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THE TEST OF WAR

1950-1953

The Test of War, the second volume in the
planned comprehensive History of the Office
of the Secretary of Defense, follows the evolu-
tion of OSD from the outbreak of the Korean
War in June 1950 to the end of the Truman
presidency in January 1953. Like the first
volume in the series (The Formative Years,
1947-1950), the present one focuses on the
secretaries of defense, their staffs, and OSD’s
administration of the Pentagon and examines,
bevond OSD and the Department of Defense,
the larger framework of national security
organization and policy that involved the
White House, Congress, and other agencies of
the government.

As the central event of this period, the
Korean War tested the mettle of officials and
institutions throughout the national security
establishment, but nowhere more acutely than
in the E-ring offices of the Pentagon leadership.
The Korean-era secretaries of defense—Louis
Johnson. George Marshall, and Robert
Lovett—confronted a maze of problems
relating to strategy, budgets, manpower,
weapons development, and service roles and
missions. Operating under wartime pressures
while attempting to manage a department on-
Iv recently created and still undergoing major
adjustments, they faced a formidable agenda
made even more difficult by domestic political
and economic constraints that narrowed the
options available to them.

In a narrative rich in both documentary
derail and broad-brush perspective, The Test
of War assesses how well the secretaries met
these challenges. Success or failure depended
not only on their effectiveness in managing the
Pentagon bureaucracy, in particular their in-
teraction with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
still parochial-minded military services, but also
on their relationship with Truman, Secretary
of State Dean Acheson, and a contentious Con-
gress unhappy over the firing of MacArthur, the
pace of mobilization, and the progress of the
war generally.

Korea, of course, was the flash point for
a much wider struggle unfolding during this
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time, the effort by the United States to contain
the expansionist activities of the Soviet Union
and communism. As the conflict in the Far East
dragged on seemingly indefinitely, officials in
Washington turned their attention increasing-
ly to Europe and the strengthening of the
Western alliance. Much of the book deals with
the shaping of NATO and the related subject
of military assistance.

In a thoughtful conclusion, The Test of
War observes that the precedents established
in these seminal years—the beginnings of a
military-industrial complex, the changing
strategic formulations that allowed for reliance
on nuclear as well as conventional weapons,
the sharp debate over European vs. Asian
priorities, and, above all, the staunch and ex-
pensive commitment to containment—would
influence national security policy and the U.S.
defense effort for the remainder of the century.

DORIS M. CONDIT received her A.B. and M.A.
degrees from George Washington University.
She has held various historical and research
positions with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Historical Division, The Johns
Hopkins University, American University, and
the American Institutes for Research. Mrs. Con-
dit is the author of or collaborator on
numerous military-political studies relating to
war and conflict, including Case Study in Guer-
rilla War: Greece During World War II,
Challenge and Response in Internal Conflict
(3 vols.), and Modern Revolutionary
Warfare—An Analytical Overview.
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Foreword

This volume is the second in the series planned for the History of the
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). This series is intended to present a
scholarly, objective, and critical history of OSD with primary focus on
national security policy and decisions relating thereto.

Volume 1II presents the Washington background of the Korean War and
other momentous events—international and domestic—from the perspective
of the highest levels of government. It is concerned with what the Truman
administration, and especially OSD, JCS, and the military services, were doing
in response to these events. It seeks to weave together strategic planning, force
programming, budgetmaking, creation of military forces, direction of the
Korean War, collective security efforts, and military assistance, and to assess
the impact of all of these phenomena on OSD and the Department of Defense.
If there seems to be much stress on controversy and differences of opinion in
detailing the process of making policy and strategy decisions, it should be
borne in mind that planners and policymakers are normally concerned with
unsettled questions that inevitably provoke prolonged discussion, argument,
and dispute. Such examination of process may help provide perspective and
historical awareness to those who must make decisions today and in the
future.

