea in order to sap U.S. strength, and a desire to drive
the United Nations out of Korea. The United Nations should
make every effort to reassure the Chinese about the hydro-
electric plants on the Yalu.65

The Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that a sustained
military campaign in Korea would be a heavy drain on U.S.
military potential. A continued U.S. commitment in Korea
would be at the expense of more useful strategic deployment
elsewhere of the forces involved. There appeared to be
three courses of action open: force the action to a success-
ful conclusion; establish a defensive position short of the
Korean border; or withdraw, which "if conducted voluntarily
would so lower the worldwide prestige of the United States
that it would be totally unacceptable, and if conducted in-.
voluntarily could only be accepted as the prelude to
global war. w66

MacArthur's arguments did not entirely convince the
Joint Chiefs, since they believed that every effort "should
be expended as a matter of urgency to settle the problem of
Chinese Communist intervention in Korea by political means,
preferably thrcugh the U.N. . . . ." This effort would in-

clude reassurances to the Chinese "with respect to our

655¢S to Marshall, November 9,1950, Ibid., 1117.
661p14., 1121.
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intent, direct negotiations through our Allies and the In-
terim Committee with the Chinese Communist Government, and
by any other available means." Pending final clarification
of Chinese objectives in Korea, however, MacArthur's Octo-
ber 9 directive should remain in force and the United
States "should develop its plans and make its preparations
on the basis that the risk of global war is inc:reased."67

At the November 9 NSC meeting, the Joint Chiefs
position was basically accepted. Acheson's attempt to gain
acquiescence to a buffer zone twenty miles deep on each side
of the Yalu was unsuccessful. While Bradleyhagreed that the
chances of defending a line well south of the Yalu were bet-
ter, he nonetheless believed that any U.N. backward movement
would lower prestige and affect the will of South Korea to
fight. The National Security Council agreed that the United
States would seek a political solution to the problem of
Chinese intervention, but at the present time would not
alter MacArthur's basic mission.68

In his memoirs, Dean Acheson has said that the United
States at this NSC meeting, "missed its last chance to halt
the march to disaster in Korea. All the President's ad-

visers in this matter, civilian and military, knew that

something was badly wrong, though what it was, how to find

671 bid.

68Memo by the NSC Staff, Interim Report, November 14,

1950, Ibid., 1150; Schnabel, Policy, 254-255.
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out, and what to do about it, they muffed.”69 The intense
activity in washington following this NSC meeting, up to

the time of massive Chinese intervention, indicated that ef-
forts were continued to discover what was "badly wrong".

The United States, once it had decided to intervene
in the Korean War, bowed to the judgment of the military;
and the military, as was traditional, was bowing to the judg-
ment of the commander in the fieid. The available evidence
was conflicting. A positive report throwing doubt on the
chances of intervention countered every negative assessment
warning of imminent and massive Chinese intervention. By
November 9, however, there could be no doubt that there were
huge Chinese troop concentrations on the Manchurian border.
Nor could there be any doubt that China had already committed
troops to North Korea. These two factors alone should have
been enough to dictate a policy of extreme caution until the
situation was clarified. But these two facts did not stand
in isolation, as there were other indications of China's in-
tention to intervene in Korea, and more were forthcoming.

One of the stranger signs to appear, or disappear,
was the manner in which Chinese troops seemed to melt away
after November 9, to reappear in massive numbers on Novem-
ber 25. The Chinese backed off and had gone of the defen-

sive. American prisoners were released and ore intelligence

69Acheson, Creation, 602.
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officer concluded that this decision on China's part had to
be made at a high level. The Chargé in Seoul offered the
view that the Chinese might be testing U.N. determination
to continue its northward advance.70 While this behavior
was very puzzling, no one seemed to attach very great sig-
nificance to it at the time. Through hindsight it is
probably correct to say that the Chinese were giving the
United Nations one last chance to stop its northward ad-
vance, while at the same time successfully drawing an over-
confident MacArthur into an increasingly difficult terrain
should the United Nations decide to continue its move north.
If, as Acheson believed, U.S. policy makers sensed
something badly wrong in northern Korea, then America‘'s U.N.
allies were no less sensitive. Great Britain in particular
was very anxious about the situation. The need for the
United States to placate its allies led the State Department
to withstand firmly pressures from bdth the Defense Depart-
ment and MacArthur to allow U.N. air power to pursue Chinese
jets into their Manchurian sanctuaries. This was a sore
point with MacArthur and a delicate one with America's
allies, who expressed almost unanimous opposition to the

"hot pursuit" concepi',.?1 In this case, the State Department

70Drumright to Acheson, November 11 and 18, 1950,
FR,1950, VII, 1129 and 1184; Muccio to Acheson, November 23,
24, 25, 1950, Ibid., 1216, 1218, 1233.

71Acheson to U.S. Mission at the U.N., November 13,
1950, Ibid., 1143. For the Allies replies see Ibid., 1151,
1156, 1159, 1173-1175.
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overruled the military, and political necessity overruled
military practicality. By giving in on this issue, the
United States could keep a semblance of support among its
allies for the policy decisions reached in early November.
While trying to soothe its nervous allies, the United
States also tried to reassure China. On November 15, Acheson
and Rusk, in public sppeches before a National Conference on
Foreign policy, assured China that America had no ulterior
designs concerning Manchuria or installations on the Yalu.
China's interests could be accomodated if its goal was not
domination of all Korea. Truman, on the 16th, stated that
"So far as the United States is concerned I wish to state
unequivocally that because of our deep devotion to the cause
of world peace and our long-standing friendship for the
people of China, we will take every honorable step to pre-
vent any extension of the hostilities in the Far East."72
While attempts were being made to reassure the Chi-
nese, Ambassador at Large Jessup suggested the idea of a
buffer zone as a concrete way to achieve this. On Novem-
ber 24, he advised Acheson that America had three courses
of military action open: pursue the present offensive to
the complete occuﬁation of Korea up to the Yalu; establish
a 1limit on the advance short of the border; or withdraw to

a defensive line south of positions held previously. If

"2%pqitorial Note, Ibid., 1158 and 1161.
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either the second or third course were taken, MacArthur still
could move against Korean units north of a limiting line, if
it was judged militarily desirable. Jessup added that the
third course would have to be followed if the Chinese com-
mitment was enlarged dramatically.73 |

Jessup recommended that the United States support
the British proposal in the United Nations to establish a
demilitarized zone in the area north of the Changju-Hankang
line, under a U.N. commission responsible for the zone.
The British proposal should be modified to 1imit the zone to
from 5-25 miles in depth on the Korean side of the frontier.
While doing this, the United States should use every avail-
able means to gauge China's intentions in Korea.74

Jessup's memorandum was in line with Acheson's
‘t:hinking.75 Another meeting with the Joint Chiefs had been
scheduled for November 21, and General Bolt€ of G-3 learned
that the State Department was considering a buffer zone pro-
posal to stop military action in Korea and to lessen the
chances for world conflict. Bolté, in a memorandum to the
Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army, J. Lawton Collins, expressed

his complete cpposition to any such proposal. TFrom a poli-

tical point of view, such a zone "would weaken the

73Jessup to Acheson, November 20,1950,Ibid., 1195-
1196. America finally opposed the British DMZ proposal and
1t was dropped. See Ibid., 1191,1212,1213-1215,1228-1229.

4114,

75Battle to Acheson, November 21,1950,Ibid., 1201-03.
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fundamental and basic policy of the U.N. to make Korea a
united and free nation." While acknowledging that on mili-
tary grounds it conceivably might be wise to stop short of
the Yalu, U.N. objectives in Korea and U.S. national objec-
tives made such a decision unwise. Boltd, arguing on po-
litical grounds, urged that MacArthur's orders should stand
and a decision to halt short of the northern frontier
"should not be made on military grounds."76
The November 21, 1950, meeting between the State and
Defense Departments opened with Robert Lovett's observation
that MacArthur had said nothing to indicate that he could not
accomplish his mission. He wondered, however, if the United
States could count on the continued support of its U.N.
allies. Both Acheson and Rusk agreed there was great anxiety
among friendly members of the United Nations about becoming
too deeply involved with China. General Marshall pointed
out that nothing had been presented in the meeting that
indicated Acheson believed MacArthur should not push forward
with his offensive. This was proper, because Marshall
"preferred to consider first the political action based on
the premise that General MacArthur will succeed in his
pending military offensive." Acheson agreed but stressed the

need to find a way to end China's intervention.77

76301té to Collins, subj.: State-Defense High Level
Meeting on Korea, November 20, 1950, JCS Geographic File.

77Memo of Conversation by Jessup, November 21, 1950,
FR,1950, VII, 1204-1205.
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General Bradley, General Collins, and General
Vandenberg, expressed the belief that "from a military point
of view . . .it would not be useful to hold the line at the
River but rather the high ground back of the River."

Acheson thought this a good idea, especially if America
could get the Chinese to accept by negotiation what the
United States intended to do anyway. The military felt that
a negotiated settlement should not be made under the burden
of self-imposed limitations, but added that it was concerned
about ending the war quickly so U.S. troops could be de-

ployed elsewhere.78

The consensus was that a political
solution was best, but military success was a necessary
first ingredient.

The meeting resulted in agreement that a new proposal
should be sent to MacArthur.’? Prepared by Dean Rusk, with
a few alterations by General Collins, this November pro-
posal, not a directive, represented an attempt to achieve a
course of action that would accomplish the U.N. goal of uni-
fying Korea while reducing the possibility of a more general
engagement with the Chinese, an action that would split
America from its allies and would be costly militarily.so

MacArthur was informed that there was a chance that

proposals might be made in the United Nations to restrict

™Ibid., 1206-1207.  "OIbid., 1207.

80Schnabel, Policy, 266-270,
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the U.N. advance and to set up a demilitarized zone. The
consensus in Washington was that no change would be made in

the present U.N. mission, but that immediate action would be

taken to formulate a course of action that would unify Korea
and reduce the risk of a more general war. The Joint Chiefs
assumed that MacArthur's attack, launched November 24, would
be successful, and the following measures were suggested to
reduce tension. After advancing to or near the Yalu, he was
to secure a position on terrain commanding the approaches
from the valley of the Yalu. The forces used would be South
Korean primarily, while U.N. forces would be held in readi-
ness to insure holding the line. Such a line would be ex-
tended from the Japan Sea to a line east of the 17th Infan-
try's position, with an outpost at Chongjin--this buffer
zone would be the 1imit for the present advance.81
The Joint Chiefs recognized that from the viewpoint
of a Commander in the field, this course might leawve much to
be desired, but there were other considerations that had to
be accepted. The procedures outlined would not seriously
affect the accomplishment of the U.N. military mission. The
Joint Chiefs desired MacArthur's comments upon the course
82

of action outlined.

MacArthur replied that he shared Washington's desire

81c011ins to MacArthur, November 24, 1950, Ibid.,
1222-1223; Schnabel, Policy, 268-269.

820011ins to MacArthur, November 24, 1950, FR,1950,
VII, 1223-122k.
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to confine the spread of Korean hostilities, but the "sug-
gested approach would not only fail to achieve the desired
result but would be provocative of the very consequences we
seek to avert." His personal reconnaisance of the Yalu River
line had convinced him that "it would be utterly impossible
for us to stop upon commanding terrain as you suggest and
there be in a position to hold and effectively control its
lines of appoach to North Korea." MacArthur believed that
"any fallure on our part to prosecute the military campaign
through to the achievement of its public and oft-repeated
objective of destroying all enemy forces south of Korea's
northern boundary . . .would be fraught with the most dan-
gerous consequences." All of Asia would see this action as
a sign of weakness and of appeasement of China.83
MacArthur then pointed out that entry of China into
the conflict was "a risk we knowingly +took at the time we
committed our forces." His troops were committed to seizing
the entire border region, and in the east they already oc-
cupied a sector of the Yalu. Only by meeting this commitment
could 'Soviet and Chinese aggressive designs . . .be checked
before these countries are committed to a course of action
84

from which for political reasons they cannot withdraw."

The Joint Chiefs once more acquiesced in MacArthur's

83MacArthur to JCS, November 25,1950,Ibid.,1232-33.

8L"Ibid., 1233.
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judgment, but before that decision could be debated, mili-
tary events in Korea made the discussion purely academic.
On November 25, the 8th Army ran into heavy enemy opposition,
estimated at 200,000 men, in the western and center sectors.
On the 27th, General Almond's X Corps in the east came under
heavy attack from Chinese troops.85
On November 28, MacArthur informed Washington that
“We face an entirely new war." He believed that "our pre-
sent strength of force is not sufficient to meet this unde-
clared war by the Chinese . . .The resulting situation pre-
sents an entire new picture which broadens the potentiali-
ties to world-embracing considerations beyond the sphere of
decision by the Theater Commander." He planned to pass from
offense to defense and await Washington's instructions.86
It was indeed an entirely new war and it must be
concluded that U.S. policy makers were less than brilliant
in handling the situation. Nobody in Washington was willing
to take the initiative and overrule MacArthur on essential
and critical issues. The United States seemingly drifted
into a massively enlarged conflict with China because no one
of sufficient influence within the bureaucracy was willing

to advocate a policy of less than total victory. The signs

by November 10 were clear enought to justify a very cautious

85Muccio to Acheson, November 27, 1950, Ibid.,
1235; Schnabel, Policy, 274.

86MacArthur to JCS, November 28, 1950, FR,1950, VII,

1237-1238.
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policy. The Joint Chiefs and the Defense and State Depart-
ment were concerned in November and all agreed that some
kind of political, that is negotiated, solution was the best
way to keep the situation from dangerously escalating. Yet
no one would flatly order MacArthur either to slow his of-
fensive or to set up a buffer zone so that an approach to
the Chinese could at least be attempted. While policy makers
admitted to the necessity of a political solution, it had to
be one made in the context of a successful military offen-
sive--an offensive that the Joint Chiefs felt as late as
November 21, was not necessary militarily.

The military had assumed policy making responsibility
soon after the commitment of troops to Korea. The Depart-
ment set forth its own policy objectives in Korea and had
them accepted. But strangely enough, whereas the military
had argued against the commitment of U.S. ground forces to
Korea in June on military grounds, they now justified
MacArthur's northward drive in the face of possible Chinese
intervention on political grounds. In reaching the deci-
sion to cross the 38th parallel, the military had combined
both military and political arguments to gain acceptance of
its position. Exﬁediency, in both the case of the military
and the State Department, had made arguments that were unac-
ceptable in June, 1950, acceptable in November, 1950.

After the September 15 Inchon landings, the momentum
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of military success determined political policy objectives
in Korea, even when official Washington knew there was some-
thing "badly wrong" in northern Korea. With military suc-
cess came the political objective of the unification of
Korea. While apparently having a firm grasp of the possi-
bilities and risks involved, and of the alternatives avail-
able in first crossing the parrallel, and then in continuing
north despite Chinese warnings, no one seemed to be willing
to do anything more than observe the march of military
events in Korea. All policy makers acknowledged that it was
not in America's interest to become involved in a war with
China, but no one would take the initiative in making de-
cisions that might have reassured the Chinese, because to

do so would be to tamper with a successful military campaign
and a successful, popular and politically-powerful general.
It also would have meant abandoning Acheson's comforting
view of Communist China. Faced with full-scale Chinese in-
tervention, the United States would draw back from the
grandiose political objective of unifying Korea by military
means, but would continue in December and January to allow

the pace of military events in Korea to determine policy.
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CHAPTER X
THE AMERICAN COMMITMENT IS ALTERED

The massive intervention of Chinese troops in the
Korean War created an entirely new situation that required
the United States to reassess all aspects of its position
in Korea. The National Security Council met .in the after-
noon of November 28, 1950, and Bradley sketched the general
situation, stating that the Joint Chiefs believed that at
the present time MacArthur did not need a new directive.
Battlefield conditions had to be clarified, though Bradley
did note that at present no air strikes should be contem-
plated against the large aircraft concentrations in Man-
churia, because the enemy could bomb U.S. airfields in
Ja.pan.1

The three Defense Department Secretaries had pre-
pared a memorandum in which they argued that the United
States had to continue to act through the United Nations and
not individually. If possible, a line should be held some-

where in Korea. The United States ought not become involved

1Memo of Conversation by Jessup,.November 28,

1950, FR,1950, VII, 1242.
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in a general war with China, since to do so would be to fall

into a carefully laid Russian trap. Every possible econonmic,
psychological, political, and military effort had to be made
to localize the war, which meant that Chinese territory
should not be violated and Nationalist Chinese troops should
not be used in Korea. Finally, both in the United States
and in Europe, an accelerated military build-up was essential
and a supplemental budget request was vital. Bradley agreed
in general with these views and added that no more National
Guard units should be activated and that no more ground
troops were available for use in Korea; MacArthur already
had enough troops.2
Acheson feared that the United States was much closer
to the danger of a general war. The power behind the Chinese
move was the Soviet Union, and thus this new problem had to.
be considered in the context of "the worldwide problem of
confronting the Soviet Union as an antagonist." He agreed
with Marshall's remarks, but added that the United States
at a minimum should try to have China branded as an aggres-
sor. Acheson admitted that the United States could not de-
feat China in Korea, as they could "put in more than we
can." Acheson felt, however, that "it would be disastrous
for us simply to pull out of Korea at this stage." He con-

cluded that the United States should find "a line that we

°Tbid., 1243-1244.
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can hold and hold it." This would placate America's allies

and demonstrate that the United States.was not aggressive

and was awaiting the next Chinese move. Once MacArthur had

determined what line he could hold, the United States should

press forward and turn it over to the South Koreans as soon

as possible. Outside Korea the United States had to push
harder to build its strength and had to liquidate the French
objection to the development of an European Army.3
On November 29, the Joint Chiefs informed MacArthur
that his plans to defend were approved and that any direc-
tives in conflict with those plans were to be deferred. On
November 30, MacArthur reported that the Chinese build-up
continued unabated and that the 8th Army would be forced to
continue to retreat. He concluded that China's objective
was "the complete destruction of U.N. forces and the se-
curing of all Korea."4
The continued Chinese success in Korea was taking a
toll of America's nervous allies. Acheson took great pains
to reassure Britain that the United States would act through
5

the. United Nations and would consult closely with Britain.

Truman's November 30 press conference comments did rot aid

3Ibid., 1246-1248.
QJCS to MacArthur, November 29, 1950, Ibid., 1253;
MacArthur to the JCS, November 30, 1950, Ibid., 1260.

5Acheson to the Embassy in the United Kingdom,
November 28, 1950, Ibid., 1250.
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Acheson's efforts. Truman told reporters that consideration
would be given to using all available weapons in Korea and
he left the impression that the use of atomic weapons in
Korea would be at the discretion of the commander in the
field--MacArthur. This was later clarifiedé, but the damage
had been done. The panic-stricken British decided that
Prime Minister Clement Atlee had to come to Washington to
discuss the Korean situation and other matters with Truman.
7

The conference was set for December 4-8, 1950.

Britain was not alone in giving vent to fears and

doubts about U.S. policy in Korea. Nations of the NATO pact

especially feared an extension of the war in Korea because
it might weaken U.S. commitments in Western Europe at a time

when NATO was still a fledgling, powerless organization.

America's allies in Eurcpe particularly distrusted the ag-
gressive and seemingly independent tendencies of MacArthur,
though they did so in a forceful manner only after he was
unsuccessful in Korea.

Acheson recognized that there was an imperative need

for a program that would stop the Chinese. MacArthur needed

éEditorial Note, Ibid., 1261-1262.

7Charge' in the United Kingdom(Holmes) to Acheson,
November 30, 1950, Ibid.,1269;Editorial Note, Ibid., 1269.

8U.S. Representative in the U.N.(Austin)to Acheson,
November 30, 1950, Ibid., 1273; Ibid., November 30, 1950,
Ibid., 1270; Memo of Conversation by Raynor, Adviser to the
U.S. Delegation to the U.N., November 24, 1950, Ibid., 1219;
Footnote 1, Ibid., 1225; Schnabel, Policy, 287-288.
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to find a suitable line to hold, and this line then should
be given some kind of sanctity. A program was vital because
the United States had to get its allies together and "put
all the backbone we could in them."9 At a December 1
meeting with the military and the CIA, Acheson referred to
the virtual state of panic "among our friends in the United
Nations." Many of them felt that U.S. leadership had failed
and that the present problems in Korea were MacArthur's
fault. The United States had to restore confidence and uni-
ty, and one way to do this was to establish a militarily ac-
ceptable defensive line and then through political action
give it sanctity. If it was impossible to hold a line, the
United States would be confronted with a new set of problems
and would have to proceed on different assumptions.10
Bradley thought the battlefield situation had not
crystallized to the point where a definite answer could be
given about holding a line. General Collins suggested that
someone should go to Japan and assess the situation on the
spot. Marshall agreed and instructed Collins to leave that
day. The Secretary of Defense went on to note that it would

be difficult to establish a line across the waist of Korea,

but it would be pdssible to hold separate positions in

Memo by Lucius Battle, Special Assistant to the
Secretary of State, of a Meeting Held November 30, 1950,
Compiled December 3, 1950, FR,1950, VII, 1270-1271.