The early stages of war or periods of prolonged international tension are
the real test of defense policies because of the high level of uncertainty and the
limited military resources usually available to implement policy and strategy.
The emphasis in this volume, therefore, is properly on the first year of the war
and the early grappling with collective security and military assistance. For a
better understanding of this early period, adequate attention to the back-
ground and setting is indispensable. Much significant information not previ-
ously available is presented in this volume.

Military operations in Korea are trecated only to the extent necessary to
understand plans and strategic and political decisions. The space devoted to



ii Foreword

military operations in Korea and Indochina varies with their significance in
the larger context of events. But because detail is necessary to establish the
essential discipline of the subject, the author has sought as far as possible to
let the facts tell their own story, to say how and why things happened. But she
has not shirked the historian’s duty of indicating conclusions to which the
evidence seems to point.

The author, Doris M. Condit, holds A.B. and A.M. degrees from the
George Washington University and served as a historian with the Historical
Division of the U.S. Army Engineer Corps, the Operations Research Office of
The Johns Hopkins University, and the American Institutes for Research. She is
the author of a number of political-military studies, including Case Study in
Guerrilla War: Greece During World War II and Modern Revolutionary
Warfare—An Analytical Overview.

This publication has been reviewed and its contents declassified and
cleared for release by concerned government agencies. Although the manu-
script itself has been declassified, some of the official sources cited in the
volume may remain classified. This is an official publication of the Office of
the Secretary of Defense, but the views expressed are those of the author and
do not necessarily represent those of the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

ALFRED GOLDBERG
Historian, OSD



Preface

This second volume of the History of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD) covers the period from June 1950 to January 1953. It treats
mainly the problems confronting the secretary of defense and his department
as a result of the North Korean invasion of South Korea and President
Truman’s decision that the United States should go to the aid of the South
Koreans. The Korean War raised strategic questions that had to be addressed
immediately. The secretary of defense and other U.S. officials groped to create
a coordinated policy that would meet a range of possible perils. President
Truman stated the broad outlines of policy in July 1950: The United States
would fight in Korea, build up overall U.S. strength, and create a worldwide
collective security network.

The United States adhered to this basic policy throughout the Korean War
years in the face of other fateful changes in the international scene. The
Chinese Communist intervention in Korea in November 1950 multiplied
strategic and tactical difficulties and created a dilemma over the possible
escalation of the war. Although armistice talks began in July 1951, the Chinese
Communists and North Koreans refused to complete a mutually acceptable
agreement, thus confronting the administration with the question of how to
win militarily without escalating the conflict. Meanwhile, limited military
operations in Korea continued for two more years, causing many casualties
and further complicating already formidable U.S. domestic and international
problems. If nothing seemed certain at the beginning of the war, little could
be taken for granted during its later stages. In the end, the death of Stalin and
internal Soviet affairs may have had more to do with ending the war than any
U.S. actions.

The beginning of war in June 1950 confronted the three-year-old Depart-
ment of Defense with an immediate challenge to fight and to prepare for other
anticipated contingencies. The United States undertook to revitalize and rearm
NATO and to find a way to bring still-occupied West Germany into the service
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of Western European defense. In Asia, the Korean War intensified concern
about the security of Indochina, establishment of a new peaceful relationship
with Japan, and creation of a collective security network in the Pacific.
Military assistance became a worldwide undertaking of the Department of
Defense. Although no atomic weapons were used in Korea, the wartime
period saw great growth in nuclear technology, both in the United States and
the Soviet Union.

Under wartime pressures, the secretary of defense truly became the
president’s deputy for military affairs. As a member of the National Security
Council and a major actor in the determination of U.S. policy, he also played
a key role in international affairs, particularly in NATO. Through his power
over the Defense budget, he was the arbiter of problems between the military
services, including the critical controversy over military roles and missions
that erupted once again in the FY 1953 budget battles. It was also his duty to
maintain a proper balance of civil and military power within the Department,
not an insignificant problem in view of the sometimes conflicting roles of the
military department secretaries and the chiefs of staff and the resistance of the
military services to OSD control.

The Office of the Secretary of Defense grew in size and importance in
response to the rapid increase in the growth and complexity of defense
problems. The country’s need for military forces caused Marshall to elevate
the manpower function to the assistant secretary level. The imperative of
collective security and a much-enlarged military assistance program greatly
enhanced the role of the secretary’s assistant for international security affairs.
Wartime experiences led to the recasting of other elements of OSD, particu-
larly the logistical and research and development functions.

The present work is concerned with policy and the decision-making
process. At the level of the secretary of defense, the interaction between
military, diplomatic, and political policy and action increased markedly and
became more complex and significant during these years. The development of
U.S. national security policy depended on a close and cooperative relationship
between the Departments of State and Defense, such as prevailed during
Marshall’s and Lovett’s terms as secretary.

The large number of topics addressed in this volume made it desirable to
adopt a thematic approach. The opening chapters set the stage, and subse-
quent chapters are grouped topically, beginning with those covering the
Korcan War and other events in Asia. Later chapters deal with the relationship
of strategic plans and programs to Defense budgetary developments, NATO
matters, military assistance, nuclear weapons, and internal organizational
problems. Despite the brief span of time covered by the volume and the large
number of subjects it considers, there are some areas of Defense interest that
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are not covered in any detail: overseas base rights and construction problems,
logistics and industrial mobilization matters, intelligence, and Latin American
and Middle Eastern affairs. Some of these subjects may be treated by later
volumes in this series.

What makes a Defense history of 1950-53 of particular concern almost
half a century later is that the United States is still grappling with many of the
same problems it faced then. The East—West confrontation still exists. Ques-
tions of European defense and NATO viability continue to be persistent and
vital. Korea remains divided between North and South, and the United States
maintains a military presence in Korea and Japan.

While Southeast Asia has diminished as a focus of U.S. interest, Japanese
rearmament has become a major question for both the Japanese and the
Americans. U.S. ties with Australia and New Zealand have tended to loosen,
but the underlying need for cooperation in the face of future military danger
remains real. The most dramatic and positive achievement seems to be the
rapprochement with the People’s Republic of China, a prime military antag-
onist during the Korean War. Not only are many of the questions the same or
similar, but there is still a deep perplexity over how to deal with them. How
much military strength the United States needs and how much it can afford are
as vital questions today as in 1950-53. That earlier period also illuminates the
relationship between defense policy and domestic support for the adminis-
tration. For an understanding of the genesis of the national defense problems
and ideas that confront the nation today, the Korean War period is seminal.

This work has observed certain conventions. Abbreviations have been
used to save space; any doubts may be resolved by consulting the glossary,
although each abbreviation is explained the first time it occurs. Painstaking
efforts have been taken with statistical tables, but it is possible that they may
not agree with other tables found elsewhere. It is probably wise to view
statistical tables as indicators of effort rather than as absolutes. Every effort has
been made to avoid technical terms or to explain them at first use.

The research entailed in this undertaking was an immense task, made
easier by the help of many persons. [ particularly want to thank the
resourceful and knowledgeable archivists and librarians in the Military Refer-
ence Branch of the National Archives and Records Administration, the Harry
S. Truman Library, and the Pentagon Library. In addition, a number of fellow
historians shared documents and graciously pointed the way to additional
materials. These included Roger M. Anders of the Department of Energy;
Helen M. Bailey and Walter S. Poole of the JCS Historical Division; Robert J.
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Donovan, who made available an early draft of Tumultuous Years, his book
on the later Truman vyears; Jonathan F. Fanton, who provided his Ph.D.
dissertation on Robert A. Lovett; Lawrence S. Kaplan, who supplied docu-
mentary materials on NATO; and Forrest C. Pogue, biographer of George C.
Marshall. Nathaniel H. Goodrich, Maj. Gen. Kenneth D. Nichols, and General
George V. Underwood, Jr., furnished personal papers and manuscripts. The
papers of John H. Ohly, who gave generously of his time, criticism, and wise
counsel—to the immense benefit of this project—were particularly valuable
for the military assistance chapters. The original photographer of many of the
pictures presented in the volume, Frank Hall, culled them from official
collections.