10Memo of Conversation by Jessup, December 1, 1950,
Ibid., 1276-1277.
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the east and west.

General Smith, head of the CIA, feported that the
latest estimate was that Russia would never accept a Korea
in hostile hands. He believed America should withdraw from
Korea, though this would not solve the problem. Admiral
Forrest P. Sherman added that from a strategic viewpoint,
the United States should be on the islands off the mainland,
but that abandonment of Korea would be dangerous to Japan.
Generally, the military believed that America should not
bomb Manchurian airfields even if this meant "that our
ground forces must take some punishment from the air."12

Lovett expressed the consensus when he described
Korea as not being decisive in military terins, when compared
to Western Europe, the primary center of interest. Yet if
possible, Korea should be held for political reaons. Time
was needed so that a cease-fire or truce might be gained.
While the Joint Chiefs agreed that from a military viewpoint
the acceptance of a cease-fire and going back to the 38th
parallel was the best available choice, they believed that
agreement to a cease-fire would be premature. Marshall con-
cluded the meeting by saying that "acceptance of a cease-fire
would represent a great weakness on our part."13

Efforts at the United Nations %o determine the Chi-

nese position were met with intransigence on China's part.

Uypig.,1277-78. 121pig.,1278.  L31pid.,1279-81.
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The Soviets on November 30, vetoed a six-power resolution
calling for cessation of hostilities. .The United States,
forced to conclude that "no further fruitful action . . .can
be taken in the Security Council,” decided to work through
the General Assembly in the future to bring about a peace-
ful settlement.lu
Acheson dispatched an outline to America's U.N. rep-
resentatives recommending a series of steps to be taken in
the United Nations. First, immediate submission to the Gene-
ral Assembly of a six-power resolution entitled "Intervention
of the People's Republic of China." Concurrent with that,
an explanatory memorandum would be submitted in a form that
left open the nature of the resolution the General Assembly
might adopt. If the military required an. immediate cease-
fire, three alternative methods could be pursued. One, ap-
proach the Soviets or Chinese, or both, in any way possible,
to obtain an immediate cease-fire. If this was impossible,
a General Assembly resolution calling for a cease-fire could
be sought. A third possibility was introduction of the
vetoed six-power resolution. Generally, the military agreed
to these steps, but felt no cease-fire should be proposed

15

until after Collins reported and Atlee arrived.

1l".Acheson to Certain Diplomatic and Consulate
Offices, December 1, 1950, Ibid., 1298.

15Acheson to the U.S. Mission at the U.N., Decem-
ber 2, 1950, Ibid., 1276-1277; Memo by Battle of a Meeting
Held December 2, 1950, Compiled December 3, 1950, Ibid.,
1310-1311.
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The military, in a December 2 meeting with Truman
and Acheson, raised the question of what price the Chinese
would ask for a negotiated settlement. Marshall believed
the price was bound to be high, involving U.S. evacuation of
Korea, seating China in the United Nations, abandonment of
Formosa, and Chinese participation in a Japanese peace
treaty. America was in a great dilemma, Marshall believed,
having to determine how to save "our troops and protect our
national honor at the same time." Acheson agreed that the
United States would have difficulty abandoning South Korea
in good conscience. There also was agreement that a military
build-up should be accelerated and that Truman should make
the public aware of the very serious nature of the Korean
situation. Developments in Korea were critical enough for
a meeting to be scheduled the next day between the top of-
ficials of the State and Defense Departments.l®

Before that meeting was held, MacArthur sent another
assessment of the current situation. MacArthur believed
that Washington did not fully understand the basic changes
that had occurred as a result of China's intervention.

Since the nature of the terrain reduced enormously the normal
benefits accruing'to his superior air force, it was evident

that unless major ground reinforcements were promptly sent,

16Ibid.. 1311-1312; Annex, Memo by Jessup, Supple-

ment to Mr. Battle's Memo of December 3 Recording the Sec-
retary's Conversation with the President, General Marshall,
and General Bradley, Ibid., 1312-1313.
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the U.N. Command would "either be forced into successive

withdrawal with diminished powers of resistance . . .or will
be forced to take up beachhead bastion positions" which ai-
ford 1ittle hope of anything beyond a degree of pro-
longed resistance."17
MacArthur emphasized that events had outmoded the
directives he was operating under. The strategic concepts
which guided operations against North Korea had no applica-
tion against the overwhelming power he was facing. The rela-
tively small U.N. forces under his command faced "the full
offensive power of the Chinese Communist nation augmented
by extensive supply of Soviet materiel." MacArthur believed
that "unless some positive and immediate action is taken,
hope for success cannot be justified and steady attrition
leading to final destruction can reasonably be contemplated.”
The present situation called "for political decisions and
strategic plans in implementation thereof, adequate fully
to meet the realities involved."18
MacArthur's gloomy evaluation was reflected in the
meeting between the State and Defense Department officials
on December 3. Discussion was narrowed quickly to the basic

question of whether a cease-fire was needed and what price

should be paid for it. Acheson believed the United States

17MacArthur to JCS, December 3,1950,Ibid., 1320-21.

181414, 1321-1322.
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had to consider both the security of its troops and the ef-
fect of the present situation of America's position in the
Far East and the world. There .was a danger that America
might become the greatest of appeasers if Korea were aban-
doned. To be forced out of Korea in Dunkirk fashion would
be a disaster, but not a disgraceful one. A cease-fire that
agreed to withdrawal to the 38th parallel would be accept-
able, but the Chinese undoubtedly would want more, which
would present the United States "with a bitter choice." Ne-
gotiations, Acheson felt, were_unavoidable and the United
States could expect no allied support on the questions of
Formosa and U.N. seating. At present, the tendency among
other countries was to criticize America rather than China.
In any case, it had to be expected that someone, perhaps
Atlee, would propose a cease-fire.lg
General Bradley agreed that from a military view-
point a cease-fire would be useful, but not if the cost of
gaining it was too great. He did not want a general war,
which might result if the United States took direct measures
against China, but that risk had to be weighed against the
loss of Korea and the resultant loss of U.S. prestige in the
world. Indochina and Formosa certainly would fall and the

drift to appeasement among Europeans, already gaining, would

19Memo of Convesation by Jessup, December 3,
1950, Ibid., 1324-1325.
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be accelerated. An equally important question was how long
the American people would allow the present conflict to
continue without a declaration .of war against China.zo
Dean Rusk observed that "The danger is that we might
lose both our principles and our troops." In order to main-
tain the integrity of its foreign policy, the United States
had to maintain the U.N.'s integrity. Aggression in Korea
must not be rewarded. The United Nations would solidify be-
hind America it if stood for a settlement at the 38th paral-
lel. Any Chinese move across the parallel then would result
in its being labeled an aggressor, thus denying China any
political profit from aggression. Rusk believed America
could not "sustain her theory of an absolute priority for
Europe if we surrender in the Far East." The United States
should step up the current action gradually, without sacri-
ficing too many troops, as a middle course between appease-
ment and full-scale war.21 |
Bradley agreed with Rusk's assessment, adding that
two questions had to be answered. First, a political ques-
tion of whether a cease-fire should be sought. Second, a
military question of whether U.N. forces would fight or
evacuate after they established beachheads. 3Bradley believed
that firm beachheads should be set up on the principle that

U.N. forces would be withdrawn in an orderly fashion.?!

201big., 1325-26. 2l1bid.,1327. 221bid., 1329-31.
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No real consensus could be reached at the meeting
beyond agreement that a directive should be sent informing
MacArthur that his primary consideration was preservation
of his forces and that he should continue his plans to con-
solidate his troops into beachheads. Generally the military
believed that the fighting should continue and evacuation
should occur in an orderly fashion that would preserve the
greatest number of MacArthur's forces.23

Later, at a meeting in the State Depariment, Rusk
noted that since the military was demoralized it was neces-
sary to urge them to make the best possible effort to con-
solidate the U.N. position. He believed the Chinese should
be forced "to make a really major effort at great cost to
themselves if they were to get us out of Korea." America
could not bow out because the damage in Europe and the Far
East would be too great. Before any substantive actions
were taken, policy makers had to have a "real estimate from
the Military on its capacity to resist."zu

Since General Collins had not reported on the situa-
tion in Korea, the State Department was forced to prepare a

position paper for the Truman-Atlee talks without a military

estimate on the United Nations' capacity to resist. The

23Ibid.; Footnote 5, Ibid., 1333; Memo of Conversa-
tion by the Director of the Executive Secretariat
(McWilliams), December 3, 1950, Ibid., 1335.

24yemo by Battle, December b4, 1950, Ibid., 1345.
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position paper suggested that Truman discuss with Atlee the
possibility of gaining a cease-fire based on the 38thparallel
before the Chinese reached that line. A demilitarized zone
would be set up to separate the two forces. Arrangements
for a cease-fire would "not be conditioned on agreement on
other issues, such as Formosa, and the Chinese seat in the
U.N." Truman also was to inform Atlee that MacArthur would
assemble his forces into three beachheads and that X Corps
would be evacuated from Korea and moved to Japan. The 8th
Army would retire to the Seoul-Inchon area but would not
evacuate until cease-fire results were known.25
The State Department felt that if China rejected 2
cease-fire and moved south of the 38th parallel, the 8th Army
would be faced with forced evacuation from the Seoul-Inchon
areas. Evacuation, however, should result from military
necessity only. If U.N. forces were driven from Korea, the
United Nations should brand China an‘aggressor and mobilize
political and economic means to pressure Peking. Harassing
military action might be permitted, but the lack of troops
and acknowledgement that Russia would not permit it, pre-
cluded a major military effort against China.26

The Joint Chiefs disliked several aspects of the

State Department's position paper and made appropriate

25Bradley to Marshall,December 24,1950,Ibid., 1348,
261p34., 1349.
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revisions in it. A cease-fire at the 38th parallel was ap-
propriate only if it did not "impose conditions which would
jeopardize the safety of U.N. forces and not be conditioned
on agreement on other issues . . . ." The Defense Depart-
ment eliminated all reference to evacuating X Corps and to
moving the 8th Army to a specific area, wishing nothing to
tie MacArthur's hands tactically or which would set up spe-
cific conditions for withdrawal. MacArthur should be free
to evacuate U.N. forces at his discre‘cion.27

The Defense Department believed that the United Na-
tions immediately should have China branded as an aggressor
and should bring pressure to bear to cease its aggression.
In addition, military harassment could be used, and the De-
fense Department mentioned a naval blockade, bombing com-
munication lines, and utilizing Nationalist Chinese forces28
The Defense Department's revisinn of the section on military
actions against China indicated a definite tendency to ap-
ply some kind of retaliatory measures to China.

Truman met Atlee on December 4 for the first of six
meetings. Atlee took the position that there was no choice
but to negotiate with China. The Chinese were certain to
make demands that would include Formosa, a seat in the United

Nations, and recognition, which the British seemed willing

to concede. Truman made it clear that he would never proceed

281p3d., 1349.

271bid., 1348.
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along this line. Both men agreed that U.S. prestige would
suffer if Korea was lost, but Atlee's major concern was that
America would become involved in a dangerous and unrealistic
extension of hostilities with China. Atlee assured Truman
that Britain was not going to desert the United States.29
Acheson gave vent to his displeasure with Britain
while briefing State Department officials after the first
meeting. The British, he said, believed that it was per-
missible to put down "little aggressions", but not "big
ones." Acheson had tried to make it clear that "Americans
would not accept surrender in the Far East in accord with
the desire of some of our Allies and then cooperate in Eu-
rope with the same Allies who have urged us to be concilia-
tory in the Far East." He further pointed out to the British
that if "we accept surrender, Japan cannot be expected to
stay with us.” Then the United States would have to concede
that Russia and China .were the real powers in Asia.30
Acheson outlined for his colleagues the American
proposals, which the British were reluctant to accept, as
follows: one, fight as hard as possible; two, if someone

proposes a cease-fire, accept it but pay nothing for it;

three, if a cease-fire failed America would start again and

29Memo by the Director of the Executive Secretariat
(McWilliams), December 5, 1950, Ibid., 1382; U.S. Delega-
tion Minutes of the First Truman-Atlee Meeting, December 35,
1950, Ibid., 1401-1403.

30Memo of Conversation by McWilliams, December 5,
1950, Ibid., 1383.
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do the best it could--it would not run out; four, if the
United States was thrown out of Korea, try to harass the
Chinese as much as possible.31.

At this point, George Kennan advised that America
did not have to limit its effort in the Far East to "a petu-
lant effort of annoyance to the Chinese." China had com-
mitted "an affront of the greatest magnitude to the United
States, " one that would not be forgotten for years. He be-
lieved the United States should take its time in deciding
what to do. When a course was chosen, America's allies
would have to accept and understand it, and be willing to
cooperate with the United States.32

Acheson injected Kennan's thinking into the next
Truman-Atlee meeting. The United States, Acheso:r said, had
tried to be friends with China for fifty years and now she
attacked America. It might be a decade before the American
people were ready to forget this, and the attitude of the
American people was vital. No administration could urge
“the American people to take vigorous action in its foreign
policy on one ocean front while on the other ocean they
seemed to be rolled back and accept a position of isolation
Acheson believed that the public's mind was not delicate

enough to understand such opposing attitudes and "even if

31pia., 1383-1384.
321p54., 1385.
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it were, that difference would be wrong." Acheson stressed
that it was improper to try to distinguish between big and
small aggressions. Atlee asserted that this had been done
in Eastern Europe, to which Acheson replied that there was
"a great difference between 'taking it' and 1iking it.'"33
The final Truman-Atlee meeting was held on Decem-
ber 8. By that time General Collins had returned from his
talks with MacArthur and with the commanders of the 8th Army
and X Corps, who had expressed the belief that they could
establish and hold beachheads for some time, and could, if
necessary, evacuate their troops safely.34
MacArthur told Collins that the full power of the
United Nations ought to be used in Korea. Reinforcements
should be employed to fight a series of withdrawals designed
to inflict maximum damage on the enemy. But if reinforce- .
ments were not supplied, U.N. forces should be evacuated.
In any case, under his present restrictions, evacuation
would be forced on him. The restrictions MacArthur men-
tioned included a prohibition on U.N. air action and a U.N.
naval blockade against China, and no reinforcements from

Nationalist China or by substantial numbers from America.

With the restrictions withdrawn he could hold a line in

33U.S. Delegation Minutes of Second Truman-Atlee
Meeting, December 5, 1950, Ibid., 1393.

3}"*'Memo, General Collins for JCS, subj.: Report on
Visit to FECOM and Korea, December 4-7, December 8, 1920,
JCS Geographic Files.
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Korea. If on the other hand a cease-fire at the 38th paral-
lel could be gained, this would be advantageous. MacArthur
was told that reinforcements were out of the question.
Collins, in his report to the Joint Chiefs, noted that if
the U.N. offensive in Korea was not continued and if China
continued the attack, "MacArthur should be directed to take
the necessary steps to prevent the destruction of his forces
pending final evacuation from Korea."35

Collins returned to Washington in time to give his
personal estimate of the Korean situation to the Truman-Atlee
conferees. Collins optimistically reported that U.N. forces
"were not in a critical condition today," and could defend
themselves without major losses. Withdrawal to a position
south of Seoul was possible--perhaps along the Han or Naktong
Rivers. He believed X Corps and the 8th Army could make a .
junction and hold the Pusan bridgehead indefinitely.36

This report buttressed the decision reached in the
December 7 Truman-itlee meeting that the United Nations
would hold in Korea until forced to leave. A cease-fire
and a negotiated settlement to the Korean problem was to be
sought but only on honorable terms which did not include
giving up Formosa or seating Red China in the United Nations.

There could be no thought of appeasement or of rewarding

D1pid.

36U.S. Delgation Minutes of Sixth Meeting, Decem-
ber 8, 1950, Ibid., 1470; Schnabel, Policy, 292.
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aggression. In addition, the United States would exhaust
all possibilities to avoid enlarging the conflict with China.
Finally, both countries agreed to accelerate the build-up
of their military capabili‘ties.37
The decision having been made to stay in Korea until
forced out, the matter of a cease-fire remained. On Decem-
ber 11, Acheson instructed America's U.N. representatives
that an acceptable cease-fire would be one which did not
place U.N. forces at a military disadvantage, and which did
not involve political considerations. In order to make any
cease-fire work, there had to be U.N. supervision through-
out Korea of the cease-fire operations.38
On the 12th, the Joint Chiefs listed the necessary
terms for a cease-fire settlement in Korea. Specifically,
they favored a demilitarized zone on the order of twenty
miles in width. Second, the cease-fire would apply to all
opposing ground, naval, and air forces in Korea, wherever
located. A U.N. Cease-Fire Commission would appoint military
observers who would have freedom of movement everywhere in
Korea. Prisoners of war would be exchanged on a one-for-one

basis and refugees would not be allowed to migrate in either

direction. Finally, the Joint Chiefs believed that before a

37U.S. Delegation Minutes of Fifth Meeting, Decem-
ber 7, 1950, FR,1950, VII, 1449-1461; Sixth Meeting Minutes,
Ibid., 1476-1479.

38Acheson to the U.S. Mission at the U.N., Decem-
ber 11, 1950, Ibid., 1522.
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cease-fire was agreed to, provisions for a Cease-Fire

Commission had to be accepted.39

By the middle of December two basic decisions had
been reached. First, that U.N. forces would remain in Korea
until forced out (though what this entailed was never spelled
out), and second, the terms under which a cease-fire would
be accepted. Having decided to stay in Korea, Truman on
December 15 declared a state of national emergency and an-
nounced plans to increase defense production, expand the
armed forces, and set up wage and price controls.40

On December 12, X Corps began seaborne evacuation
of North Korea to Pusan, there to be placed under General
Walton Walker's 8th Army. While this was occurring, the 8th .
Army continued its withdrawal south, not under Chinese pres-
sure, but in order to establish "a continuous defensive line,
across Korea at the most advantageous position." On Decenm-
ber 23, Walker was killed in a vehicle accident, and General
Matthew B. Ridgway, one of General Collins' key aides, was
appointed head of the 8th Army.“'l

MacArthur's choice of Ridgway turned out to be as

wise a decision as the Inchon landing. Ridgway's leadership

of forces that had suffered a month of reversals was

39Marsha11 to Acheson, "U.S. Position Regarding
Terms of Any U.N. General Assembly Cease-Fire Resolution
for the Korean War," December 12, 1950, Ibid., 1529-1531.

Y0paitorial Note, Ibid., 1548.
L1

Sphnabel, Policy, 300-305.
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inspiring and brilliant. MacArthur gave him the 8th Army
and told him to do with it as he thought best. He could
"attack, defend, or withdraw, the decision was left to him."
Ir eifect, Ridgway was given carte blar che to employ the 8th
Army as he saw fit, without reference to Tokyo. Even with
no reinforcements, and receiving less than the promised num-
ber of replacements, Ridgway still planned to go on the of-
fensive as soon as he could reinstill the "attack spirit"
in his demoralized staff and troops.hz
On December 30, MacArthur was told that from all
estimates, China had the capacity to force the United States
from Korea. This might be prevented by making it so costly
that the Chinese would abandon the attempt or by committing
substantial reinforcements. MacArthur, however, should ex-
pect no." more troops--Korea was the wrong place to fight a
major war and the United States would not commit its re-
maining ground forces to Korea at a time of an increased
threat of a general war. The Joint Chiefs believed, though,
that a successful resistance to Chinese-North Korean aggres-
sion at some point in Korea, and a deflation of Chinese mili-
tary and political prestige would be of great importance

to America's national :'Lni‘,ereS't:s.Ll'3

MacArthur was then instructed to defend in stages

¥21pid., 305-308.