I am deeply indebted to the many government officials of the period who,
despite the burden of their daily schedules, shared their memories in
interviews with the author. They made the documentary trail come alive with
anecdotes and opinions that had never previously found their way onto paper.
I am especially grateful to Lt. Gen. Marshall S. Carter, General J. Lawton
Collins, George M. Elsey, William C. Foster, Henry Glass, Nathaniel H.
Goodrich, W. Averell Harriman, Robert LeBaron, General Lyman L. Lemnitzer,
Marx Leva, Robert A. Lovett, Wilfred J. McNeil, Maj. Gen. Kenneth D. Nichols,
John H. Ohly, and General George V. Underwood, Jr. The volume leans
heavily on these first-hand accounts of events.

To the many people, both historians and former officials, who attended a
seminar on 3 April 1984 to consider an early draft of this volume, I owe much.
They included Roger M. Anders, Young-gil Chang, General J. Lawton Collins,
Jonathan E Fanton, Nathaniel H. Goodrich, Najeeb E. Halaby, General Lyman
L. Lemnitzer, Edward J. Marolda, Charles Burton Marshall, Maj. Gen. Kenneth
D. Nichols, Paul H. Nitze, Forrest C. Pogue, Walter S. Poole, Steven L. Rearden,
Lt. Kenneth Schaffel, James F Schnabel, and Henry [. Shaw, Jr. Written
comments were provided by Robert F. Futrell, Roswell L. Gilpatric, Henry E.
Glass, Walter G. Hermes, Lawrence S. Kaplan, Billy Mossman., Theodore
Tannenwald, Jr., and Wayne Thompson.

I have been the fortunate recipient of much help and support from
colleagues and friends in the OSD Historical Office. Harry B. Yoshpe, who
initiated work on Volume I in this series, was a valued friend and giver of
information. Steven L. Rearden, author of Volume I, with whom I shared many
perplexities and problems, was a constant source of useful advice and
encouragement. Richard M. Leighton and Robert J. Watson, who respectively
are writing the two volumes that follow this one, have leavened friendship
with sage counsel and sensible solutions to problems. Maurice Matloff and
Max Rosenberg have read and commented helpfully on various chapters.
Samuel A. Tucker offered invaluable advice in identifying and locating files
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and papers still within the Pentagon, as well as reading and criticizing draft
chapters. To Alice C. Cole, Stuart I. Rochester, and Roger R. Trask, I am
especially grateful for their hard work in reading and commenting on the
substance and form of the entire volume. Debora O. Langdon helped to
prepare the bibliography. Gloria M. Morgan provided much-needed and
-appreciated administrative support. To Ruth E. Sharma, whose patience and
good will were exemplary, I owe a great debt of gratitude for the careful and
precise typing of numerous drafts.

Special recognition is due two persons intimately involved with this
work. I am deeply indebted to Alfred Goldberg, OSD historian and the general
editor of this series, for the chance to write this volume, for his penetrating
and perceptive insights, and for his skill in bringing the volume to publication.
And to my husband, Kenneth W. Condit, who has borne with such grace the
cross of a second historian in the family, go my greatest thanks for his
unending patience, rectitude, and wise advice whenever 1 asked.

DoRris M. CONDIT
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CHAPTER

Prelude to War

Not quite three years had elapsed since the creation of the Department of
Defense when the North Koreans surged across the 38th parallel into South
Korea in the predawn hours of 25 June 1950 in what was to be the start of a
three-year war. In Washington it was the afternoon of 24 June, a quiet summer
Saturday. President Truman was away from the capital, visiting his family
home in Independence, Missouri; Secretary of State Dean Acheson was
relaxing at his farm in Maryland. Secretary of Defense Louis A. Johnson,
accompanied by General Omar N. Bradley, Chairman of the joint Chiefs of
Staff, had returned to Washington only that morning after a visit to General
Douglas MacArthur in Japan. While Bradley, who was sick, went home to bed,
Johnson spent a few hours at the Pentagon that afternoon. Neither man was
aware of the stark act of aggression 12,000 miles away that overnight would
stir the nation from its summer doldrums.'

First word of the invasion of South Korea arrived in a United Press
bulletin from Seoul, Korea, broadcast over Station WRC in Washington at 8:49
p.m. The United Press Bureau in the capital, which had released the bulletin
to its clients, immediately queried the State Department and General Bradley
about the report, but neither knew anything. The United Press also notified
the president’s Kansas City office of the event. The State Department received
the first official news in a coded cable from Ambassador John J. Muccio in
Seoul only at 9:26 p.m.”

As reports of the North Korean onslaught reached Washington, startled
State Department and military officials on duty immediately sought further
information from Korea. Around 10:00 that evening Secretaries Acheson and
Johnson were notified; shortly after, Acheson called Truman. While the State
Department planned to seek the support of the United Nations to stop the
aggression, the Army set up a communications network to the Far East.

1



2 THE TEST OF WAR

Although Johnson and Bradley carried out a scheduled trip to Norfolk the
next day, they returned to confer with the president that Sunday evening in
the first of a series of meetings that would mark a major turning point in U.S.
national security policy.”

The Perception of Danger

The strength and constancy of the North Korean drive deep into South
Korea convinced U.S. leaders that a serious Communist challenge to the West
had begun. It was a conclusion that accorded with their perception of events
since 1945.

The Truman administration and a growing number of Americans in June
1950 saw the USSR, despite its participation on the Allied side in World War
II, as a threat to the United States and the world. As Louis Johnson told the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations at the time, **Soviet intentions must be
judged from their actions. They do not permit complacency.””* U.S. officials
remembered that at the end of World War II Soviet troops had occupied
Poland, Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria and that with Soviet aid local
Communist parties had soon transformed these countries into Soviet satellites.
Albania had declared itself a “people’s republic’’ in January 1946 and joined
the Cominform in 1950. In early 1948 a Soviet-supported coup brought
Czechoslovakia into the Communist bloc. In Eastern Europe, only Yugosia-
via—whose Communist government under the World War II leader Tito (Josip
Broz) had broken with the Kremlin in 1948--remained independent in 1950.
For the rest, Soviet domination was so complete that Winston Churchill’s
famous reference to an “iron curtain’’ having descended over Eastern Europe
seemed more real than symbolic.’

Efforts to extend Communist control over other adjacent non-Communist
countries had also alarmed the West. Soviet control or domination of
northern Iran was only narrowly averted in 1946. That year also Communist
guerrillas in Greece, with support from nearby Communist nations, began a
three-year war to gain control of that country. Turkey also believed itself to be
in danger. In divided Germany, where the prewar capital, Berlin, although in
the Soviet zone, was under four-power control, the Soviets imposed in
mid-1948 a complete blockade of the city’s surface transportation links to the
West, making necessary an airlift to supply its western zone.

The Truman administration had also been concerned about Communist
advances in Asia. When the long civil war in China ended in late 1949 with
the defeat and flight to Formosa (Taiwan) of the Nationalist forces of Chiang
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Kai-shek (Jiang Jieshi)” and the victory of the Communists led by Mao
Tse-tung (Mao Zedong), the Soviets immediately tried to expel Chiang’s
representative from the UN Security Council. When this effort failed, the
Soviets began a boycott of the council. On 14 February 1950 Moscow signed
a 30-year treaty of friendship, alliance, and mutual assistance with Peking. In
Malaya, the Philippines, and Indochina, widespread guerrilla warfare flared
after World War II, with Communist support or leadership of these move-
ments. A new government in Indonesia seemed vulnerable to a Communist
takeover. In North Korea a Communist government tried by propaganda,
provocation, and guerrilla tactics to subvert the unstable non-Communist
government in South Korea. Indeed, Defense Secretary Johnson told two
congressional committees in early June 1950 that he considered the problems
in the area of China even more difficult than those of Europe.®

Although the postwar perception of the Soviet Union as an unfriendly
adversary rather than an ally had been gradually accepted by most Americans,
they hoped that the United Nations would be able to maintain international
order in the face of this potential menace, sparing the United States large
military commitments. President Truman, pushing to balance the budget and
reduce the huge wartime debt and worried about the possibility of inflation
stemming from the pent-up demand for consumer goods, pursued a policy of
retrenchment. As a result, the U.S. armed forces, which had reached a peak
strength of 12 million during World War II, were hastily demobilized and
defense appropriations were radically trimmed.’