*356S to MacArthur, December 29, 1950, FR, 1950,
VII, 1625.
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and to inflict as much damage as possible to hostile forces
in Korea. TheChiefsbelieved that since developments could
force U.S. withdrawal from Korea, it was important, particu-
larly in view of the continued threat to Japan, to determine
in advance the last reasonable opportunity for an orderly
evacuation. It seemed to the Joint Chiefs that if MacArthur
was forced back to positions in the vicinity of the Kum
River, it would be necessary to commence withdrawal to Japan.
MacArthur's views on evacuation were requested "in light of
his continuing primary mission of defense of Japan for
which only troops of the Eighth Army are available."hu
The Joint Chiefs directive reflected the different
viewpoints of the Defense and State Department. The Joint
Chiefs and the Defense Department viewed the situation pri-
marily as one of saving enough troops from Korea to maintain
Japan's security. Thus, MacArthur was told that his task
was to make a stand in Korea, suBject only to the security
of his troops--the only ones available to carry out his pri-
mary mission of the defense of Japan. The State Department,
on the other hand, viewed the situation more in terms of the
damage that would be done worldwide to U.S. prestige if
Korea was lost. fhe issue of Japan had to be seen as
closely related to Korea's fate. The State Department be-

lieved that "a determined attitude in Korea is probably

Hipid., 1625-1626.
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essential to a capability to defend Japan with Japanese
assistance."u5
The two departments clearly had a similar set of
priorities, but each ordered those priorities differently.
Worldwide military considerations and the need to salvage
troops from Korea to protect Japan required Lovett to wonder
if there was not some way to "withdraw from Korea with hon-
or." The Defense Department did not disregard the issue of
U.S. prestige, it simply placed it below the military con-
sideration of adequate resources to meet more strategically
important issues. The State Cepartment acknowledged the su-
perior priority of Japan over Korea, but worried more about
the "chain reaction of defeatism and disillusionment" that
would result if the United States seemed to turn away from
the issue of aggression. The operation in Korea should be
continued until military necessity required the United Na--
tions to leave. Thus the Defense Department favored an or-
derly evacuation at some predetermined point to preserve
U.S. troops for Japan's defense, while the State Department
wished to hold and inflict casualties until forced out.46

MacArthur noted these twin strands of thought and

he believed them to be incompatible. He thought that

. u5Memo of Conversation by Rusk, and Annex: Poli-
tical Factors Involved in a Voluntary Withdrawal from
Korea, December 19, 1950, Ibid., 1570-1576.

4§lgig.; Truman, Trial, 280.
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a forced withdrawal under the present conditions "would have
the most adverse effect upon the peoples of Asia, not ex-
cepting the Japanese, and a material reinforcement of the
forces now in this theater would be mandatory if we are td
hold the Littoral Defense Chain including.Japan against
determined assault."47
MacArthur reminded the Joint Chiefs that evacuation
of U.N. forces would free presently involved Chinese troops
for action elsewhere. He believed that even his present
small force was capable "of so draining the enemy's re-
sources as to protect the areas to the south," which would
be a greater contribution than dispersal of his forces else-
where for purely defensive purposes. ‘Defense in succession
was the only way to accomplish evacuation and in executing
this plan, the Joint Chiefs would not have "to make an an-
ticipatory decision for evacuation until such time as we may

be forced to that beachhead l:i.ne."}+8

MacArthur, in part,
sided with the State Department's position that the best way
to protect Japan was to hold in Korea as long as possible,
inflicting heavy damage on the enemy.

MacArthur requested in his December 30 reply to the
Joint Chiefs that he be allowed to blockade China, destroy

China's war industries, and employ Chinese Nationalist

47
MacArthur to JCS, December 30, 1950, FR,1950,
VII, 1630-1631.

481pid.
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troops in Korea and in diversionary operations against the

Chinese mainland. MacArthur was told that these actions were

receiving consideration, but for the present they were con-
trary to national policy. MacArthur could not count on ac-
tions outside or inside (in the form of reinforcements) to
relieve the pressure on his command. Instead, he was told
to continue to defend in successive positions, inflicting
maximum damage to hostile forces, subject to his primary
mission of protecting Japan. In addition, he was authorized
to withdraw at any time he felt it necessary to do so.49
MacArthur was being asked to make the decision for
Washington.

The General claimed again that these orders were in-
compatible, since it was clear that with his present insuf-
ficient strength he could not perform both tasks. This
being the case, "strategic dispositions taken in the present
situation must be based upon the overriding political policy
establishing the relativity of American interests.”
MacArthur felt his forces could hold out "for any length
of time up to its complete destruction if overriding poli-
tical considerations so dictated."” The General wanted to
know specifically'how long to hold--indefinitely, for some

predetermined period, or until he could evacuate in a way

to minimize his losses. If the primary interest of the

b9JCS to MacArthur, JCS 86608, January 9, 1951,
DDRS 16D(75).
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United States in Asia was holding Korea and pinning down a
large segment of China's military potential, then the mili-
tary course was implicit in political policy and the United
States should accept whatever casualties resulted and the
hazard to Japan's security. He recognized that this in-
volved a "decision of the highest national and international
importance, " but he nonetheless felt entitled to a clear,
precise directive.So
The Joint Chiefs would not answer MacArthur beyond
saying that it was important for America's world prestige
that he should stay in Korea as long as he could, killing
as many Chinese as possible, but as always, subject to pro-

51

viding for Japan's security. MacArthur's apparent con-
fusion was justified since the State and Defense Department
did not agree on priorities themselves. But the directives
he was receiving were based on the estimates of Collins and
others that MacArthur could hold in Korea for some time
without heavy losses. MacArthur's dispatches disputed these
assumptions and thus created concern among officials in
Washing'ton.52
Truman sent a personal message to MacArthur, assuring

him that the Korean situation was being given intense study

SOMacArthur to JCS, C 53167, January 10, 1951,
Box 31, JCS Geographic Files.

S13CS to MacArthur,JcS 80902,January 12,1950, Ibid.

52Schnabel, Policy, 324.
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in Washington. Policy makers needed to know what his maxi-
mum effort could be in the U.N.'s resistance to Chinese ag-
gression. If the United Nations succeeded it would help
bring that organization through "its first great effort at
collective security," and would produce "a free world coali-
tion of incalculable value to the national security inte-
rests of the United States." On the other hand, Truman
recognized that "continued resistance might not be militarily
possible” with the limited forces available. Even though
limited, it was necessary to preserve these forces as an
"effective instrument for the defense of Japan and else-
where." Truman believed that MacAthur had to hold in Korea
until military necessity forced withdrawal upon him.53
Truman was caught up in the State-Defense Department
disagreement over relative priorities. MacArthur was not
being given clear instructions. On the one hand he was told
to hold in Korea to save the world prestige of both the
United States and the United Nations and for the symbolic
value it would give to U.S. commitments. Yet he also was
told it was necessary for American security interests to
preserve his forces for use in Japan and elsewhere. Which
was more importanf? Nothing in MacArthur's directives ever
made this clear and the percent of U.N. casualties which

would constitute "evacuation by military necessity" is

53JCS to MacArthur,Truman(Personal) for MacArthur,
JCS 81050, January 13, 1951, Box 31, JCS Geographic Files.
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certainly never defined. If MacArthur was confused, it is

easy to understand why. Washington was not confused, it
simply was incapable or unwilling to give a straight answer
to MacArthur's inquiries. One could conclude that
Washington was awaiting developments on the battlefield to
clarify the situation and thus determine the decision
for them.

General Collins made a second trip to the Far East
in January and his report on the battlefield situation did
much to clear up future policy. Collins went to Korea just
as Ridgway was launching Operation Wolfhound, an offensive
action directed north "to kill as many enemy soldiers as
possible and then to withdraw to main positions . . . ."
What Collins observed was sufficient for him to conclude
that the 8th Army could take care of itself. He believed
U.N. forces were in good shape and morale was rising daily
under Ridgway's excellent leadership. Collins concluded
that "On the whole the 8th Army is now in position and pre-
pared to punish severely any mass a..‘cta.ck."y’L

On his return to Tokyo, Collins reported his
findings to MacArthur, who concurred that a beachhead in
Korea could be held indefinitely. With air and naval super-

lority to hit China's overextended supply and communications

5“Collins Memo for the JCS, subj: Report on Visit
to FECOM and Korea, January, 1951, Ibid.; Schnabel,

Policy, 325-327.
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lines, the Chinese would be unable to mass sufficient force

to drive the U.N. forces out of Korea.55 Collins positive

estimate of the battlefield situation decided the State-
Defense Department split--U.N. forces would be able to hold
indefinitely in Korea while the United States sought a
political solution to the Korean conflict.

While the military leaned toward an orderly evacu-
ation of Korea in order to preserve U.S. troops for service
in Japan, it was military success or retrenchment in Korea
that resolved the issue unequivocally in favor of a politi-
cal decision, which Rusk had suggested on December 3, to
remain in Korea and slug it out with the Chinese. Washing-
ton believed that this course would avoid the disastrous
blow to U.N. prestige that would result from being pushed
out of Korea. Of necessity this would call for a constant
review of U.S. policy objectives in Korea, directed toward
determining the length and extent of‘the U.S. commitment

to Korea's security.

55Schnabel, Policy, 327; Collins Memo for JCS,
Janauary, 1951, JCS Geographic Files.
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CHAPTER XI
THE UNITED STATES SEEKS A CEASE-FIRE

Late in January, 1951, General Ridgway had stabi-
lized the battlefield situation in Korea so that forced
evacuation was no longer threatened. In February, he
launched Operations Punch and Killer, successfully designed
to inflict heavy casualties on the Chinese. Operation
Ripper followed on March 7 and Seoul was recaptured eleven
days later. In the process, the Chinese 4th and 3rd Field
Armies, their best and most experienced troops, were seri-
ously damaged. By April, the 8th Army in a series of "man-
power killing advances" had fought its way north to Line
Kansas around the 38th parallel, and Ridgway then set about
establishing Line Wyoming and Line Kansas as strong defen-
sive positions. These battlefield maneuvers removed the
pressures for immediate policy decisions and allowed the
United States more time to explore the possibilities of a

political solution to the Korean hostilities.1

1CIA Intelligence Report, "Asian Communist Employ-
ment of Negotiations as a Political Tactic," November,
1966, DDRS 3B(77), 14-15; Acheson,Creation, 660; Schnabel,
Policy, 35%4.
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Efforts in the United Nations in December to gain a
cease-fire had failed in the face of constant Chinese rejec-
tions. In January, the First Committee of the Generaly As-
sembly produced another resolution calling for a cease-fire,
staged withdrawal of all foreign troops, arrangements for
an interim administration of Korea, and a conference inclu-
ding Britain, the United States, Russia, and China to dis-
cuss Far Eastern problems that would include Formosa's fu-
ture and China's seat in the United Nations. The United
States reluctantly agreed to the resolution, hoping both
that the Chinese would refuse and that its support of the
resolution would regain allied solidarity so that the Korean
action would remain a partnership. China rejected the cease-
fire as "a breathing spell" for U.N. forces, and this paved
the way on February 1, 1951, for the U.N. General Assembly
to condemn China as an aggressor.2

With the military situation stabilized and with al-
lied support being regained, the United States could face
the question of what its objectives in Korea should be.
Clearly the June 25 resolution to restore peace and security
to the area was still a feasible objective. Equally clear,
however, was the impossibility of militarily bringing about

a unified, independent, and democratic Korea. Trouble

2Acheson, Creation, 601; Schnabel, Policy, 331-32;

CIA Report,"Asian Communists,”, DDRS 3B(77), 14.
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developed when no one in the State or Defense Department

would take the lead 1in determining a course.

During a February 13 meeting of State and Defense
Department officials, the Joint Chiefs of Staff said that
while they would like to have U.S. troops out of Korea by
winter, such a withdrawal was not mandatory. Bradley be-
lieved the situation in Korea "required a determination of
our political objectives. Then military objectives could
be determined." United Nations forces would be capable of
anything but a major offensive north of the 38th parallel.
The Joint Chiefs further felt that a cease-fire was one fac-
tor in an overall settlement, but was not an objective in
itself. Rusk saw the problem as one of achieving military
stabilization in order to make progress toward political
objectives. He was willing to say that U.N. objectives were
to punish the enemy to gain a cease-fire and a return to the

status quo ante bellum.3 In short, each department deferred

to the other for a statement of objectives before they would
declare their own opinions.

At the same meeting, Nitze and Jessup concluded that
there were several possible courses of action open to the
United States. One course was unilateral withdrawal, which
would be a serious blow to U.S.-U.N. prestige. A second

course was to hold indefinitely in Korea but this would

3Memo of State-JCS Meeting, February i3, 1951,
DDRS 16G(75).
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require more troops. A third alternative was to withdraw
in the event of a general war. The best course, however,
was a political arrangement allowing the United States to
withdraw. The military and the State Department agreed that
this would involve both increasing China's casualties and
judging how long the American people would accept continued
U.S. losses.)+
Secretary Acheson on February 23, submitted a tenta-
tive policy paper for discussion which in his woras "was
rather tartly described by the Chiefs as 'an unsound ap-
proach' . . . ."5 Acheson offered the memorahdum because
U.N. forces were nearing the 38th parallel again, and in the
process were raising fears among America's allies and some
U.S. officials that the parallel would be crossed. Acheson
recommended that MacArthur's directives be revised to limit.
severely any advance across the parallel. The objective of
militarily uniting Korea was out of the question because the
United States could not afford either the necessary resources
or the increased threat of a general war that would result.
An equally critical factor was that America's allies in the
United Nations opposed any move across the parallel and the
United States could not afford to lose their support. While

all of South Korea was to be recaptured, MacArthur should

uIbid.

5.«‘Lcheson, Creation, 666-667.
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not be allowed to make a major crossing of the 38th paral-
lel except to breakup enemy offensive preparations. The
State Department believed that the U.N. Command should in-
flict as many casualties as possible on China so that she
would be anxious to negotiate a political settlement to the
war. But the enemy should not be pushed so far back into
North Korea that they would not be willing to negotia'be.6
As previously noted, the Joint Chiefs thought this
approach to be unsound. They believed that the suggested
restrictions on MacArthur's tactical freedom to cross the
parallel would predetermine future military courses without
consideration or determination of concurrent political
courses of action in Korea. The contemplated restrictions
would disclose a U.S. military decision to the enemy al-
lowing them to adjust their course of action knowing
American intentions in advance. The Joint Chiefs believed
that ornce U.S. political objectives were reviewed and de-
veloped, the military could analyze them and offer approp-
riate military courses of action.7
The Joint Chiefs felt that as long as the present
political objectives of the United Nations were retained,

U.N. military forces should not be forbidden, for political

Schnabel, Policy, 351-353.

. 7Bradley Memo for Marshall, "Action to be Taken
With Respect to the 38th Parallel,” February 27, 1951,

Box 31, JCS Geographic File.
- 319 -
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reasons, to advance north of the 38th parallel. The re-
strictions Acheson proposed would lead to a Communist build-
up that overtly or covertly could jeopardize the safety of
U.N. forces. While the Joint Chiefs supported a political
settlement, they believed it was premature for a judgment
to be made with respect to the 38th parallel. The present
course of acti:a in Korea should be maintained until the
State Department determined political courses of action.
In conclusion, the Joint Chiefs urged that Acheson's memoran-
dum not be submitted to Truman--to which Marshall agreed.8
Not until the middle of March, 1951, did the State
Department feel confident enough about the military situation
to propose that an approach be made to China about a nego-
tiated settlement. Officials of the State and Defense De-
partment met on March 19, to determine the military's posi-
tion vis-a-vis an armistice agreement. The Defense Depart-
ment believed the enemy was now suffering especially heavy
casualties and a cease-fire would be to their advantage.
Conversely, any agreement that left U.N. forces in Korea in-
definitely and did not prejudice the Communist position,
would be highly disadvantageous to the United States.
Therefore, "an arﬁistice arrangement of itself would not
constitute an acceptable solution of the Korean situation.”

The Joint Chiefs did believe that "the present military

Ibid.
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situation in Korea may be conducive to a satisfactory solu-
tion of the immediate overall problem by political action."
This solution, however, must occur only under the armistice
terms outlined in their December 12, 1950 memorandum.9
With this in mind, the State Department drafted and
the Joint Chiefs approved a Presidential statement announcing
that there was a basis for peace in Korea since aggression
had been repelled and the aggressors had been driven back
to the general boundaries that existed prior to their at-
tack. Truman was to announce that the United Nations Com-
mand was prepared to enter into talks for a cease-fire ar-

10 MacArthur was informed March 20 that the State

rangement.
Department was planning such an announcement and that time
would be required to determine diplomatic reactions and to
permit any negotiations that might develop. The Joint
Chiefs requested that MacArthur make recommendations con-
cerning the degree of freedom of action he would need in the
upcoming weeks to provide security for his forces and to
maintain contact with the enemy.11 MacArthur recommended

that "no further military inhibitions or restrictions be

placed on U.N. Command." He believed that his present

98radley Memo for Marshall, 1776/201, "U.S. Posi-
tion Regarding An Armistice in Korea, March 27, 1951,
Box 31, JCS Geographic File.

10

Acheson,Creation, 666-68; Schnabel, Policy, 356.

11565 to MacArthur, JCS 86276, March 20, 1951,
DDRS 16F(75).
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12

directives were adequate for security of his forces.
Truman's statement was never made, as on March 2%,
Macarthur issued a public statement that Washington felt
undercut Truman's planned announcement. MacArthur in ef-
fect said that if the United Nations departed for the pre-
sent 1imited military course of action, "Red China would be
doomed to the risk of imminent military collapse." This
being the case, agreement should be easy to reach and he
stood ready to confer in the field with the enemy comman-
der.13 Washington was furious as it viewed MacArthur's
statement as an ultimatum to the Chinese. MacArthur's di-
rectives, however,had not prohibited his action, and in
fact, early in the war he received permission to issue
statements calling for the enemy to lay down its arms.14
Nevertheless, Truman believed his act was in violation of
a December 6, 1950, directive to coordinate with Washington
all public statements concerning Korea. MacArthur's pro-
nouncement also alarmed America's allies, who had cleared

Truman's statement. They wondered if a new policy had been

12y acarthur to JCS, C 58203, March 21, 1951,
DDRS 256B(75).

13Record of Actions by JCS Relative to the U.N. Ope-
rations in Korea from June,1950 to April,1951, DDRS 17B(75).

14Deputy Under-Secretary of State(Matthews) to the
Special Assistant for Foreign Military Affairs(Burns),
September 16, 1950, FR,1950, VII, 731-732; Acheson to the
Acting Secretary of State(Webb), September 26, 1950, Ibid.,
785-786; MacArthur to JCS, September 28, 1950, Ibid.,
976-977; Schnabel, Policy, 359.
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formulated and wanted to know who was making American
policy. What most enraged Truman was that MacArthur's ac-
tion appeared to be one more act of insubordination on the
General's part.15 Within two weeks the decision was made
to .relieve MacArthur from all Far Eastern duties and to re-

16 gquffice it

place him with General Matthew B. Ridgway.
to say that the basic reason for MacArthur's relief was

his public disagreement with U.S. policy in Korea. To ex-
press in private a desire for a more vigorous policy was
not objectionable, but MacArthur's public criticisms of
U.S. policy only served to confuse and confound friend and
foe alike, leading them to wonder who was making policy

for the United States.

Before MacArthur's relief, Ridgway proposed a move
beyond the 38th parallel. MacArthur approved Operation
Courageous and by March 30, Ridgway had cleared South Korea
of enemy forces except for a small afea in the west.
MacArthur then approved Operation Dauntless which was de-

signed to achieve Line Wyoming, twenty miles north of the

38th parallel. Once this line and Line Kansas slightly to

l5Schnabel, Policy, 359; Acheson, Creation, 667-70.

16Acheson, Creation, 671-75; Schnabel, Policy,
365-77. It is beyond the scope of this paper to discuss in
detail the Truman-MacArthur controversy. MacArthur's role
in this paper has been mentioned only as it affected policy
formation. For more on the controversy see Walter Hermes,
Truce Tent and Fighting Front(Washington: 0ffice of the
Chief of Military History, 1966), passim; and John Spanier,
The Truman-MacArthur Controversy(New York: Norton, 1965).
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the south were established, Ridgway planned to maintain con-

tact with the enemy by patrols of batallion size. Existing
logistics, terrain, weather conditions, and enemy strength
precluded any further advance beyond the planned objective
lines, around which he planned his defense against an ex-
pected massive Chinese spring offensive.17
Before that Chinese offensive occurred, Ridgway on
April 11 replaced MacArthur, and General James A. Van Fleet
was appointed commander of the 8th Army. Ridgway immediately
had his staff evaluate the various directives sent to
MacArthur in an effort to ascertain precisely his mission
in Korea. Once this was done he instructed his field com-
manders that in conducting their operations, they should re-
member that actions in Korea could escalate into WW III
easily. Ridgway believed that it should be assumed that
China still intended to drive the 8th Army from Korea and
that Soviet intervention was possible at any time. He in-
structed Van Fleet "to repel aggression against as much of
the territory of the ROK as you now occupy and, in collabo-
ration with the Government of the ROK to establish and-
maintain order in said territory."18

Ridgway, in examining the various directives sent

17Schnabel, Policy, 361-364.
18Ibid., 380-382; Ridgway to Van Fleet, CX 60388,

April 19, 1951, Box 31, JCS Geographic File; Ridgway to JCS,
C 60965, April 25, 1951, Ibid.
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to MacArthur, was no happier than his predecessor about the
inability or unwillingness of Washington to decide which had
the greater priority--to stay in Korea or to defend Japan.
Ridgway, too, believed Washington's directives were incom-
patible, and on April 17, he requested authorization from
the Joint Chiefs to withdraw from Korea at his own discretion
to defend Japan should the Soviet Union attack.19 Ridgway
probably made this request in order to force Washington to
distinguish between his responsibilities as U.N. Commander
in Korea and as U.S. Far Eastern Commander. 20
The immediate reply of the Joint Chiefs was that
withdrawal in the face of a Soviet attack would be appro-
priate. He was informed, however, that subject to the im-
mediate security of his forces in Korea and Japan, "you will
initiate major withdrawal from Korea only upon instructions .
furnished you after receipt of information from you as to the

21 phe Joint Chiefs followed with

conditions obtaining.”
another directive Truman had approved on May 1, 1951.
The new directive outlined Ridgway's objectives in

the same fashion as previous ones. He was instructed to aid

19Ridgway to JCS, C 60308, April 17, 1951, Box 31,
JCS Geographic File.