The Truman programs to counter Soviet moves were generally reactive
and preventive but constituted a significant expansion of the American
concept of security. In early 1947, when the United States took over from a
nearly bankrupt United Kingdom the responsibility for helping Greece and
Turkey to stand against Communist pressures, Truman announced a doctrine
of aid to countries threatened by such aggression. The United States supplied
economic and military aid to Greece and Turkey and sent a military mission to
Greece. In June 1947 Secretary of State George C. Marshall publicly offered
U.S. aid to help restore the economies of wartorn Europe, including the Soviet
Union and the Eastern bloc countries in his proposal. The Soviets, however,
forced the Poles and Czechs to withdraw their acceptances, an act that British
Prime Minister Clement Attlee later called a “‘declaration of the ‘cold war’.”
With the 1948 crises in Czechoslovakia and Berlin at hand, Congress
appropriated more than $6 billion for worldwide assistance, earmarking $4
billion in Marshall Plan funds for the Western European nations.®

* Chinese names are spelled as they appear in documents of the time; the pinyin system of
transliteration is given in parentheses after the first appearance of the name.
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Alarmed by the unsettled international situation, the United States took a
bold and unprecedented peacetime step, signing on 4 April 1949 the North
Atlantic ‘Treaty, a 12-pation mutual defense pact. In July 1949 Congress
approved the treaty and later appropriated $1.3 billion for military assistance,
of which 81 billion was for Europe. It also approved $5.7 billion for economic
aid, including more than $4.7 billion for the Marshall Plan countries. By
mid-1950, however, despite this assistance, Western European economies still
lagged behind their prewar levels. Moreover, the weak state of NATO defenses
lent credence to the widely held view that a Soviet attack on Western Europe
would achieve substantial early success.”

Having successfully countered Communist moves in Iran, Berlin, and
Greece, the Truman administration kept U.S. forces at a modest strength.
Determined to pay off the $247 billion public debt and balance the govern-
ment’s books, Truman held the total Pentagon request for FY 1949, covering
1 July 1948 through 30 June 1949, to $13.2 billion in new obligational
authority; when Congress added $822 million for extra Air Force procure-
ment, the president refused to spend the money. In early 1949 Truman limited
the FY 1950 Department of Defense (DoD) request to $14.3 billion in new
obligational authority, overriding military protests that the amount would not
support even current strength levels and the plea of Secretary of Defense
James Forrestal for at least $16.9 billion.'® Replacing Forrestal with Louis A.
Johnson in the spring of 1949, Truman reduced the military budget ceiling for
FY 1951 to $13 billion and, even after the successful Soviet atomic explosion
in August 1949, raised the request to only $13.4 billion. When Congress
appropriated $14.35 billion for FY 1951, including 8851 million extra for the
Air Force, Truman impounded the extra money. These sums, small when
compared with World War II budgets, were still huge by prewar standards; in
any case, Truman had no intention of allowing the United States to “default
through bankruptcy.”’ Neither had the Congress. Prior to June 1950 there
developed no congressional groundswell for any major increase in military
spending.''