20

Schnabel, Policy, 383.

21JCS to Ridgway, JCS 88950, April 19, 1950, Box 31,

JCS Geographic File.
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South Korea in repelling aggression and restoring peace and
security to the area. His military objective was to destroy
the enemy forces still operating within South Korea's boun-
daries. In pursuing these objectives, he was cautioned to
remember that his primary mission as U.S. Far Eastern Com-
mander was security of his forces and the defense of Japan.
Once again, then, there was no differentiation made between
the needs and powers of U.S. Far Eastern Command and.U.N.
Command. Washington had "defined these unclear relationships
with insufficient precision."22
Ridgway was not satisfied with this directive, and
he continued to attempt to have it revised in a way that
acknowledged clearly that his primary responsibility was
Japan's defense (that is, by allowing him to withdraw from
Korea at his discretion).23 Ridgway was never satisfied in
his search for a compatitle directive, but adoption of
NSC 48/5, altering America's basic political objectives in
Korea, did somewhat ease his discomfort with his directives.
NSC 48/5, which Truman approved May 17, 1951, was
the result of policy discussions among the State and Defense
Departments, initiated when major Chinese intervention began.
NSC 48/5 concluded that "in view of the Communist resort to

force in Asia, U.S. action must be based on recognition that

2250S to Ridgway, JCS 9000, May 1, 1951, DDRS 17E
(75): Schnabel, Policy, 384. -

23Schnabel, Policy, 384-386.
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the most immediate overt threats to U.S. security are cur-
rently presented in that area." The current Soviet objective
was "to bring the mainland of East Asia and eventually Japan
under Soviet control, primarily through exploitation of the
resources of Communist China." These objgctives represented
an unacceptable threat to U.S. security.24
Two basic U.S. objectives in Korea were set in

NSC 48/5. First, the United States would continue attempts
politically to establish a democratic, united Korea without
committing itself to do so by military means. Second, the
United States would pursue through appropriate U.N. machinery
a political settlement to the Korean War acceptable to the
United States. Until these objectives could be reached, the
United States would continue to penalize the aggressor by in-
flicting on the enemy maximum personnel and matériel losses.
In addition, the Joint Chiefs were to prepare detailed plans
for military action against China should the Chinese force

the United Nations out of Korea or take aggressive action out-
side the Korean theater. Finally, the United States was to
help strengthen and increase as rapidly as possible South
Korean military capabilities in order that they might replace
U.N. forces (to be withdrawn in stages) and be capable of

repulsing any future North Korean aggression.25

2h’NSC 48/5, U.S. Objectives, Policies, and Courses

of Action in Asia, May 17, 1951, NSC Files, Modern Military
Branch, National Archives, Washington D.C.

251pid.
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The Joint Chiefs sent Ridgway a new directive based
on NSC 48/5 on May 31, 1951. This directive was divided into
two parts that delineated Ridgway's resonsibilities as Far
Eastern Commander and U.N. Commander. As U.N. Commander his
primary objective was to repel aggression and restore peace
and security to the area. In accomplishing this, he was to
"inflict the maximum personnel and matériel damage on the
forces of North Korea and Communist China operating within
Korea in order to create conditions favorable to a settlement
of the Korean conflict." Such a settlement as a minimum
would terminate hostilities under appropriate armistice ar-
rangements, establish South Korean authority over an area
south of a militarily defensible northern boundary (no less
than at the 38th parallel), provide for withdrawal of all
non-Korean forces, and permit the building of sufficient
South Korean military power to deter or repel any renewed
North Korean aggression. In so doing; he was ordered not to
advance above a line generally following the Kansas-Wyoming

26 Later this was altered to allow Ridgway to operate

Line.
as far north as his resources would permit, so that in the
event of establishment of a cease-fire and a demilitarized
zone, U.N. forces would be able to retire to prepared de-

27

fensive lines.

26JCS to Ridgway, JCS 92831, May 31, 1951, Box 31,
JCS Geographic File.

27Schnabel, Policy, 399-402.
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Previous restrictions on actions in and around Korea
were repeated. Any retaliatory acts against the Chinese main-
land in response to air or sea attack against U.S. forces
outside Korea were to be taken only with approval of the
Joint Chiefs. In addition, Ridgway was informed that it was
U.S. policy "to develop dependable ROK military units as
rapidly as possible and in sufficient strength eventually to
assume the major part of the burden of U.N. forces in Korea."
Ridgway was to keep this matter under study and was to sub-
mit appropriate recommenda‘cions.28

With a new statement of objectives in Korea, the
task of gaining a negotiated end to the hostilities in Korea
could begain again. Ridgway informed Washington on May 30,
that the Chinese spring offensive had been blunted and over
170,000 casualties had been inflicted upon the enemy, with
the result that an offensive on the scale just attempted
could not be mounted for some time. Ridgway's estimate was
that "for the next 60 days the U.S. Government should be able
to count with reasonable assurance upon a military situation
in Korea offering optimum advantages in support of its dip-
lomatic negotiations."29

Ridgway's optimistic report encouraged Washington to

2811pid.; JCS to Ridgway, JCS 92832, May 31, 1951,
Box 32, JCS Geographic File.

29Ridgway to JCS, C 63744, May 30, 1951, Box 32,
JCS Geographic File; CIA Report, "Asian Communists", DDRS
3B(77), 15-16. -
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sound out the Soviet Union about possible armistice nego-
tiations. Various atteiipts were made to contact the Soviets
unofficially in order to ensure that Russia understood
America's intentions and desires in Korea. On May 17, Sena-
tor Edwin Johnson introduced a resolution, widely publicized
in Moscow, calling for an armistice at the 38th parallel,
for an exchange of prisoners, and withdrawal of all troops
by the end of the year. On May 29, Lester Pearson, President
of the U.N. General Assembly, announced that the goal of
stopping aggression was a sufficient achievement for U.N.
forces. Acheson, in testifying at the MacArthur Hearings on
June 1 and June 2, let it be known that the United States
would accept a cease-fire at or near the 38th parallel.30

At the same time these statements were being made,
the State Department asked George Kennan, then on a leave of
absence at Princeton, to meet in an unofficial capacity with
the Soviet U.N. representative, Jacob Malik, to explain
America's position in Korea. Kennan met with Malik on May 31
and discussed the desirability of armistice talks in Korea.
After consulting with Moscow, Malik was able, on June 5, to
tell Kennan that the Soviet Union "wanted peace and a peace-
ful solution in Korea as rapidly as possible," though Russia
"could not appropriately take part in discussions of a cease-

fire." Washington was uncertain what the statement portended

30CIA Intelligence Report, "Asian Communists,"
DDRS 3B(77), 20.
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and awaited clarification.31

Malik's June 5 statement to Kennan was clarified on
June 23, when in a radio address Malik suggested that if a
sincere desire for peace existed it would be easy for dis-
cussion to begin between the two belligerents for a cease-
fire and an armistice providing for the mutual withdrawal of
forces from either side of the 33th parallel. Malik did not
include the previous demands that the issues of Formosa, a
U.N. seat for China, and withdrawal of foreign troops, be
included in armistice talks. On June 28, after U.S. in-
quiries, Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko fur-
ther clarified the Soviet position when he indicated that it
would be up to the military representatives of the two op-
posing forces to negotiate the armistice which Malik en-
visaged. This armistice would include a cease-fire and would
be limited strictly to military questions without involving
political or territorial ma‘c’cers.32

On June 29, Ridgway was instructed to broadcast a
message the next day to the Chinese suggesting that if they
desired a meeting to discuss an armistice, the U.N. Command
was willing to appoint a representative to meet aboard a

Danish hospital ship in Wonsan Harbor.33 The next day, the

31Acheson, Creation, 681-686.

32U.S. Department of State, The Record on Korean
Unification (Washington: GPO, 1960), 125-128.

Bstate Department, Historical Summary, 96.
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Joint Chiefs sent Ridgway instructions to guide cease-fire
negotiations. He was told that the primary interest of the
United Nations was a cessation of hostilities. Discussions
with the enemy should be limited exclusively to military mat-
ters and the terms of an acceptable armistice would follow
the previous outlines of the Joint Chiefs. The agreed to
terms should be acceptable over a long period of time, since
it was expected that the Chinese would be reluctant to agree
to any political set‘f.lemem':.%L

On July 1, the Chinese agreed to meet representa-
tives of the United Nations Command for talks concerning ces-
sation of hostilities in Korea. They suggested, however,
that the meeting take place July 10 at Kaesong, near the 38th
parallel. Ridgway accepted both the location and the date
for the discussions. With this agreement, the long, complex,
and terribly frustrating armistice talks began, and would con-
tinue intermittently for nearly two yéars.35

From the beginning, the United States believed the
talks were going to continue for an extended period, and in-
deed, some were less than optimistic that the talks would suc-
ceed. One of the early snags in the discussions hinged on

the agenda to be adopted. China wished the first point of

3%5¢s to Ridgway, JCS 95354, June 30, 1951,

Box 32, JCS Geographic File.

35Acheson, Creation, 687. For details of the various
issues see Hermes, Truce Tent, and William Vatcher, Panmunjom:
Story of the Korean Militarv Armistice Negotiations (New
York: Praeger, 1933).
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.

discussion to center on a return to the status gquo ante bel-

36

lum with all foreign troops withdrawing from Korea.

The Joint Chiefs informed Ridgway that U.S. policy
was that "We cannot withdraw U.N. forces from Korea for a
long time nor can we now undertake a commitment to do so in
the future." While at some future date a mutual reduction
of forces might be discussed to save the talks from breaking
down, for the present the question of troop withdrawal was
considered a political issue, outside the purview of purely
military discussions. Acheson publicly stated a similar
theme when he said, "If there is an effective armistice, a
U.N. force must remain in Korea until a genuine peace has
been firmly established and the Korean people have assurance
that they can work out their future free from the fear of
aggression."37

The Joint Chiefs, in July, requested that increased
military pressure on China be considefed if the current armi-
stice talks failed. While not in response to the memorandum,
Ridgway planned a massive air strike against Pyongyang for
July 24. Washington was alarmed that such a strike was to

occur two weeks after the beginning of negotiations, and they

informed Ridgway that his proposed strike had such "serious

36Ridgway to JCS, DA IN 15062, July 16, 1951,
Box 32, JCS Geographic File.

375¢s to Ridgway's Adviser, JCS 96802, July 19,
1951, DDRS 18B(75).
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and far-reaching political implications" that he should delay
it.38 Ridgway protested, noting that there had been a sub-
stantial build-up of enemy offensive potential since the first
positive steps toward an armistice. He believed that defer-
ral of the air attack would result in serious and avoidable
losses, since a successful attack would inflict serious logis-
tical losses and would materially reduce the enemy's offen-
sive capability.39 The Joint Chiefs approved the attack, but
ordered that it should be given 1little publicity and should

Y e United

not be pictured as being out of the ordinary.
States was anxious to achieve a political settlement to the
Korean War, but only if it would not compromise the security
of its forces or of South Korea.

The negotiations continued through summer and fall
with limited success. Disputes over a demarcation line and
a two month recess frustrated the negotiators. By December,
the Joint Chiefs believed four basic issues remained to be
resolved. The first was U.S. insistence that there be no in-
crease in present strength levels and in equipment versus the

Chinese position of no introduction of new personnel or ma-

tdriel. A second issue dealt with the prohibition and

385cs to Marshall, JCS 1776/280, July 13,1951,DDRS
18A(75); Ridgway to JCS, C 67474, July 21,1951, Box 33, JCS
Geographic File; JCS to Ridgway, JCS 96938,July 21,1951,1Ibid.

3Ridgway to JCS, C 67520, July 23, 1951, Ibid.

¥505 to Ridgway, JCS 97723, July 25, 1951, Ibid.
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rehabilitation of airfields and other installations--the
United States was willing to forego all . but those airfields
capable of handling jets. A third issue was U.S. insistence
that the Chinese withdraw from offshore islands below the
chosen demarcation line. Finally, there was a dispute over
the composition of cease-fire observation teams.}""1 As yet,
the Joint Chiefs did not see that the issue of prisoners of
war would be the major stumbling block to successful negotia-
tions. The Joint Chiefs thought that an exchange would oc-
cur on a one-for-one basis until the enemy's supply of pri-
soners was exhausted, and then voluntary repatriaticn would
come into effect.42

The Joint Chiefs believed that a continuation of the
stalemated negotiations would raise severe public opinion
problems. They recommended that a determination be made of
the extent of U.S. resources that were to be committed to
Korea and whether the concept of Chinese "volunteers" should
continue to be accepted. They advised that the National Se-
curity Council undertake a policy review to determine future
43

actions if the armistice failed.

The need to find a method to resolve the stalled

¥15¢s to Ridgway, JCS 89173,December 10, 1951,
Box 35! Ibid.

42565 to Ridgway, JCS 90083, December 19, 1951,

DDRS 18D(75).
anCS to Defense, November 3,1951, DDRS 18C(75).
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negotiations included consideration of the use of the atomic

bomb in Korea, under Operation Hudson Harbor. An officer
team was sent to Tokyo and Seoul to evaluate the situation
in November, 1951. They concluded that the policies, proce-
dures, and means available for Operation Hudson Harbor were
inadequate for successful tactical employment of atomic

weapons. The major problem lay in the timely identification

of large troop concentrations. They concluded that the

atomic bomb should be used only if and when necessary to save

the 8th Army or in case of general war. Ridgway was to be

instructed "to draw up contingency plans for possible use
of atomic weapons in Korea."44
This was not the first time that use of the atomic
bomb had been discussed.hs On November 14, 1950, the Defense
Department had raised the question with Paul Nitze, Director
of the Policy Planning Staff. It was thought that the atomic
bomb, to be used against troop concentrations, might be a de-
terrent against further Chinese participation in Korea.

Nitze felt that it did not appear tactically useful to employ

the bomb then, and it might help arouse the people of Asia

446-3 to the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, November 20,

1951, DDRS 69A(75).

451n testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committe on February 10, 1953, Bradley said that the United
States would have to "consider very seriously the use of the
atomic bomb if we found a suitable target now in Korea . . ."
See U.S. Senate, Executive Sessions of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, 1953, Volume V, 83rd Congress, 1lst Ses-
sion(Washington: GPO, 1977), 114.
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against the United States. The atomic bomb had the status
of a "peculiar monster conceived by America." The mass de-
struction resulting from its use in Korea or China would dam-
age seriously both America's moral and allied support. It
was concluded that only overriding military considerations
could justify use of the atomic bomb, in light of the politi-
cal damage that would result from its use.46 It perhaps is
an indication of the growing frustration among some officials
that use of atomic weapons should even be considered at a
time when negotiations were underway to end the Korean War.
In December, NSC 118/2 was produced, in response to
the Joint Chiefs request for a new assessment of U.S. policy
in Korea in light of the stalemated negotiations. NSC 118/2
concluded that the United States should continue to seek the
basic objectives set forth in NSC 48/5 to seek politically,
as an ultimate objective, a solution of the Korean problem
which would provide for a united, independent, and democratic
Korea. As a current objective, the United States was to
seek through appropriate U.N. machinery, a settlement of the
b7

Korean conflict acceptable to American security interests.

The National Security Council believed that it was

46Memo by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff
(Nitze), November 4,1950,FR,1950, VII, 1041; Memo by the
Planning Adviser, Burea of Far Eastern Affairs (Emmerson) to
Rusk, November 8, 1950, Ibid., 1098-1099.

¥MNsc 118/2, U.s. Objectives and Courses of Action
in Korea, NSC Files. -
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necessary to balance two countervailing considerations.
First, from a military point of view, the immobilization of
U.S. forces in "inconclusive operations in Korea during long
and protracted negotiations over an indefinite period of time
with the attendant attrition of manpower and matériel may be-
come unacceptable." China's increasing military power
threatened America's basic security interests in the Far
East. In the event that armistice talks failed, it could be
expected that U.S. public opinion would demand "adoption of
military measures adequate to achieve a political and military
decision of the Korean struggle."48
NSC 118/2 noted, however, that "the pressure on the
United States to reach an early settlement in Korea through
a cease-fire and an armistice also were becoming stronger."
The presence of U.S. troops in Korea reduced the power avail-
. able for use in Western Europe and the Near East. America's
allies were pressing continually for én armistice, were reluc-
tant to apply additional pressures to China, and were unable
or unwilling to contribute any more forces to Korea. The
National Security Council concluded that on the balance, it
was apparent that both America and Russia would find it ad-
vantageous not to attempt at this time to achieve their re-

49

spective maximum objectives in Korea by force.

48Ibid.; Annex to NSC 118/2. NSC Staff Study,
December 20, 1951, Ibid.
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One other point of significance in NSC 118/2 is the
implication of a long, continued American presence in Korea.
One U.S. objective that was cited was the development and
equipping of dependable South Korean military units with a
view to their "assuming eventual responsibility for the de-
fense of Korea." Following an armistice, the principal U.S.
objective would be establishment of South Korean authority
over all of Korea south of the demilitarized zone and the de-
velopment of sufficient Korean military strength to deter or
repel renewed North Korean aggression. Until circumstances
permitted there would be no withdrawal of non-Korean forces.50

This point was emphasized to Ridgway in January,

1952. Ridgway had informed Washington that current plans
with respect to the composition of a peacetime South Korean
Army were based on the assumption that after its withdrawal, .
the United Stat~s would intervene in the event of renewed
Communist aggression against Korea. The Joint Chiefs in-
formed Ridgway that this concept ignored a key principle of
NSC 118/2, which stated that until South Korea was strong
enough militarily to deter or repel new aggression from North
Korea, the United States would not be prepared to withdraw.
Thus any aggression that occurred subsequent to American with-
drawal, if from North Korea alone, should not require auto-

matic U.S. re-entry. The United States might, but not

501p54., 10.
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necessarily would, renew its intervention in the event of re-
newal of Communist aggression after U.S. wi‘thdrawa.l.51

The implementation of any plans to strengthen the
South Korean military in the post-armistice period depended
to a great extent on gaining Rhee's support for an armistice
agreement. Since the October resumption of the talks after
a two-month recess, Rhee had expressed his opposition to them
in z variety of ways, the most common being "spontaneous" de-
mons’crai‘,ions.S2 In February, 1952, Ridgway requested that
the earliest possible consideration be given to measures to
counteract the increasingly frequent South Korean attacks
against the armistice agreements. Unless stopped, these ac-
tions would gravely endanger achievement of an agreement or
seriously handicap political discussions following the armi-
stice. Rhee's threat to withdraw his troops from the U.N.
Command and to fight independently was particularly serious
because if an extended truce was to be achieved, South Korean
troops had to remain under U.N. control. Ridgway believed
the United States should try to get a formal, written agree-
ment with Rhee to prevent South Korean w:'L'l:hdrawaJ..S3

After consultation with the State Department, the

Slemo by Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, for the JCS,
"Renewed U.S. Intervention in Korea in the Event of Post
Armistice Treaty Communist Aggression," JCS 1776/273,
January 10, 1952, Box 36, JCS Geographic File.

5’ZHermes, Truce Tent, 214.

53Ridgway to JCS, February 25, 1952, DDRS 161A(75).
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Joint Chiefs informed Ridgway that while they agreed that
U.N. Command control over South Korean troops had to be re-
tained, they believed no formal .agreement to insure control
should be made at the present time. The resolution of this
sensitive question might affect adversely the armistice
talks. In addition, such negotiations at a time when Rhee
and the South Korean government were in a highly "emotional
and unstable state of opinion", might give then the oppor-
tunity to impose unacceptable conditions on the U.N. Command.
Ridgway as an alternative, should try to keep Rhee in line
by presenting an armistice agreement as a fait accompli.
Rhee then should be reminded that full South Korean coopera-
tion inevitably would influence the quantity and quality of
military assistance and training that the United States would
provide for South Korean troops. Full cooperation included
retention of Korean troops under the control of U.N. Command

Sk The Joint Chiefs,

until conditions merited their release.
then, wanted Ridgway to use the promise of a future U.S.
security commitment to Korea to pressure Rhee into complying
and cooperating with an armistice.

Truman reiterated the substance of the Joint Chiefs

memorandum in a March 4 letter to Rhee. Truman, too, tied

future aid to South Korean cooperation and added that unity

5u’JCS to Ridgway, JCS 902158, February 27, 1952,

Box 37, JCS Geographic File.
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of the Korean people and a "devotion to democratic ideals"
should be maintained.55 Rhee's lack of devotion to demo-
cratic ideals, however, led to a major crisis in U.S.-
Korean relations.

National elections were scheduled in Korea for the
summer of 1952. The Republic of Korea's constitution called
for the National Assembly to elect the President, and it was
this body that contained Rhee's most vociferous critics.
Rhee had never won an overwhelming mandate from the people
and he had relied upon a coalition to keep himself in power
after the 1950 elections--which he had sought to postpone
until U.S. pressure forced him to relent. As a wartime
President his popularity had risen and Rhee was determined
in 1952 to change the constitution to have the President
elected by popular vote, a move which opposition elements
opposed bitterly. Rhee, on May 24, declared martial law in
the temporary capital, Pusan, and had the South Korean Army
arrest approximately 30 assemblymen for 'treason.56

Rhee' actions presented United Nations Command and
the United States with a severe dilemma. South Korea, since
July 14, 1950, had placed its forces under U.N. Command and
using these forces for domestic political purposes seemed

improper. Yet at the same time, U.N. Command was aware that

53G_3 to Ridgway, March 6, 1952, DDRS 161B(75).
56Hermes, Trucée Tent, 345-346.
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it was in Korea at the sufferance of a sovereign state. The
dilemma was intensified because Rhee's actions threatened
both the war at the front and the unity of America's allies
in the United Nations. Rhee's use of the army, done without
the knowledge or participation of Chief of Staff General Lee
Chang Chan, could produce a split in South Korean Army ranks.
Allied support already was lukewarm at best, and Rhee's anti-
democratic maneuvers would not increase that support. Another
factor was that Pusan was the major port of South Korea and
handled the great majority of the 8th Army's supplies. The
United States could not tolerate any interruption in the flow
of supplies to U.N. troops at the front.57

On May 30, the Joint Chiefs told General Mark
Clark58, to inform Rhee that Washington was seriously dis-
turbed over the political and military implications of South
Korea's internal crisis. There was a grave danger to the
continued success of U.N. military operations in Korea as a
result of the increasing political instability in South Korea.
The United States did not believe that the facts justified a
declaration of martial law.’® Both Clark and Van Fleet

talked to Rhee, but without success.

571bid., 346.

581n April, Clark replaced Ridgway, who became Com-
mander of NATO forces.

59Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, to Clark, DA 910149,
May 30, 1952, Box 39,°'JCS Geographic File.
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The United States was so displeased and alarmed,
that on June 25, Clark was informed that the situation could
deteriorate to the point where "in order to prevent inter-
ference with U.N. military operations, direct intervention
in the situation cannot be avoided."” Clark was instructed
to develop and submit, for Washington's approval, a detailed
political and military plan for intervention if Rhee refused
to 1ift martial law. Such a plan hopefully would be imple-
mented at the request of the U.N. Commission for the Unifi-
cation and Rehabilitation of Korea. This would enable the
U.N. Commander to recommend the action to the United States,
which could carry out the plan as the executive agent of
the United Nations in Korea.60

Clark, in submitting his plans on July 5, informed
the Joint Chiefs that neither the Security Council nor the
U.N. Commission had been informed, for fear that the plans
would become kncwn prematurely, allowing Rhee time to organize
resistance or to withdraw South Korean troops from U.N. Com-
mand authority. Clark recommended that any action short of
establishing a U.N. Command Government should preserve the
symbol of South Korea's government and that this action
should be labeled as "assistance." He further believed the

South Korean Army should not be used as "it might precipitate

605¢s to Clark, JCS 912098, June 25, 1952, Box 40,

Ibid.
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a civil-type wa.r.“61

Clark's plan envisaged inviting Rhee to visit Seoul
or somewhere else to get him out of Pusan. At an appcinted
time U.N. forces would move into Pusan and seize five cr ten
South Korean officials who had been leaders of "Rhee's dicta-
torial actions." All U.N. installations'would be protected
and control over Pusan would be established through irrosi-

tion of martial law through the Chief of Staff of the South

Korean Army. Rhee then would be informed of the fait accompli
and would have to sign a proclamation lifting martial aw,
permitting the National Assembly freedom of action, and estab-
lishing freedom of press and radio. If Rhee did not azree,
he would be held in protective custody incommunicado and
Prime Minister Chang Taek-song would be approached. Wien
agreement was reached, a statement would be issued jusiifying
the action on military grounds and as the result of the "re-
quest of nations participating in the conflict."é2
Clark's plan was never put into effect, as nego-
tiations between Rhee and his opponents led to constitfu-
tional changes acceptable to Rhee. Martial law finally was
lifted on July 28¢63 The plan to intervene in Korean do-

mestic affairs certainly was a vivid example of self-interest

Slc1ark to JCS, July 5, 1952, DIRS 162D975).
627114,

63Hermes, Truce Tent, 346.
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at work in a nation's foreign policy--and it was, as shall
be seen, an approach that would be considered once more in
1953 when troubles with Rhee arose again.

The stabilization of the battlefield situation had
allowed Washington the time to consider carefully its future
policy in Korea. The near total disaster of November and
December, 1950, led the United States to draw back from its
policy of unifying Korea militarily, to the more limited
goals stated in NSC 48/5 of attaining a political settlement

to the Korean War and of seeking politically to establish a

united Korea. At the same time, NSC 118/2 carried the clear

implication that the American presence in Korea was guing to
be an extended one. Not until Korea was capable of resisting
renewed North Korean aggression would the United States even
consider withdrawing.

The United States entered the armistice negotiations

with the Communists under difficult conditions, because it

had been decided prior to the talks that there would be no
withdrawal of U.S. troops from Korea for some time well into
the future. It also had been decided that such political
issues as Formosa or a U.N. seat for Communist China would
not be discussed. Finally, it had been decided that U.N.
forces would maintain a largely defensive posture vis-a-vis
ground operations, thus leading to a frustrating military
situation in which the United States tried to substitute the

panacea of air power for ground power. Since the United
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States would not negotiate on many points, it was necessary
to be flexible on other issues. For example, U.S. policy on
airfield rehabilitation shifted from outright prohibition,

to limited rehabilitation, to concession on the issue to gain
a compromise. The United States refrained from taking any
"final stands" that might lead to a dissolution of the talks.
This flexibility in negotiations served America well in
keeping the talks alive, until all but one issue had been
resolved--that of the disposition of prisoners. On that one
issue, both sides maintained a stubborn, unyielding stand

that cost thousands of casualties.
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CHAPTER XI1I
AN ARMISTICE ACHIEVED

The Korean armistice negotiations began on July 10,
1951, at Kaesong and were moved to Panmunjom in October.
Progress was slow and bitter disputes were common. 3By March,
1952, agreements had been reached on a demarcation line cor-
responding to battlefield position, on creation of an Armi-
stice Commission and on a Neutral Nations Supervisory Commis-
sion, on establishment of a demilitarized zone and on levels
of troop and matériel replacement and rotation. The United
States had achieved these agreements through a flexible
policy, within which the United States played "The Communist
game of shifting, adjusting, and maneuvering for advantages
and avoiding fixed positions that might precipitate a break
in the negotiations." The United States believed that as
long as the U.N. Command was willing to negotiate, the Com-
munists would have.to bear the onus for breaking off at the
conference table.1

There were three remaining issues to be dealth with

before an armistice could be agreed to. One issue was U.S.

lHermes, Truce Tent, 130.
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opposition to construction of airfields in North Korea during

the cease-fire period. A second issue revolved around the
composition of the Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission---
North Korea desired Russia as a member. The third problem
was the question of voluntary versus forced repatriation of
prisoners of war.2

On April 25, the U.N. Command offered a package pro-
posal that narrowed disagreement to one issue. China's re-
ply on May 2 to the U.N. proposals paved the way for agree-
ment on the composition of the Neutral Nations Supervisory
Commission, with the Communists dropping their demand for
Soviet participation. The U.N. Command proposal dropped the
prohibition against airfield construction if voluntary re-
patriation was recognized. On May 22, 1952, Ridgway said,
“"The really fundamental issue . . .was the prisoner of war
thing. That strikes at a fundamental concept of the value
of human life between the Communists and the free world."3

The prisoner-of-war issue was a difficult one for
Washington to deal with. As a signator of the Geneva Conven-
tion of 1949 (though the Senate had not ratified it), the
United States should have accepted Article 118, which provided

2Mark Clark, From the Danube to the Yalu(New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1954), 104.

3U.S. Senate, Executive Sessions of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committe, 1952, Volume 1V, 32nd Congress,
1st and 2nd Sessions(Washington: GPO, 1976), 133; Clark,
Danube, 104; Vatcher, Panmunjom, 111-112. °
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that prisoners were to be released and repatriated immediately

at the end of the hostilities. The problem was that large
numbers of the over 130,000 enemy prisoners did not want to
behrepatriated. Many were South Korean Army personnel for-
cibly incorporated into the North Korean Army, some were dis-
enchanted North Koreans and Chinese, and some were Chinese
Nationalist deserters now dissatisfied with life in China.4

In such an intensely and starkly ideological conflict
as the Korean War, the issue of what to do with prisoners who
refused repatriation inevitably became enmeshed in ideology.
The enemy could not tolerate the prisoners!’ obvious and overt
rejection of the Communist way of life--the propaganda damage
would be too great. The United States, of course, saw the
obvious propaganda possibilities. Conversely, the United
States faced serious propaganda problems if it employed force
to return these prisoners to a Communist state. Could such
an action be justified ideologically, morally, or practically?
The real dilemma came when Washington had to consider that
U.S.-U.N. forces on the battlefield front lines would be
called on to make the ultimate sacrifice if the United States
refused to concede on the prisoner issue.

The United States almost drifted into its commitment
to voluntary repatriation. General Robert McClure, Army

Chief of Psychological Warfare, initially proposed the idea

4Hermes, Truce Tent, 135-136.
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in July, 1951, and Army Chief of Staff Collins pushed the
concept because the military generally considered voluntary
repatriation to be a desirable objective. Yet there were
those, including the new Secretary of Defense, Robert Lovett,
who expressed uncertainty about whether the issue should be
adhered to in the face of rigorous Chinese opposition. When
the issue came up for discussion at Panmunjom in December,
1951, the United States still had no firm policy position.5
The details of the decision-making process that led
the United States to propose voluntary repatriation on Janu-
ary 2, 1952, is unknown. State Department documents are not
available and published memoirs provide little help. At
best, one may reach a tentative conclusion on the scant evi-
dence available. In the period from December 11, 1951, when
the issue of prisoners was brought up in the talks, to Janu-.
ary 2, when Admiral Ruthven E. Libby presented the principle
to the Communists, the United States reached a decision to
press for voluntary repatriation.6 The decision had to be
based in part on the propaganda value of thousands of
prisoners refusing to return to their Communist homeland--but
this potential existed in December. In part, the decision
was based on moral and humanitarian grounds, though these

too existed in December. In part, it was based on South

5Ibid., 136-139; Acheson, Creation, 832-833.

6Hermes, Truce Tent, 142-144,
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Korean opposition to forced repatriaion, though this was
known also before the prisoner issue came up for dis-
cussion.7 Opposing each of these considerations was the
terrible'prospect of further casualties if the talks became
stalemated over the issue.

Given these factors, it is logical to conclude that
the actions of the Communists in the December talks had a de-
cisive influence on the decision the United States reached.
Early in the discussions the United States had requested a
complete accounting of all prisoners of war. The Communists
agreed and data was exchanged. The results shocked and
angered American officials. The Communists had claimed in
radio broadcasts to have captured 65,000 of the enemy; the
U.N. Command knew it had 99,000 men missing, yet the Commu-
nists presented a list of only 11,599 prisoners. The Commu-.
nists blithely dismissed this wide diécrepancy as resulting
from having “"re-educated and released" thousands of prisoners,
who either had volunteered to join the North Korean Army or
had been returned to U.N. lines. In effect, the Communists'
excuse was that they had practiced voluntary repatriation.
The United State knew better than this--the North Korean Army

had forced South Korean personnel to join its military and

TAcheson states in his memoirs that the decision was
made on humanitarian grounds and for propaganda potential,
in the face of military opposition. See Acheson, Creation,
833. The documents do not substantiate a military opposition
to the principle of voluntary repatriation.
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and only a few prisoners had reached U.N. lines. The Commu-
nists had provided "the U.N. Command with a propaganda lever."
While the doctrine of voluntary repatriation was unusual,

"its humanitarian aspects were bound to appeal to a large
part of the world."8

The United States had found a practical way to imple-
ment an ideologically and morally appealing policy. The
policy, however, once accepted, would almost be impossible
to back away from, for it struck at the very essence of the
Cold War conflict. The picture of a freedom-loving, demo-
cratic coalition of the free world forcibly returning people
to a repressive, Communist "slave" society, was not a pleasant
one for the United States to contemplate.

The result of the decision to press for voluntary re-
patriation was a stalemate in the discussions. Various ideas
were put forth to break the stalled talks. One proposal,
made in late February, 1952, was to release unilaterally
those prisoners in U.N. custody who violently opposed repa-
triation. The Communists would be presented with a fait ac—
compli. Ridgway opposed this plan, feeling that adoption of
a "subterfuge" would destroy the prestige the United Natims
had gained in supporting voluntary repatriation and would
harm the chances for a safe return of U.N. prisoners. He

believed the best course was to present a package proposal

8Hermes, Truce Tent, 135-136.
- 353 -




involQing a trade-off on airfield construction for voluntary
repatriation. He felt the repatriation issue was the wrong
one to take a final stand on, but he realized a U.N. reversal
was unacceptable as it would "tarnish" the U.N.'s good name.9
The Joint Chiefs instructed Ridgway at an appropriate
time "to seek Communist acceptance of the principle of volun-
tary repatriation in exchange for UNC concessions on the air-
field issue." If this was unacceptable, he was told to re-
move from "POW status those prisoners who could be expected
violently to resist repatriation . . .", and then attempt
to have the Communists "agree to an all-for-all exchange on
the basis of the revised 1lists."t’
As previously noted, the Communists rejected a
trade-off on airfields, but conceded on membership in the
Neutral Naticns Commission. They flatly rejected any attempt
to delete names from previous lists and demanded forced re-
patriation if necessary, which the United States refused to
accept. The prisoner issue remained the last unresolved
question in the negotiations. General Mark Clark took over
Ridgway's command at this time, and one of his first acts

was to endorse Chief U.N. Negotiator Admiral Turner Joy's

recommendation that the talks be suspended until the Communists

9Ridgway to the JCS, C 64383, February 27, 1952,
Recently Declassified Documents on Korean War, Modern Mili-
tary Branch, National Archives, Washington D.C.

1Opemo, Eddleman(G-3) to the Chief of Staff, U.S.

Army, March 4, 1952, Ibid.
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accepted the U.N. package proposal. Clark believed that to
sit and listen to a "daily fare of insult, arrogance, and
vituperation could only strengthen the Communists in their ove-
lief that we were so anxious for a cease-fire in Korea that
eventually we would knuckle under . ."11

The State Department and the Defense Department both
opposed such a unilateral move, as being "premature in view
of the confused attitude at home and among our Allies as a

."12 Koje-do, an island off

result of the Koje affair . .
southern Korea, was the main Chinese prisoner-of-war camp.

The prisoners were aware that the debate at Panmunjom would
determine their future. The Communist prisoners organized
themselves effectively both to harass those prisoners not de-
siring repatriation and to protest their delayed repatriation,
in a manner designed to embarrass the United Nations severely.
The non-Communists then organized and the result was a bloody
struggle for control of the compounds. Under these conditions
it was extremely difficult for the United States to screen
prisoners to determine the number of nonrepatriates they held.
One such attempt in February resulted in 77 prisoners being
killed and 150 other casualties--and in a considerable amount
of bad publicity for the United Nations.13

The State Department did give Clark permission to

1 127054., 105.

Clark, Danube, 104-105.

13Hermes, Truce Tent, 233-239. For a thorough dis-
cussion of the events at Koje-do, see Chapter XI of Hermes.
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recess the talks for up to three days at a time and he was
authorized to release 27,000 civilian internees, which he did

in June.ll+

Throughout the summer, the talks remained stale-
mated. On September 1, Clark submitted to Washington a list
of alternative approaches which he thought should constitute
the final U.N. approach to the Communists.

Clark believed that any course of action would regquire
“a continued display of firmness . . ,supported at all levels
and by all elements of our Government." The best way to ~
demonstrate firmness was to continue both unilateral recesses
and the present heavy bombing attacks. In developing the
| proposed course of action, Clark "assumed that the U.N. would
not retreat from the principle of no forced repatriation."
Clark listed five proposals, but there were only two basic
ones, with variations. Four of the plans envisaged turning
over the prisoners to variously composed neutral nations for
disposition. The fifth alternative was to deliver all nonre-
patriates to the demilitarized zone, there to be released and
"without interview or screening, be free to go to the side
of their choice.” Clark wanted General William K. Harrison,
the new U.N. Negotiator, to review past proposals carefully
and then present the new proposals as the best U.N. effort

to produce a final agreement. Acceptance would be contingent

14Clark, Danube, 107-109; Hermes, Truce Tent, 268-69.

Lc1ark to the JCS, C 54499, September 1, 1952, Box
39, JCS Geographic File.
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upon first signing an armis'cice.16

After Harrison presented the new proposals, which
were to be given the widest possible publicity immediately
following the meeting, he would recess the talks for ten
days so that the Communists might consider the proposals.
Coincident with the recess, the U.S. Government should try
to have issued strong supporting public statements from al-
lied and U.S. leaders. If the proposals were rejected, it
then would be apparent that the Communists did not desire an
armistice on mutually acceptable terms. At that point the
U.N. Command should recess the talks indefinitely until the
Communists submitted written proposals. With a recess, Clark
believed the military aspects of the negotiations would be -
over, and that "it might then be logical to remove the ques-
tion of peace in Korea from the hands of the UNC." He felt
that "Further discussion on a military basis by the UNC would
be pointless and would in fact further contribute to the
serious loss of prestige which we have alréady suf-
fered . . . .“17

On September 9, the Joint Chiefs informed Clark that
the State Department was considering a different approach,
which would involve leaving the disposition of nonrepatriates

18

to later negotiations. The impetus for this plan lay in

101054,  171piq.

——

18 491enan(G-3) to Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, "Summary
of Actions with Respect to the Armsitice Negotiations, Octo-
ber 6, 1952, Recently Declassified Documents on Korean War.
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discussions between representatives of the State Department
and the British Foreign Office. According to Acheson, the
May outbreaks of violence at Koje-do, which included the
capture 6f the U.S. Commanding officer, had shaken "our al-
lies faith in the good judgment and competence of our com-
mand, creating doubt about our ability to furnish leader-
ship . . . ." The prisoner issue, in the fall of 1952, be-
came "the principle question before the General Assembiy."”
In an effort to break the stalemate, the.'State Department
and Great Britain agreed that Pannikar should probe China's
intentions on the prisoner issue. The result was a plan to
hold nonrepatriates for future political negotiations in
the post-armistice period.19

General Clark was opposed to the suggested procedure
and believed it should be accepted only as a last resort.
The Joint Chiefs and the Defense Department supported Clark
in opposition to the State Department's plan to have the
President issue a statement advocating such a prOposal.20
From September 15 to September 17, the State Department, the
Defense Department, and the Joint Chiefs met in an attempt
to reach a consensus on policy. The Defense Department

and the Joint Chiefs opposed the plan for three reasons.

19Acheson, Creation, 835-836.
20Eddleman Memo, Summary Armistice, October 6, 1952.
Acheson, in his memoirs, gives the impression that the State
Department opposed this plan, when the available documents
suggest that he argued for adoption of the plan. See
Acheson, Creation, 836.
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First, the plan was such a complete departure from the pre-
vious U.S. package proposal that the Communists inevitably
would view its presentation as an indication of "a weakening
in our position from the principle of nonrepatriation and
therefore lead the Communists to expect further concessions
on our part." A second reason for opposition was that ac-
ceptance would allow the Communists, during the armistice
period, to "build-up their forces in overwhelming strength
and then renew hostilities on the basis of the absence of
a resolution of the question of the POWs . . . ." They
could, alternatively, extort further concessions from the
United States in post-armistice talks in exchange for agree-
ment on the prisoner issue. The third reason for opposition
was that with the signing of the armistice, the U.S. public
would begin its usual demand "to bring the boys home." The
United States military position then would deteriorate and
subsequent negotiations with the Commﬁnists would be carried
on at a decided military disadvantage.21
Acheson did not believe this line of argument was
valid. The major incentive in the plan was that it would
gain the release of U.N. prisoners. If the Communists wanted
to renew aggression in Korea "there were many other prextexts

other than the prisoner issue upon which they could do so."”