As a result of Truman’s actions, U.S. troop levels remained low, although
far higher than before World War I1. In 1947 Truman had advocated allowing
the draft to lapse, but the Czechoslovakian and Berlin crises of 1948 led him
to ask for a new Selective Service Act of two years’ duration, making 19-
through 25-year-old men liable for 21 months’ service and setting the
maximum strength of U.S. armed forces at slightly over 2 million, a historic
high for peacetime. The president’s attempt to secure universal military
training, however, proved highly unpopular and he eventually withdrew the
proposal. In mid-1950 total U.S. military strength approximated 1,460,000.
Although Johnson claimed in March that the Army was ‘‘stronger today than
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at any time since the end of the war,” all but 1 of its 10 divisions were
understrength and lacking in equipment. Defending an administration request
for a three-year extension of the draft in early June 1950, Johnson pointed to
the need to maintain a position of readiness and an alert posture because of
international tensions, the Soviet atomic explosion, and the aggressive behav-
ior of the Soviet Union.'?

The administration’s reluctance to embrace a large U.S. military buildup
despite the troubled state of the world reflected its belief that a large
rearmament program might be provocative, that it would undoubtedly have
inflationary effects, and that the U.S. atomic monopoly could offset Soviet
strength in conventional forces. When the USSR exploded its own atomic
device in August 1949, in advance of most predictions, the U.S. monopoly
ended.'* Apprehension about the pace of Soviet nuclear development
mounted in late January 1950, when the British government informed the
Truman administration that it planned to charge Dr. Klaus Fuchs, a German-
born nuclear physicist working in the British atomic program, as a Soviet
agent. Because Fuchs had had access to U.S. information on nuclear weap-
ons—including a theoretically possible fusion or hydrogen bomb believed to
be far more powerful than the atomic bomb—Washington officials worried
about the extent of his revelations and the possibility that the Soviet nuclear
program might be more advanced than they had previously thought.'*

The Fuchs crisis, which broke publicly on 2 February 1950, occurred at
a time of growing fear in the United States over Communist subversion. Trials
of persons accused of subversive activities or spying for the Soviets had
already occurred. After Secretary of State Acheson publicly defended Alger
Hiss, a former State Department official who was convicted in January 1950
of perjury concerning his Communist connections, many believed the gov-
ernment to be riddled with Communists. This fear provided the lightning rod
for vicious political attacks on Acheson and on administration policies; many
persons linked “‘communism in government’” with the “loss of China”’ to Mao
Tse-tung. Acheson fought the demands of the congressional ‘“China Lobby”
for U.S. aid to Chiang Kai-shek to help him regain the mainland. Republican
Sen. Joseph R. McCarthy of Wisconsin became a national figure by manipu-
lating fears of an internal Communist threat; other Republican leaders,
including Ohio Sen. Robert A. Taft, supported or tolerated McCarthy’s attacks
on the Truman administration. In Congress the bipartisan approach to foreign
policy faltered, and Truman remained vulnerable to the charge of being ‘“‘soft
on communism’” for the rest of his term in office.'®

On 31 January 1950, Truman took two important steps in response to the
new Soviet atomic capability. First, he ordered development of a thermonu-
clear bomb to the testing stage. Second, he directed the secretaries of state and
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defense to reexamine U.S. objectives and plans in the light of the Soviet atomic
breakthrough. After Fuchs’s arrest, Johnson in late February urged the
president to ‘‘proceed forthwith on an all-out program” to develop the
H-bomb, including the means for its production and delivery. Although
appalled by the costs, Truman on 10 March declared the project of the
“highest urgency” and ordered planning for production should the H-bomb
prove feasible. On 8 June he approved construction of a facility that could
produce material needed for the H-bomb but which would also be useful for
expansion of the A-bomb program should the H-bomb fail. He had not yet
made up his mind about the policy review that he had ordered, now known
as NSC 68."¢

A Reexamination of Policy: NSC 68

The men who prepared NSC 68 included Paul H. Nitze, director of the
State Department’s Policy Planning Staff, who chaired the group; Maj. Gen.
‘Truman H. Landon (USAF), who represented the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and Maj.
Gen. (USA Ret.) James H. Burns, who represented Secretary Johnson.'” In
February 1950, during the course of the review group’s work, George F
Kennan—one of the State Department’s Russian experts, and at the time the
department’s counselor—in a paper for Acheson expressed doubt that the
cold war had ‘“‘suddenly taken some drastic turn to our disadvantage.” He felt
that current U.S. policies were generally valid, although military emphases
were disproportionately prominent, and advocated ending U.S. strategic
dependence on the atomic weapon, even if this meant ““a state of semimobi-
lization, involving some form of compulsory military service and drastic
measures to reduce the exorbitant costs of national defense.”’'?