21Memo of Conversation in the State Department by
Alexis Johnson, "Future Tactics in Korean Armistice Nego-
tiations," September 17, 1952, Recently Declassified Docu-
ments on Korean War.
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Acheson thought that an armistice did not depend on a subse-
quent resolution of the prisoner question. A Communist re-
sumption of hostilities would be "in the face of 'greater
sanctions'.” Since the U.N. Command would retain the nonre-
patriates pending a final settlement, there was no compulsion
to reach an agreement with the Communists. Acheson also be-
lieved that post-armistice talks would be so clogged with
problems that the addition of the prisoner question would not
be a significant additional burden. The Secretary's most
pointed argument for the plan was that it would, even if re-
jected, place the United States "in a much more favorable
position in the U.N. General Assembly by having unmistakably
demonstrated that we have exhausted every reasonable effort
to obtain an armistice."” Noting that the United States was
under pressure from several of its allies to present such a
plan, Acheson felt the United States should submit the plan
to avoid having others propose it in the United Nations and
to avoid recommendations to have the negotiations switched
to the General Assembly.22
The State-Defense Department talks did not result in
an agreement, leaving the decision to Truman, who decided on
September 24 in favor of the Defense Department's position.
On the 25th, Clark received new instructions which listed

three proposals involving a neutral nations, a Red Cross, or
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a non-screened release of prisoners. These voluntary re-

patriation proposals were to be presented to the Communists,
who would be given ten days to consider them. If rejected,
the U.N. Command would recess the talks indefinitely, until
the Communists submitted new written proposals.23
Clark implemented the new appfoach, with the result
that on October 8, the U.N. Command recessed the negotiations.
Clark, on Truman's orders, continued the military pressure
on the Communists. Attempts in the proceeding months failed
to shake the U.S. position, which both the State and Defense
Departments forcefully supported. Not until March 28, 1953,
did anything of significance occur in the stalled talks.
Truman's decision to support the Defense Department
against the State Department's plan for a delayed determina-
tion of the nonrepatriates' fate was a difficult one for the.
President to make. While there was no guarantee that China
would accept the plan, U.S. support would have had a positive
affect on America's allies. Neither the documents nor his
memoirs shed any light on the reasons for Truman's decision.
It seems likely that he would have desired an armistice be-
fore he left office. But that fact itself may have worked
against supporting the State Department's position. The sug-
gested proposal was quite a departure from the previous U.S.

position on the prisoner issue, a position sold on moral and

23Eddleman Memo, Summary Armistice, October 6, 1952,
Recently Declassified Documents on Korean War.
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humanitarian grounds. Many would have interpreted even the
appearance of a weakening of that stand as a political move
to aid the Democratic presidential candidate. People could
ask logically why this approach héd not been tried earlier

before thousands of U.S. troops had been killed or wounded.

Truman's very tough attitude concerning negotiations
with the Communistc was another ingredient in his decision.
He had been angered when the U.N. Command conceded on the
issue of airfield rehabilitation and other construction, be-
cause it represented a potential threat to U.N. troops.
Truman also was a life-long admirer of most generals, and the
opinion of the Defense Department and the Joint Chiefs that
the State Department's plan would weaken the U.S. position
and was undesirable from a military point of view, had to
carry great weight. Finally, Truman's own experience in
dealing with the Communists for the past seven years must
have militated against his ever conceding on the issue in
any way.

After Eisenhower's victory in the November elections,
it would have been unrealistic for the United States or the
Communists to make any major moves, if for no other reason
than the obvious one that the enemy would wait to see what
kind of deal they could get from the new administration. So
in the interim, both sides continued to fight sporadically,

and the United States kept up a constant, heavy bombing of
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Communist positions.24 Acheson's efforts in relation to
Korea were limited to attempts to xeep America's allies in
the United Nations from undermining the U.S. position
against forced repatriation.

India's Krishna Menon wanted to introduce a U.N. reso-
lution to turn the prisoners over to a commission, which in
Acheson's opinion would have held the nonrepatriates as
prisoners until they agreed to be repatriated. This plan
was designed to give the appearance of voluntary repatriation.
Lester Pearson of Canada, and Selwyn Lloyd, British Minister
of State, were behind-the-scenes members of the "Menon cabal."”
Acheson worked assiduously in October and November in opposi-
tion to this resolution. With the timely aid of a bitter
Soviet attack, Acheson had Menon's resolution amended to set
up a commission which would have 90 days to deal with the
nonrepatriates. The fate of any remaining prisoners would
be left to a political conference. The United Nations passed
the Indian resolution on December 3 and ten days later the
Chinese rejected it vigorously. The result was a propaganda
victory for the United S'l:aﬂl',es.z5

While Acheson worked to maintain the U.S. position
in the United Nations, Eisenhower was in Korea reaffirming

to Clark that the basic decision to seek a political

2’+Herrnes,, Truce Tent, 330-332.

25Acheson, Creation, 891-898.
- 363 -




settlement in Korea would be retained. Clark was not given
a chance to present detailed plans designed to bring increased
military pressure on the enemy in order to break the stale-
mated battlefield situation and win the war. Clark had long
chafed under the restrictions placed on U.S. military activi-
ties in Korea, believing as David Rees has said, that the
purely defensive nature of the U.N. effort from the end of
1951 onwards, removed the only incentive the Chinese had to
reach a settlement. Eisenhower made it clear, however, that
he would continue Truman's policy and seek an honorable
truce=26
The new administration took office on January 20,
1953, with John Foster Dulles as Secretary of State, Charles
E. Wilson as Secretary of Defense, and Admiral Arthur W.
Radford as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. One of
Eisenhower's first acts was to reverse one part of Truman's
policy, when he announced that the 7th Fleet would no longer
shield China from attacks from Formosa. In addition to "un-
leashing Chiang Kai-shek," Eisenhower let it be known in dip-
lomatic channels that if a truce was not achieved soon, the
United States would "move decisively without inhibition in
our use of weapons,and would no longer be responsible for con-
fining the hostilities to the Korean peninsula." These

threats probably did 1little to move the Communists closer

26Clark, Danube, 230-233; David Rees, Korea: The

Limited War (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1964%), 395.
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to a settlement, but they did succeed in thoroughly alarming
America's timid allies.27 |

More important than threats in getting the negotia-
tions moving again, was Stalin's death on March 5, 1953,
which accelerated the trend begun in 1952 among the three
Communist participants toward ending the war. Russia ini-
tially had profited from the Korean War, as American troops
were tied down in Asia and U.S. resources were drained away
from potential use in the major arena of concern--Europe.
By the middle of 1952, however, Stalin probably wanted to
end the war since it was a constant drain on Soviet economic
resources. The conflict also helped to build up the Chinese
military for a future which Stalin felt he could not com-
pletely manipulate. The war further provoked continual in-
creases in the belligerency of the American military forces
in Europe and also was itself in constant danger of re-esca-
lation. Finally, Stalin was preparing for a major purge,
which in the past had led "to a lower-profile foreign
policy."28

China, too, initially had profited from the Korean
War, as its prestige soared and és its armed forces grew

dramatically with Soviet arms. These arms, however, were

lent and not given. The war thus became a drain on Chinese

2791am, The Rivals, 199-200.
28

Simmons, Strained Alliance, 227.
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resources, which were needed desperately for internal recon-
struction. 1In 1951, for example, over 60% of China's tax
revenues went to the defense budget. The Korean War also was
a drain on trained personnel who were needed urgently to re-
build a civil-war ravaged China. China‘'s frightful casual-
ties were a further burden, as by June, 1951,alone, they had
suffered 577,000 casualties.29 After the war had been stale-
mated at the 38th parallel, it became China's best interest
to end the hostilities, since it had gained the maximum in
prestige and further fighting would gain only more casualties.
North Korea had gained the least from the war. By
1952 North Korea had suffered terrible losses among the mili-
tary and civilian populace. The land itself had been ravaged
and North Korea found itself in critical condition. Starva-
tion was staved off only by the timely arrival of food ship-
ments from other Communist countries--rarely from Russia,
however, which was a sore poin’c.30 By 1953, North Korean
morale "was dangerously close to the breaking point." A sub-
stantial breakdown of discipline had occurred, bringing
enormous pressure on the government to end the war.31
With Stalin's death, these trends picked up renewed
momentum. In March, the new Soviet Premier, Georgi Malenkov,

announced that "At the present time there is no disputed or

291pid., 212.  Orbid., 214-215.
3t

Scalapino and Lee, Communism in Korea, 422-423.
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unresolved question that cannot be settled peacefully by
mutual agreement of the interested countries."32 Concrete
evidence of a willingness to resume the search for peace
soon arrived.

Clark had read of a December 13 Red Cross resolution
recommending an exchange of sick and wounded prisoners in ad-
vance of a truce. He suggested to Washington that while he
did not believe the Communists would accept such a proposal,
it still had a psychological and propaganda value. On
February 19, Clark was informed that such a resolution might
be introduced in the United Nations, and it was suggested
that he make such a proposal in advance of thig. )3 He made
the proposal on February 22 in a letter to the Communists.

It was not until March 28 that a reply was received, agreeing
to an exchange of the sick and wounded and adding that this
exchange "should be made to lead to the smooth settlement of
the entire question of prisoners of war, thereby achieving
an armistice in Korea . . . ." The Chinese then proposed
that both sides resume negotiations at Panmunjom.34

Agreement was not reached without dispute, but by

April 20, Operation "Little Switch" began, and when it ended

32Walter LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War,

1245—1225 (New York: Wiley and Sons, 3rd. edition, 1976),
147-154; Ulam, Rivals, 199-200.

K}
33C1ark, Danube, 240; Hermes, Truce Tent, 411; JCS to
Clark, JCS 931724, February 19,1953, JCS Geographic File.

34c1ark, Danube, 241-243.
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on May 31, 6,670 Communists had been exchanged for 684 U.N.
personnel. Attempts to resume the Panmunjom talks followed
this first step forward. General William K. Harrison, at an
April 17 liaison meeting with the Communists, suggested that
Switzerland or some other nation with a tradition of neutral-
ity, should be named as neutral custodian of the nonrepa-
triates. He believed a sixty day period of explanations or
persuasion was adequate, after which time the neutral nation
would determine the disposition of the remaining nonrepatri-
ates. This outline was given so that the Communists would
know what the United States believed to be an acceptable
settlement.35

The talks were resumed on April 26, and by May the
Communist position had moved generally to that expressed in
the December 3 Indian U.N. resolution, agreeing to turn over
the nonrepatriates to a Neutral Nations Repatriation Commis-
sion in Korea to be composed of Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Switgzerland, Sweden, and India. They suggested a persuasion
period of four months, down from the previous figure of six.
The United States wished only the Chinese nonrepatriates to
be given over to the Commission, with the remaining Koreans
to be freed as civilians on armistice day. The United States
also wanted "concrete, foolproof procedures by which a

prisoner could obtain political asylum." The Communists,

31pid., 247-248.
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already having made several concessions, were outraged that

the U.N. Command did not offer any concessibns in return, and
in fact sought more concessions. This led to a recess in the
talks in late May.2®

On May 16, Clark suggested to the Joint Chiefs that
the time had come "to take positive steps" either to secure
an armistice with the Communists, or "to demonstrate to the
world that they are acting in bad faith in seeking an armi-
stice only on their own ferms by exacting forcible repatria-
tion of POWs." He recommended that Kaesong's immunity as a
neutral site be dropped so that it could be bombed. He also
wanted authorization to release unilaterally North Korean
nonrepatriates. Finally, the U.N. Command should present
the Communists with some kind of a "final proposal."37

The State and Defense Departments answered Clark on
May 23, informing him that the United States was "under in-
tensive pressure from our allies to adhere closely to the
principles” outlined in the December 3 Indian resolution.
Clark was ordered to agree to the plan, but was to "sustain
the principle of no forced repatriation and insure that co-
ercion and force not be used against nonrepatriates." He

also was instructe& both to turn over to the Commission all

North Korean nonrepatriates and to agree to a majority vote

36Ibid., 259-266; Hermes, Truce Tent, 425.

3761ark to the JCS, CX 62456, May 16, 1953, Recently
Declassified Documents on Korean War.
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on procedural matters on the Commission. Finally, he was

told to 1limit the number of Communist persuaders to be used
and to limit the persuasion period to 90 days. If the Commu-
nists rejected this proposal and offered no constructive al-
ternatives, he was informed that "we consider that nego-
tiations should be terminated rather than recessed and ar-
rangements affecting the Kaesong-Panmunjom-Munsan area should
be voided." Such a decision would be made only after con-

8

sultation with Washington.3 Clark opposed the plan, for as

shall be seen, he knew that Rhee's vehement opposition to it
had not been taken into account.>?

The U.N. Command plan was presented on May 25 and ex-
cept for a few minor changes the Communists agreed to it on
June 4. On June 8, the terms of reference on prisoner ex-

40 The issue of voluntary repatriation

change were signed.
had been decided in America's favor after 18 months of both
intermittent talks and conflicts on the battlefield. The ad-
herence of the United States to this principle in the face

of both enemy and occasionally Allied opposition, cost the
U.N. Command, according to 8th Army estimates, an extra
125,000 casualties and the Communists over 250,000. Some

50,000 prisoners took advantage of the U.S. stand and refused

to be returned to their homeland. Of the 21,014 Chinese

Bics to clark, JCs 937205, April 23,1953,DDRS 19B(75).
801454, 275-276.

39c1ark, Danube, 268.
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prisoners, 14,325 refused repa‘cria.‘z:'mn.L"1

Whether the U.S. position was worth it or not is
open to debate. What is important to understand is the moti-
vation behind the principle. The United States from the be-
ginning leaned toward the principle becauée of its moral and
propagandé appeal, but there were many who did not believe
it to be worth prolonged negotiations. The American people
just as well could have supported an all-for-all exchange.
The dishonest approach of the Communists to the prisoner is-
sue pushed the scales in favor of voluntary repatriation.
Once adopted, the principle became ensnared in the propaganda
conflict that was carried out almost daily at Panmunjom.

Once adopted and incorporated into the public's mind on moral
and humanitarian grounds, voluntary repatriation became a
principle almost impossible to back away from. The United
States withstood both severe pressure from its allies and
large numbers of casualties, that might have been avoided,

in order not to concede to the Communists on this point. It
1s difficult to say whether the propaganda points that were
gained, were equal to the lives lost.

Resolution of the prisoner issue did not bring an im-
mediate end to the Korean War. America‘'s troubles with the

enemy may have been near resolution, but South Korea was just

. 41Hermes, Truce Tent, 500; William C. Bradbury, Mass
Behavior in Battie and Captivity: The Communist Soldier in
the Korean War (Chicago: Chicago University Press,1968),vi.
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beginning to create troubles for the United States. In de-
termining the policy that led to an agreement with the Com-
munists, the United States had practically ignored Syngman
Rhee, a gentleman with a penchant for creating problems for

America. The United States would pay for that mistake.
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CHAPTER XIII
CREATION OF THE BILATERAL SECURITY PACT

The Communist acceptance on March 28, 1953, of General
Clark's proposal to exchange sick and wounded prisoners as
well as their suggestion that the stalemated negotiations
should be resumed, revived Syngman Rhee's resistance to an
armistice agreement. Rhee found himself in a difficult posi-
tion. His life's work had been dedicated to establishing a
free and independent Korea. He had fought against Japanese
control of Korea and had fought against divisien of his
country into two parts. With the establishment of two poli-
tically antithetical Koreas, Rhee's goal became unification
of the country under his leadership. He was wise enough to
realize that South Korea could not accomplish this without
external help, so he tried desperately to prevent the United
States from withdrawing its troops from Korea in 1949.

The United States, however, withdrew and left behind
an inadequately trained and équipped South Korean Army that
crumbled before the North Korean onslaught in June, 1950.

The United States came to South Korea's aid, first with air

and naval forces, then with ground forces. A U.N. Command
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was established to coordinate the war effort, and Rhee, under

Washington's prodding, placed South Korea's armed forces un-
der U.N. Command. Military success brought revived hopes of
achieving unification of Korea, but Chinese intervention
promptly dashed these hopes. As U.N. forces drove back up
the peninsula, hopes rose again, but at the 38th parallel the
United Nations went on the defensive. The United States
treated South Korea as a junior member in a partnership and
catered to its U.N. allies--allies whose consideration for
the enemy often gave the impression that South Korea had
precipitated the war.

Rhee feared that the United States again might leave
South Korea unprepared to resist aggression. While still
fervently desiring unification, Rhee was aware that South
Korea was dependent on the United States for continued mili-
tary aid and economic rehabilitation. Already the United
States had expanded and equipped South Korea's Army to new
levels of strength and efficiency. But with an armistice on
the horizon, Rhee wondered what guarantees he had that the
United States would continue to be generous in the post-hos-
tilities period. Rhee's popularity had risen rapidly after
the start of the war, in part because of his militant stance
concerning reunification. Domestic considerations would
force him to maintain that militant stance.

The United States was in a difficult position too.

National policy as set down in NSC 48/5 and reaffirmed in
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NSC 118/2, called for a political settlement of the Korean
War. This settlement was dependent upon the conclusion of a
durable armistice agreement. Achievement of-a workable armi-
stice would be difficult, if not impossible, without South
Korea's support. There were several methods Rhee could em-
ploy to invalidate an armistice agreement. He could withdraw
the South Xorean Army from under U.N. Command control and ac-
tively oppose an armistice, or he could leave his troops in
the U.N. Command and oppose the armistice. He also could,
and the United States hoped he would, remain in the U.N. Com-
mand structure and accept, if not support, an armistice.

Rhee had the capacity to stall, if not destroy, the
conclusion of an armistice agreement. But the United States
was not at a complete disadvantage, since Korea needed con-
tinued U.S. aid and support. Both sides then, had levers
with which to work on the other, and neither side was reluc-
tant to use them. The issues were resolved to one simple
quesiion--what was Rhee's price for agreement and was the
United States willing to pay 1t?

The newest signs of trouble with Rhee appeared in
April, 1953. Rhee's 1952 spring and summer campaigns against
the armistice had been recessed along with the talks at
Panmunjom. In early April, after the Communist acceptance
of the sick and wounded prisoner exchange, Rhee reinstituted
the campaign of "spontaneous" demonstrations. In early April,

the National Assembly passed a resolution calling for the
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complete unification of Korea. Rhee echoed this on April 3,
in an address before the II Corps of the South Korean Army.
The next day, 50,000 demonstrated in Seoul against any armi-
stice that did not guarantee unification, and on the 10th,
50,000 students demonstrated in Pusan carrying "Unification
or Death" posters. These calls were repeated at every level
of the South Korean government.1
The most important South Korean efforts were not made
in public. On April 3, Foreign Minister Pyun Yung-tai, in-
formed Ellis 0. Briggs, American Ambassador to South Korea,
that acceptance of an armistice might be dependent on a bi-
lateral security agreement. Dulles replied through the Ameri-
can Ambassador that a bilateral pact might better be con-
sidered after an armistice had been signed. Dulles' reply
was not well received, and on April 9 Rhee wrote Eisenhower .
that if a peace agreement was reached which allowed the Chi-
nese to remain in Korea, he would feel justified in asking
South Korea's allies to leave the country unless they were
willing to join in a drive to the Yalu. If this was impos-
sible, the United States could remove its forces from Korea
if it wished. Eisenhower replied that the United States was
committed to unification of Korea, but not by force. With
aggression repelled the time had come to achieve the honor-

able peace that the United States was committed to gaining.

lhermes, Truce Tent, Li1-442.
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Eisenhower hoped that Rhee would do nothing that would cause

2

the United States to reconsider its efforts for South Korea.
General Thomas Herran, Commander of the Korean Com-
munications Zone, worried that Rhee might do something rash
to achieve his objectives. South Koreans feared both the
Sino-Soviet power that surrounded them and the possibility
that the United States might not come to Korea's aid again
if she was attacked. Rhee's ability to initiate both mass
demonstrations and vicious propaganda campaigns led Herren
to recommend that the United States offer Rhee a bilateral
security pact and guaranteed economic and military aid.J
Clark was worried too about Rhee's present actions
and the potential for even worse trouble in the future. The
U.N. Command was in a weak position because Rhee could employ
the South Korean Army independently after the signing of an
armistice since no arrangement existed to extend U.N. control
over South Korean troops into the post-truce period. This
raised the question "of obtaining an agreement with the ROK
which would provide for UNC control of ROK forces during the
post-armistice period." Clark pointed out that Rhee had

placed South Korean troops under U.N. authority for the

2U.S. Department of State, Relations Between the
United States and the ROK: A Chronology oi Major Develop-
ments, April 1-June 22,1953, Research Project 337, July 1953,
Division of Historical Policy Research, Recently Declassified
Doccuments on Korean War, 1; Dwight David Eisenhower, The
White House Years: Mandate for a Change 6 (New York:
Signet Edition, 1965), 231-232.

3Hermes, Truce Tent, 442.
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duration of the hostilities and Clark believed that conclu-
sion of an armistice would not legally end the hostilities.
He was aware, however, that Rhee would interpret the matter
differently. The U.N. Commander wanted the post-armistice
relationship with South Korea clarified, but he did not be-
lieve that it was the proper time to buy an agreement with
a security pact.4
In late April, the South Korean Ambassador in

Washington delivered a note informing the United States that
Korea "was prepared to withdraw its military forces from the
U.N. Command . . .if the United Nations makes with the Com-
munist aggressors any arrangement which after a cease-fire
agreement, would either permit or allow Chinese Communists
to remain south of the Yalu River." After withdrawal, South
Korean forces would fight on alone.” On the 26th, Clark in-.
formed Washington that any action to withdraw South Korean
troops from the U.N. Command on signing of an armistice that
did not require the Chinese to withdraw, would be very dan-
gerous. Clark was developing plans for a "drastic course"”
of action to insure the continued security of the U.N. Com-

mand.6 The next day, after a meeting with Rhee, Clark

uClark to JCS, C 61976, April 18, 1953, Box 43,

JCS Geographic File.

5State Department, Chronology, 9.

6Clark, Exclusive for Collins, C 62098, April 26,

1953, DDRS 163A(75).
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reported that Rhee was not thinking of "fighting alone or
withdrawing his troops from UNC without taking a good long
look at the consequences of his actions and discussing the
matter with me prior to such action.”’ On the 30th, Rhee
informed Clark that U.N. troops should not be withdrawn from
Korea unless the United States granted a bilateral security
agreement and guaranteed continued aid to the South Korean
Army.8

Clark's plans for "drastic action" in Korea, Plan
EVER READY, were completed on May 4. The mission of the plan
was to have the 8th Army take prompt action to protect U.N.
forces and supplies, and "to insure that the U.N. position
with regard to the armistice agreement is maintained, in the
event that operational control of Republic of Korea forces
is weakened or lost prior to or after conclusion of an
armistice."?

The assumption of plan EVER READY was that "the gov-
ernment and people of the ROK may be reluctant to accept the
terms of an armistice," and as a result, relationships be-
tween U.N. forces and South Koreans might decline gradually

or suddenly. This declining relationship could take three

7clark to Collins, C 62143, April 29, 1953,
DDRS 163B(75).

8State Department, Chronology, 13.

90utline Plan EVER READY, 8th Army, Seoul CS 52056,
May 14, 1953, Box 43, JCS Geographic File.
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possible forms. Under the first contingency, if South Korean

troops were unresponsive to U.N. orders, U.S. Army units were
to secure Seoul, Pusan, Taegu, Uijonchu, and other key areas,
and supplies to the South Korean Army in forward areas were
to be reduced. In case of the second possibility, Korean in-
dependent action, the U.S. Army would have the added duties
of relieving South Korean security units and of securing
vital installations. In addition, movement of civilian popu-
lation was to be limited and only loyal South Korean units
would be supplied from U.S. depots. If the third possible
condition occurred, South Koreans overtly hostile, the U.S.
Army would "relieve disloyal and recalcitrant leaders" in
the military, would discontinue supplies of food, fuel, and
munitions to disaffected units, would confiscate arms and
munitions in South Korean supply channels, would withdraw air
and artillery support from hostile units, would proclaim and
establish martial law, and would secure the custody of dissi-
dent military and civil leaders and set up a military govern-
ment in the name of the United Nations.10
At about this time, new problems with Rhee arose.
South Korea made it clear that it would not accept any plan
which would remove Korean nonrepatriates from Korea to a
neutral state. The Chinese had dropped this demand on May 7

when they accepted a five-member Repatriation Commission to

10Ibidl’ 2'40 ’
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take custody of the prisoners. To screen and guard these
prisoners, foreign troops would have to.be stationed in Korea
and large numbers of Communist "persuaders" would have to be
allowed into South Korea. Rhee informed Clark that he was
opposed completely to turning over Korean nonrepatriates to
any gfoup of nations that had Communist leanings and to al-
lowing Communist "persuaders" into South Korea. Clark tended
to agree with Rhee's opposition to allowing "this crowd of
potential spies, sabateurs, and agitators into his rear
areas." Rhee added that Indian troops would never be allowed
in Korea and that he would release Korean nonrepatriates uni-
laterally before allowing such a plan to be implemented.11
During a meeting with Clark, Rhee again raised the
question of a bilateral security agreement. Clark informed
Rhee that Washington was considering this course. At the
same time, he admitted that an armistice would not include
simultaneous withdrawal of U.N. and Chinese troops. He hoped
Rhee "would not confront the United States with unilateral
action . . . ." Clark's impression was that Rhee would take
such a course only as a last resort and if the United States
ignored his opinions about an armistice. Clark recommended
‘ to Washington that a bilateral security pact with South Korea
should be worked out as soon as possible to avoid possible

future dangers. Rhee was aware the United States could and

11

6326 State Department, Chronology, 16; Clark, Danube,
2 3"2 5-
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would obtain an armistice despite his objections. His ac-
tions now were designed to gain a security pact and increased
economic aid, and to save face with his supporters. Clark
also suggested to Washington that Korean nonrepatriates
should be released as civilians at the time of signing of
an armistice.12
On May 22, Clark was informed that he was to accept
the proposition of turning Korean nonrepatriates over to a
repatriation commission. More important, he was told that
a bilateral pact was out of the question at the present time.
Such a pact would tarnish the U.N. features of the Korean
operation and would be difficult to sell to the American
people and Congress in light of Rhee's recent actions in op-
position to an armistice. Washington, however, did offer
other inducements based on South K.rea's agreement to an
armistice: U.N. forces would remain in Korea as long as cir-
cumstances permitted; the United States was going to maintain
armed forces in the area on a long-term basis; at the subse-
quent planned political conference the United States would
vigorously seek a unified, democratic Korea; the United States
would discuss an agreement for comprehensive military aid,
including support for a twenty division South Korean Army;
finally, Rhee would be told that the "greater sanctions"

statement, then being prepared in cooperation with America's

: 12S‘tate Department, Chronology, 16-17.
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allies in the United Nations would be preferable to a treaty
and was the strongest possible guarantee of security. All
of these inducements, of course, woﬁld be dependent upon a
"ccoperative attitude and compliance with an armistice
agreement."13

Clark, who opposed these plans, informed Rhee of the
decision. Rhee was very disturbed, noting that the proposed
"greater sanctions" statement was meaningless. He was angered
that the United States had paid "no attention to the view of
the ROK Government," and he could not assure Clark of con-
tinued cooperation. Rhee once again insisted that no Indian
troops would be allowed on South Korean soil. He concluded
that he could not accept U.S. proposals and, if need be,
South Korea would fight on alone.l”

Clark was not in the best of positions, since he op-
posed Washington's policy. He could see no reason for deny-
ing Rhee a mutual defense treaty when'he attached such great
importance to one. Such an agreement would serve admirably
to soften the blow of concessions that the United States was
making at Panmunjom. Clark cautioned Washington that Rhee
had the capability to release all Korean nonrepatriates uni-
laterally and there was nothing Clark could do to prevent

such a maneuver. Since it would be "practically impossible

Lstate Department, Chronology, 18-19.

1
‘“Clark. Danube, 268-271.
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to avoid charges of UNC duplicity, not only from the Commu-
nists, but from our Allies as well," Washington had to reach
a policy decision about how to handle the situation.15
When the U.N. Command proposals at Panmunjom became
known, both South Korean public and government alike blasted

16 With the situation reaching dangerous pro-

the provisions.
portions, Washington had to examine its options. On May 29,
the State Department met with the Joint Chiefs to consider
the alternatives. Those in attendance included Army Chief
of Staff Collins, Secretary of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Walter Lalor, Assistant Chief of Plans General C.D. Eddleman,
Undersecretary of State Freeman Matthews, Assistant Secretary
of State for Far Eastern Affairs Walter Robertson, Deputy
Secretary of the National Security Council S. Everett
Gleason, and Frederick Nolting, Alexis Johnson, and Kenneth
Young of the State Department.17
General Collins outlined the three alternatives avail-
able to the United States: to give Rhee a mutual defense
treaty, to take Rhee and other South Korean intransigents
into custody, or obtain an agreement from Rhee to cooperate

until the United States could remove its forces from Korea.

Collins believed the United States should put Rhee under

1561ark to JCS, C 62631, May 26, 1953, Box 4k, JCS
Geographic Files; Hermes, Truce Tent, 446.

16

Hermes, Truce Tent, 447.

17Summary of Notes of JCS-State Department Meeting,
U. Alexis Johnson, May 29, 1953, DDRS 163C(75).
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protective custody "rather than submit to blackmail." He
should be taken into custody "on the basis of its being
necessary for the security of our troops." Collins believed
that "We must give Clark authority or deny him the authority
to take Rhee into custody. If a crisis occurs, there won't
be time for Clark to come back for authori‘ty."18

Robertson opted for allowing Rhee to go it alone, but
Matthews said "this would be a bluff as we can't let him go
it alone." This short exchange gererally summed up one con-
sensus--the United States, after the losses it had suffered,
was not going to withdraw from Korea and leave her defense-
less. Collins continued to press for Plan EVER READY, sug-
gesting that Eisenhower meet with South Korean Chief of Staff
Park Sun-yap, then in Washington, to gain his formal agree-
ment to backing a U.S. move against Rhee; Collins noted that
Park had tacitly agreed to do so already. The State Depart-
ment believed such a "sub rosa meeting" would be inadvisable,
since "if it leaked, things might be bad." Collins recom-
mended that the State Department think about the proposition
a little more.19

Robertson, summing up the State Department's posi-
tion, pointed out that General Clark, Ambassador Ellis 0.
Briggs, and Robert Murphy, outgoing Ambassador to Japan and

General Clark's political adviser, all favored a mutual

Ibid. 197pi4.
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defense treaty as the best way to get Rhee to accept an armi-
stice. Collins disagreed, feeling a treaty would give Rhee
"the whip hand." Admiral Duncan, of the Joint Chiefs, be-
lieved that if Rhee could not be brought to support U.S.
policy "it would be a disastrous military defeat for U.N.
forces. I think that it would be worth it to give him a se-
curity pact in order to keep him»in line." No policy con-
sensus was reached, though it was decided to prepare a memo-
randum for Eisenhower setting forth the situation and the
steps which Clark proposed to take.20
The resulting memorandum favored Collins' position,
concluding that action at the present time should be limited
to approval of Plan EVER READY. A proposed directive to Clark
authorized him to implement EVER READY, including those pro-
visions entailing taking Rhee and other South Korean offi-
cials into custody.21
Neither the Secretary of State nor the Secretary of
Defense concurred in the proposed memorandum, which was pre-
sented to them late in the afternoon of May 29. Instead, a
message was dispatched to Clark informing him that "the seri-

ousness of the situation was appreciated and would be pre-

sented to the President on May 30." In the meantime, he was

201pig.

. 21Eddlemem Memo for the Record, "Conference on Cur-
rent Difficulties with the ROK Government Due to Their Dis-
satisfaction with Armistice Terms," June 1, 1953, Enclosure
A and Appendix, Box 44, JCS Geographic File.

- 386 -

L—#—



authorized to take preliminary steps to meet any threatened
emergency resulting from difficulties with South Korea and
to take such action as necessary in the event of a grave
emergency to insure the security of his forces. Clark was
also given permission to inform Rhee that Dulles "would
strongly recommend to the President that the United States
agree to negotiate a bilateral security pact with the ROK
Government."” Clark was to utilize this authority at his dis-
cretion, if it appeared such action would avert a dangerous
and provocative situation. Finally, Clark was asked to com-
ment on whether a pact at this time would reconcile Rhee to
an armistice along the currently proposed lines.22
The morning of May 30, a meeting was held among top
State-Defense Department officials to consider the subject
of a bilateral security agreement. Those present agreed that
the United States could not concur in that part of Plan EVER
READY which would establish a U.N. Command government. In-
stead, it was agreed that South Korea would be offered a
mutual defense treaty "along the lines of our current Philip-
Pines and ANZUS treaties,” and conditioned upon acceptance
and cooperation with an armistice agreement and agreeing to
leave its troops under U.N. Command operational control un-

til it was mutually agreed to be no longer necessa.ry.z3

22Ibid.; Collins to Clark, DA 942038, May 30, 1953,
DDRS 164B(75).

23Eddleman Memo for Record, June 1, 1953, JCS
Geographic File.
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The conferees then met with the President, who ap-
proved the offer of a security treaty. Two messages were
sent to Clark late on May 30, one informing him of disap-
proval of that part of Plan EVER READY calling for a U.N.
Command government, and the other authorizing him to inform
Rhee that the United States was prepared "to undertake nego-
tiations for a mutual defense treaty with the ROK . . . ."24

The United States had rejected both withdrawal from
Korea and a U.N. Command coup as policy alternatives, choosing
instead to offer Rhee a mutual defense pact. The problem was
that the decision was reached so slowly that there was no
guarantee that Rhee would find the offer satisfactory. Clark
said as much on May 30, pointing out that Rhee might feel
this action was late in arriving. He believed, however, that
a defense pact "would improve our relations with Rhee and the
ROK Government materially and diminish active opposition to
the new UNC armistice proposal." Clark, with Briggs concur-
rence, decided to put off informing Rhee of the security pact
offer until it became clearer how close an armistice was.25

Clark was correct in assuming that an offer of a bi-

lateral treaty would not end South Korea's opposition to an

2L

Ibid.; JCS to Clark, DA 940241, May 30, 1953, DDRS
19C(7 Collins to Clark, DA 940242, May 30,1953, DDRS

5);
164D(75).

2530S Decision 1776/373, A Report by the Joint Stra-
tegic Plans Committee, "Command of ROK Armed Forces," June 17,
1953, Box 44, JCS Geographic File; Clark to JCS, Cx 62747,
May 30, 1953, DDRS 164A(75); Clark, Danube, 273.
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armistice. On May 30, Rhee wrote to Eisenhower that an
armistice "which would allow the Chinese Communists to remain
in Korea would mean to the Korean nation . . .an acceptance
of a death sentence without protest.” Rhee proposed a
simul taneous withdrawal of foreign troops, provided a mutual
defense treaty had been signed first. He also wanted in-
creased aid and a retention of U.S. air units in Korea.26
Rhee's proposals were not acceptable to the United
States. To Washington, it appeared that Rhee's request for
simul taneous troop withdrawal was an attempt to gain both an
armistice "which would leave superior ROK forces to deal with
North Korea," and a mutual defense treaty with the United
States to insure U.S. intervention if the Chinese or Soviets
came to North Korea's aid. Simultaneous withdrawal was inap-
propriate, since the question of withdrawal of foreign troops
from Korea had been the subject of lengthy and intense dis-
cussions in Washington, with a resulting firm decisiorn that
mufual withdrawal was a subject for a post-armistice politi-
cal conference. Changing this policy now would be a sign of
weakness and would lead to a loss of U.N. operational control
over South Korean troops--a key principle of U.S. policy.z?

Clark was instructed to introduce the subject of a

26U.S. Senate, Executive Sessions, 1953, Volume V,
Appendix E: Armistice in Korea, 830-831.

27Collins to Clark, DA 940543, June 4, 1953,
DDRS 165B(75). -
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mutual defense pact at his discretion and to remind Rhee that
failure to reach an understanding with the United States on
an armistice would threaten the foundations upon which the
United States then was examining South Korea's economic aid
requirements. Any unilateral actions to resume hostilities
"would make it impossible for the United States and other
U.N. Governments to continue economic aid to the ROK."28
With Communist acceptance on June 4 of the basic U.N.
proposals, South Korea increased the public tempo of its
criticisms of the proposed armistice. Rhee publicly called
for simultaneous troop withdrawal and imposed extraordinary
security restrictions over all of South Korea. He rejected
Eisenhower's June 6 letter proposing a bilateral pact in ex-
change for South Korean cooperation, noting the price for ac-
ceptance would be "to accept a death warrant."29 With the
signing on June 8 of the terms of reference for prisoners,
the public campaign intensified with demonstrations and
resolutions of support for Rhee's stand coming from the
National Assembly and the Cabinet. In private, Rhee informed
Clark that "he would feel free to take any action he deemed

appropriate."30

28Ibid.; Collins to Clark, DA 940728, June 5, 1953,

Box 44, JCS Geographic File.

29U.S. Senate, Executive Sessions, 1953, Vclume V,
Appendix E, 832-836; Hermes, Truce Tent, 448-449.

3%1ark to JCS, CX 62890, June 7, 1953, Box 4k,
JCS Geographic File; State Department, Chronology, 32;
Clark, Danbue, 275.
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With South Korea's disenchantment growing and world
opinion reacting favorably to the progress at Panmunjom, Sec-
retary of State Dulles proposed on June 12, that Rhee come to
Washington for "a confidential exchange of views." Rhee was
pleased with the invitation, but refused it, citing the un-
settled situation in Korea as the reason. Instead, Rhee sug-
gested that Dulles visit Seoul. Dulles declined, but did
agree to send Walter Robertson, to helplclear up "any misun-
derstandings as to U.S. post-armistice policies . . M
Rhee agreed on June 17 to receive Rober‘tson.31

On June 18, in Clark's words, "all hell broke loose."
In a well-planned and well-executed maneuver, and with the
cooperation of the South Korean government, military, and
civilian populace, 27,000 Korean nonrepatriates "escaped"
from prisoner-of-war camps at four different locations. Ac-.
cording to the U.N. Command, it was clear that the "action
had been secretly planned and carefully coordinated at top
levels in the Korean Government . . . ." While not surprised,
Clark nonetheless told Rhee that he was "profoundly shocked"
by the unilateral abrogation of his personal commitment "that
you would not take unilateral action . . .until after full

and frank discussions with me."32

Rhee's actions raised the basic question of whether

31Eisenhower, Mandate, 234-235; State Department,
Chronology, 32-33.

32Hermes, Truce Tent, 451; Clark, Danube, 281.
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U.N. Command had operational control over South Korean forces.
The Communists, having conceded on the voluntary repatriation
issue, would be justified in questioning, as they did, wheth-
er the United States had sufficient control and authority to
conclude an armistice. While both the Chinese and Soviets
took the line in their propaganda that the United States was
"powerless" to prevent Rhee's actions, the North Koreans re-
acted violently, accusing the United Nations of complicity
in the action, and inquiring whether the United States could
control South Korea and if an armistice would include the
"Rhee cligue."” If not included, how would America insure
that South Korea would live up to an armistice agreement.33
Eisenhower, in a message to Rhee on June 18, pointed
out that South Korea had responsibility for the prisoners as
agents of U.N. Command. Release of the prisoners was carried
out by the use of open violence against the authority of the
U.N. Command. Eisenhower warned Rhee that unless he was pre-
pared unequivocally "to accept the authority of the U.N. Com-
mand to conduct the present hostilities and to bring them to
a close, it will be necessary to effect another arrangement."”
Clark "has now been authorized to take such steps as may be-
come necessary in light of your determination."34 Just what

thie new arrangements and necessary steps might be, is unknown,

33Simmons, Strained Alliance, 236-38; Clark,
Danube, 282.

31""’r'.‘:'|.senhower, Mandate, 235-236.
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though the President probably had Plan EVER READY in mind.

During the next few days Rhee switched from concilia-
tion to opposition and back to conciliation, as he probed U.S.
intentions and reactions, and continued to bargain for the
best possible deal for South Korea. On June 19 and 20 he
indicated that signing of an armistice would make it almost
impossible for South Korean forces to remain under U.N. Com-
mand control. Yet he indicated to other U.S. officials that
he hoped withdrawal would be unnecessary.35

In a June 22 meeting with Clark, Rhee sought to as-
sure America that he desired to work with Eisenhower. Clark
informed Rhee that it was necessary to accept two premises:
first, that the United States was committed firmly to gaining
an honorable armistice; second, that the United States would
not use force to eject the Chinese from Korea or to introduce
the issue of withdrawal into the talks. Rhee,in turn, "ex-
pressed intense interest in a mutual defense treaty . . . ."
He added that although Korea could not possibly sign an armi-
stice, it could support one. Clark in closing the meeting
reiterated that it was necessary to retain South Korean
troops under U.N. Command control.36

The next day, Clark was given a Korean aide memoire

35Hermes, Truce Tent, 452-453.

36U.S. Department of State, The Rhee-Robertson Con-
versations and Their Aftermath, Division of Historical
Policy Research, Project Nc. 339, July,1953, DDRS 134C(75).
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which set down the necessary conditions for retention of U.N.
Command control over South Korean forces and for Korean ad-
herence to an armistice. Rhee's conditions included: a
limitation of 90 days for a political conference, 60 days af-
ter which the United States would support by air and naval
action a South Korean move north; a mutual defense treaty
signed before an armistice; granting of adequate military
and economic aid to achieve self-sufficiency; and no foreign
forces to enter Souzh Korea.37

On June 24, when Robertson arrived in Tokyo, the fu-
ture of South Korean-American relations was unpredictable.
The North Koreans, starting on July 19, began shifting the
blame for the prisoner release almost exclusively to Rhee and
South Korea. This indicated to Clark that the Communists
still wanted a truce. It was in this atmosphere of both opti-
mism and pessimism that top U.S. military and civilian of-
ficials met with Robertson to consider the situation. They
concluded that the United States should sign an armistice as
quickly as possible, with or without South Korean agreement.
If Rhee continued his opposition, the United States should
be prepared to sign an armistice, regain its prisoners and
withdraw from Korea. General Clark believed the United States
also should encourage the South Korean Army to take action

to replace the present government by making the Army believe

371pig.
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that the United States was prepared to withdraw unless
Rhee agreed to an armistice.38
Washington did not completely support these proposi-
tions. Clark was authorized to conclude an armistice at any
time on a basis which did not include either forced repatria-
tion or forced South Korean compliance with the armistice.
He was told, however, not to make "any commitment, agreement,
or action which would require total UNC withdrawal from
Korea." Finally, Clark was authorized to give the impression
to South Korea's military and political leaders that U.N. Com-
mand would withdraw if South Korea did not comply with the
armistice.39 This last point was repeated on June 30, when
the Joint Chiefs informed Clark that the most promising ap-
proach at present was to cause Rhee and his followers to be-

lieve that the United Nations was ready to withdraw. If this

did not change Rhee's attitude, it was hoped "that influential

ROK political and military elements would themselver : ‘e
steps to bring about a situation in the ROK Goverr. ~ which
4o

will assure ROK cooperation with an armistice." This ap-
proach ignored Rhee's greatly increased popularity.

The Rhee-Robertson talks began on June 25 and

38Simmons, Strained Alliance, 238-239; Clark, Danube,
284-85;Clark to JCS, CX 63325, June 25, 1953, DDRS 165C(75).

35cs 4o Clark, JCS 942368, June 25, 1953, Box kb,
JCS Geographic File.

4QJCS to Clark, DEF 942613, June 30, 1953, Recently
Declassified Documents on Korean War.
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continued for 18 days. It soon became clear that there were

two major stumbling blocks to an agreement. The first was
the South Korean desire to limit the length of a post-armi-
stice political conference to 90 days, and to follow it with
combat operations if the Chinese were still present in Korea.
The second, and most troublesome problem, was Rhee's desire

41 on

for an immediate guarantee of a mutual defense treaty.
June 27, Robertson was able to inform Rhee that while it was
impossible to impose a 90 day 1imit on other countries par-
ticipating in a political conference, Eisenhower did feel
that if at the end of 90 days "it was clear that the con-
ference was not making progress and was being abused by the
Communists . . .he would be prepared to act in concert with
the ROK with a view to having the United States and the ROK
retire jointly . . . ." On the second disputed point,
Eisenhower sald he could not "guarantee" a mutual defense
pact because such an agreement was subject to Senate approval,
but he was ready to begin negotiations for such a treaty
:i.mmed;i.a‘cely.L"2
Rhee was not satisfied with Eisenhower's assurances,
as he continued to insist on concluding a security pact prior

to the signing of an armistice. In addition, Rhee continued

to insist on a resumption of hostilities if the planned

*LRobertson to Dulles, June 26, 1953, 795.00/6-
2653, DDRS 31A(75).

421154, June 27, 1953, 795.00/6-2753. DDRS 31B(75).
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political conference did not lead to Chinese withdrawal from
Korea.*> On July 3, the United States reiterated its willing-
ness to begin negotiations immediately for a mutual defense
treaty, subject to final Senate approval. The United States
also offered to withdraw from the political conference to
consult with South Korea on what steps might properly and
reasonably be taken if Chinese troops had not withdrawn from
Korea or if a unified Korea had not been agreed to after 9¢
days. In return, South Korea would be expected to support

the armistice and to leave its troops under U.N. Command con-

trol.44

On the same day. W. Bedell Smith, Acting Secretary
of State, informed Robertson that if Rhee found the July 3
proposal unacceptable, "the time had probably come for you
to leave if you feel your continued presence will serve no
useful purpose."45
The United States had met every South Korean demand

but the one requiring a resumption of hostilities. Rhee

still was reluctant because negotiations for a mutual defense
treaty would be useless without Senate approval. While Rhee's

actions had not inspired confidence among a number of Sena-

tors, both Dulles and Senator William F. Knowland andé Senator

¥3state Department, Rhee-Robertson, 19-20.

44Robertson to Dulles, July 2, 1953, 795.00/7-253,

U.S. Senate, Executive Sessions, 1953, Appendix E, 837.

45w. Bedell Smith to Robertson, July 3, 1950,
795.00/7-353, DDRS 31F(75).
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H. Alexander Smith, assured Rhee that they were confident
of favorable Senate action on a security pact. Of course,
South Korean cooperation would go far to assure approval.46
Rhee remained reluctant, but the United States stepped up its
pressure on the political level, by inducing speculation that
the United States intended to sign an armistice and withdraw
without consulting South Korea. On the military level, the
United States tightened the screws on supplies both for new
South Korean Army divisions and for Korea in gener‘a.l.“’7

The Communists also were adding to the pressure on
Rhee. Walter Hermes has noted that "The brief fespite on the
battlefield ended on June 24 and the Communists disclosed
their decision to devote special attention to the ROK divi-
sions along the front."” Both sides suffered severe casual-
ties. On July 13, the Chinese launched a large offensive
against the elite Capital Division of the South Korean Army,
driving it back as deep as six miles beyond South Korean-held
lines. They inflicted heavy casualties and routed several
other South Korean units. Only combined American-South
Korean ground operations halted the Communist advance and re-
gained the lost territory. The message, however, was cleaf-—

the South Korean Army was not ready to stand on its own,

much less contemplate an independent move north. The

46State Department, Rhee-Robertson, 28, 40, 54.

Y7C1ark to JCS, CX 63500, July 5, 1953, Box Lb,
JCS Geographic File.
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Communists added political pressure by announcing on July 8
that they would resume the armistice talks, which had been
recessed since the release of the Korean nonrepa‘l:ria‘ces.l+8
- On July 9, Rhee very reluctantly conceded. He in-
formed Robertson that while South Korea could not sign the
truce agreement, it would not obstruct the implementation of
its terms. In exchange Rhee received the promise of a mutual
defense treaty, long-term economic aid, expansion of the
South Korean Army to twenty divisions, an agreement to with-
draw after 90 days from a post-armistice political conference
if it became stalemated, and a guarantee to hold high-level
American-Korean talks on objectives prior to the political
conference.49

The armistice talks resumed on July 10, and the im-
mediate question was whether the United States could guarantee
South Korea's actions in the post-armistice period. On the
13th, the U.N. Chief Negotiator informed the Communists that
U.N. Command would withdraw all military aid and support if
South Korean forces violated the truce arrangemen‘ts.50 This

was an adequate guarantee, but since the talks were occurring

during the last Communist offensive, no agreement could be

hBState Department, Rhee-Robertson, 39, 45; Hermes,
Iruce Tent, Chapter XXI; Simmons, Strained Alliance, 239.

498tate Department, Rhee-Robertson, 60; Robertson 1o
Dulles, July 6 and 9, 1953, 795.00/7-853 and 795.00/7-1053,
U.S. Senate, Executive Sessions, 1¢53, Volume V, Appendix E,
841-846; Clark, Danuve, 257-288.

50

State, Department, Rhee-Robertson, 38.
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expected until the outcome of that offensive became clear.
By July 19, the Communist push was over, lines were stabi-
lized and the enemy was ready to complete an armistice.
Working out the details came slowly, but on July 27, the
armistice was signed at Panmunjom. Coincident with this,
was issuance of the "greater sanctions” statement, which
U.N. members with troops participating in the Korean War
signed. This statement warned that if aggression was re-
newed, the reaction would be united and swift and the conse-
quences would be so grave that "it would not be possible to
confine the hostilities within the frontiers of "Korea."51

Rhee's assent to the armistice was gained at the
cost of a bilateral security pact that commited America to
a continued role in South Korea's future. The United States
worked patiently on Rhee, refusing to withdraw or to force
his downfall. Many other pressures were applied unrelen-
tingly and they finally outweighed the fears Rhee felt as
a result of domestic pressures not to compromise.

From the time of the promising Communist agreement
on March 28 to exchange sick and wounded prisoners, to the
time of the signing of the armistice on July 27, the U.N.
Command suffered over 64,000 casualties and the Communists
an estimated 135,000. From June, 1950 to July 27, 1953,
the U.N. Command suffered over 500,000 casualties (the United

51Hermes. Truce Tent, 480-490.
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States 142,019) and the Communists an estimated 1.5 million.
The cost, according to one projection, reached $83 billion

by 1956, including direct and indirect costs.”? The United
States decision to stand in Korea, against what was seen as
naked Communist aggression, had proven to be a costly one.
With the signing of a bilateral security pact, a continued
U.S. commitment to the survival of South Korea was guaranteed,

as was a continued expenditure of lives and money.

521434., s501.
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CONCLUSIONS

The onset of World War II led the United States to
assume major new commitments in Asia. First at Caire and
Teheran, and then at Yalta and Potsdam, the United States
formally committed itself to a larger and more active role
in Asian affairs. This was manifested primarily in U.S.
policy toward China, but it also could be seen.in America's
pledge to establish in due course a free, independent, and
democratic Korsan state. The United States, however, had
prepared no specific plans to implement such a program. 1In
part, this was the result of the State Department's failure
to give more than minimal thought to a postwar plan for
Korea. The United States could not be sure what the local
military situation would be, which limited its ability to
formulate plans. Roosevelt and then Truman largely ignored
the thinking that had been done about Korea prior to Yalta
and Potsdam.

While the State Department's policy papers on Korea
were given little attention at Yalta and Potsdam, in the
immediate posiwar period the State Department assumed policy
making responsibility for Korea. The State Department based

its planning on a desire to have a non-Comhunist, independent
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Korea established through Soviet-American cooperation. The
best way to accomplish this goal, it was believed, was
through a trusteeship and the State Department's policy was
to maximize cooperation between the two occupation zones so
this could be achieved. At Moscow in December, 1945, a plan
was formulated whereby a Joint Commission was established to
consult with all democratic social organizations and politi-
cal parties in Korea to form a provisional government.

While playing a subordinate role in policy making,
the military was the agency designated to implement the State
Department's policy. Implementation of Washinéton's policy
became increasingly difficult as the military more and more
questioned the feasibility of any plan for Korea which relied
on Soviet cooperation--especially a plan for a non-Communist
Korea. Strains in Roosevelt's "grand strategy" had begun to-
show even before the end of the war and the frustrations the
military faced in Korea in its attempts to reach agreements
with the Soviet Union only served to reinforce its belief
that Soviet-American cooperation was impossible. The
American Military Government in Korea directed its policy to-
wards establishing representative democratic political par-
ties. Eventually its policy was geared‘to preparing South
Korea for independent, democratic status. The occupation
experience itself led.American Military Government to work

at cross purposes with the State Department's policy of
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cooperation with the Soviet Union, while at the same time
recommending that American policy should be changed. This
was an important factor in altering U.S. policy in Korea.

A second factor was the difficult position the mili-
tary found itself in as the postwar period progressed.
Congress was wielding a penny-pinching axe and U.S. demobi-
lization was carried out with breathtaking speed and effi-
ciency. As distrust and suspicion between Moscow and
Washington grew, it became increasingly apparent that a
permanent peace had not been established at the end of the
war. Faced with cuts in manpower and matéfiel} the military
was forced to take a serious look at the relative strategic
importance of all areas of the world so that American commit-
ments could be brought into line with available resources.
Korea seemed to be a particularly weak spot since the Soviet
Union had the potential to pour in masses of troops while the
United States, because of the military's relative state of
weakness, found it difficult to provide even cthe small number
of U.S. troops then occupying Korea. With this in mind, the
military concluded that Korea had 1ittle strategic value, and
that America's interests in Asia lay in other more vital and
defensible areas.

The military began, as early as 1946, to urge the
State Department to adopt a policy in Korea that would result
in U.S. withdrawal at the earliest possible time with a

“minimum of bad effects.” By 1947, the military had succeeded
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in persuading a reluctant State Department to adopt a policy
designed to have the United States turn the Korean problem

over to the United Nations, where American responsibility

would be multilateral in nature. At the same time, the
United States would provide economic aid to build-up South
Korea's economy and its military strength.

Being reluctant to accept this policy because it be-

lieved Korea's political value was of great importance in the
Cold War, the State Department fought various delaying ac-
tions, but in the end the military won out and U.S. troops
were withdrawn from Korea in 1949. In August, 1948, an inde-
pendent Republic of Korea was established in the American
zone under the auspices of the United Nations, and the United
States hoped that it would be able to survive with American
aid and with the symbolic moral force of the United Nations
underpinning it. O0fficials in Washington acknowledged, how-
ever, that there was a good chance that the Communists would
eventually gain the upper hand throughout the peninsula.

The United States decided tentatively at that time
not to extend a policy of containment to Korea. Given the
means avallable to achieve U.S. ends, the military believed
that it could not afford to make containment a worldwide
policy. But there were elements in the military, Secretary
Forrestall, General Wedemeyer, General Bradley, and others,
who favored the retention of U.S. troops in Korea. The State

Department saw the Korean situation from a political point
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of view. Korea was a battleground between the Soviet Union

and the United States and to allow South Korea to fall into
Communist hands would be a very serious blow both to U.S.
prestige and to the validity of U.S. commitments around the
world. Some State Department officials, however, favored
withdrawal, and with neither department unanimous in its sup-
port or opposition, the decision had to be tentative and sub-
ject to easy change when different circumstances arose. Po-
litical and military objectives had proven to be incompatible
in reaching this decision, though both departments agreed
that the other's position was valid.

With the fall of China in 1949 and its consolidation
as a communist state, the Army Chief of Staff, the Secretary
of State, and the Secretary of Defense requested a reapprais-
al of U.S. policy in Asia--the eventual result was NSC 48/2,
which called for a more vigorous policy in the Pacific. 1In
addition, Army Chief of Staff Bradley split with his col-
leagues on the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as he attempted to gain
a balanced politico-military estimate of the Korean situ-
ation. He concluded that the United States should leave a
token force in South Korean for its symbolic value. All
three men laid a clear groundwork for U.S. intervention in
Korea in June, 1950.

By the eve of the North Korean invasion, the impetus
of the Cold War had turned Korea into an arena for Soviet-

American confrontation. While both sides exacerbated
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previously existing problems in Korea, forces outside the
influence of events within Korea determined that country's
fate. Korea became one more symbol of the conflict between
the two great powers. This conflict flared ir<o a hot war
in Korea--a war that the United States had left South Korea
unprepared to fight.

With the outbreak of the Korean War, the State De-
pariment overcame military opposition to gain the commitment
of U.S. ground forces to counter what was perceived as
Soviet-inspired aggression in Korea. Only at this point did
Truman really intrude himself in Korean policy discussions.
In the previous five years policy for Korea had been the re-
sult of interdepartmental conflicts. With the decision to
intervene, Korea was transformed into a "vital security in-
terest" within the framework of America's Asian policy. The
process of intervention also led the United States to the
verbal imposition of the 7th Fleet in the Formosa Straits--
thus putting the United States on a collision course with
China. By July 7, 1953, NSC 154/1 would state that "it is
important to our national security that political and econom-
ic pressure against China be developed and maintained during
the immediate post-armistice period."1

Once the President and the State Department set the

policy of intervention, it naturally fell to the military to

INsc 15471, July 7, 1953, National Security Council
File, Military Branch, National Archives, Washington D.C.
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implement that policy and it would be implemented in a way
that was agreeable to the military's objectives. The "deci-
sion" to cross the 38th parallel and to unify Korea was
reached almost by default. The Defense Department, arguing
on political grounds, favored a move across the parallel to
unify Korea. The State Department was much less sure about
such an action, fearing possible Soviet or Chinese interven-
tion. Elements in the State Department, led by Jomn Allison,
Dean Rusk, and John Foster Dulles, favored a position similar
to that of the Defense Department. With MacArthur's tremen-
dous success at Inchon as the major mctivaiing factor, the
State Department, in the process of hammering out a consensus,
was willing to be convinced that the General's northward
drive should not be stopped. Thus the attempt to capture a
clear Soviet sphere of interest was less a positive decision
and more a case of submitting to the exigencies of the
bureaucratic decision-making process.

The discussions that occurred concerning the decision
to continue the drive north in the face of possible Chinese
intervention saw the State Department arguing that the mili-
tary threat of intervention was such that a policy of great
caution should be adopted, while the military argued that po-
litical considerations made it necessary not to snow any
signs of reluctance in the drive north. The Joint Chiefs ad-
mitted in November, 1950, that it was not militarily neces-

sary to drive right up to the Yalu River, but they argued
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against any change in MacArthur's directives. The most they
would agree to do was propose to MacArthur that he set up a
buffer zone. Military success became the overwhelming factor
determining policy after the Inchon landing. MacArthur's ra-
pid northward drive presented the free world with too great
of an opportunity to gain a victory at Communist expense.
Thus policy makers let their desire to maintain a successful
consensus outweigh the very clear signs of Chinese interven-
tion, so that MacArthur could continue his drive to sweep the
entire Korean peninsula into the Western camp.

After he Chinese intervention, both the State Depart-
ment and Defense Department were shaken and both were willing
to delay decisions until the military situation made the
choice an obvious and safe one. The State Department defer-
red to the military to describe military potentialities so
that political objectives might be set, while the military
deferred to the State Department to reéssess political ob-
Jectives so that military policy could be adjusted. Only with
the stabilization of the battlefield situation was the deci-
sion made to remain in Korea and to inflict the maximum pos-
sible casualties on the enemy while seeking a political solu-
tion to the conflict. In reaching this decision, both the
State Department and the Defense Department operated from op-
posing points of view. The Defense Department placed primary
emphasis on maintaining the integrity of MacArthur's forces

for the defense of Japan, while the State Department placed
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its primary emphasis on standing in Korea as the best method
to defend Japan. The result was that the U.N. Commander
never received clear and compatible directives from Washing-
ton, though the easing of the military situation in January
and February, 1951, made this less of a problem than it was
in the critical weeks immediately after China's intervention.

The State Department and the Defense Department also
differed on the best way to handle the repatriation issue.
The President was forced to decide the issue in favor of the
military and voluntary repatriation. There was less of a
split over how to handle Rhee's opposition to an armistice,
though there were those in the military who favored the option
of a U.N. coup that would force Rhee to acquiesce to an armi-
stice. Both the Secretary of State and the Secretary of De-
fense decided this action would be inconsistent with America's
stated goals in Korea, and decided that to gain Rhee's assent
to an armistice agreement the United States would offer a
bilateral security pact--even though this threatened to under-
mine the collective security aspects of the Korean interven-
tion.

Washington created unnecessary problems'for itself
by failing to have firm control over the subordinates as-
signed to implement American policy. Washington also created
problems for itself by failing to make it very clear in 7350
that it had a substantial interest in Korea's future despite

the absence of American troops. Finally, Washington created
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problem by failing to restrain MacArthur's military moves

in Korea adequately, because no one in the bureaucracy
wanted to take a chance on advocating such a policy--which
is the nature of any bureaucracy. While it is possible that
restraining MacArthur in November might have come too late,
there can be little doubt that Washington sensed a dangerous
situation in Korea and allowed it to explode without taking
a decisive stand to prevent it.

United States policy in Korea from 1945-1953 was an
extension of the development of a growing American involve-
ment in Asia. Japan and China received the primary emphasis,
with the Philippines, Indonesia, Indochina, and Korea occupy-
ing lesser positions in U.S. plans. With the fall of China
in 1949, the United States moved to strengthen its position
in those areas still remaining open to a U.S. influence.
Japan was to be strengthened and the U.S. military presence
on Okinawa was to be increased. At the same time, the United
States re-examined its policy in Indochina. A number of high-
ranking U.S. officials made statements in 1950, not all of
which were public, demonstrating America's interest iﬁmmain—
taining South Korea's existence as part of the existing power
structure in Asia. The invasion of South Korea was seen as
a Soviet attack on the system the United States was trying
to build in Asia, thus requiring a response if American policy
was to have any credibility. Though the imponderables of

ideology or idealism influenced the decision to intervene,
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the United States acted in Korea in consonance with what was

perceived to be America's self-interest.
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