In the end, NSC 08 presented an alarming view of the international scene.
It pictured the Soviet leadership as intent on retaining absolute power in all
areas under its control, extending its authority and eliminating effective
opposition, dominating the Eurasian land mass, and subverting or destroying
its principal enemy, the United States. Possessing an atomic capability in
addition to conventional armed forces far larger than required to defend their
national borders, the Soviets commanded a ‘‘great coercive power for use in
time of peace.”” While the Soviets probably did not “intend deliberate armed
action involving the United States at this time,” NSC 68 observed that war
could still occur through miscalculation or misinterpretation.'”

The Joint Chiefs judged that if war began in 1950 Soviet forces would
probably overrun most of Western Europe, drive toward the oil regions of the
Middle East, consolidate their gains in the Far East, strike by air against the
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United Kingdom, launch air and sea attacks in the Atlantic and Pacific, and use
atomic weapons on selected targets. Looking ahead, the study forecast that
conditions would deteriorate still further; U.S. intelligence estimated that the
Soviets might possess 10 to 20 atomic bombs by mid-1950 and a stockpile of
200 by mid-1954. The year 1954 was therefore a critical date, since “delivery
of 100 atomic bombs on targets in the United States would seriously damage
this country.”*’

NSC 68 emphasized that for the United States to “‘survive and flourish” it
needed to maintain a healthy international community and contain the Soviet
system ‘‘by all means short of war.” This required reducing Soviet control and
influence and forcing Soviet adherence to generally accepted standards of
international behavior. NSC 68 expressed the fear that, without sufficient
military strength to guarantee national security and make containment cred-
ible, the United States would be reduced to a “‘policy of bluff.” The report
viewed the current U.S. atomic superiority as a mixed blessing, since 2
successful atomic strike on the Soviet Union probably would not cause the
USSR to surrender or prevent it from occupying Western Europe, while use of
atomic weapons might prove “morally corrosive” to the American people and
at best only gain time to develop general military superiority. “The risks we
face,” NSC 68 averred, “‘are of a new order of magnitude"’“

Considering how to meet the Soviet threat, NSC 68 rejected three
options—continuance of the current situation, reversion to a policy of
isolation, or resort to preventive war. Rather, it recommended building up the
free world’s political, economic, and military strength, including conven-
tional U.S. forces, to a level sufficient to support foreign commitments and
protect against disaster. If war could be avoided, such military strength would
allow renewed political and economic initiatives. Above all, NSC 68 stressed,
the United States must complete its military buildup while it still possessed a
powerful atomic deterrent.”?

To a large extent NSC 68 reaffirmed the conclusions that Kennan had
drafted for NSC 20/4, approved in 1948. Like the earlier report, NSC 68 held
that, short of war, the United States should seek to reduce Soviet power and
influence in perimeter areas and encourage satellite independence, foster
attitudes among the Soviet people that might modify Soviet governmental
behavior, and create situations to compel acceptable Soviet behavior in the
international arena. In peacetime, the United States should develop a deterrent
military readiness that could be maintained indefinitely, assure the nation’s
internal security, maximize its economic potential, increase where possible
the economic and political stability and military capability of non-Soviet
nations and strengthen their pro-U.S. orientation, place maximum strain on
the Soviet power structure, and inform the American public of the threat.*?
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The major difference between NSC 68 and NSC 20/4 was the degree of
military buildup envisioned. Whereas NSC 20/4 had felt that the risk was
sufficient to “‘warrant, in common prudence, timely and adequate prepara-
tion,” NSC 68 found it “imperative” to have a “much more rapid and
concerted build-up” of U.S. and free world strength. Compared with current
defense budget ceilings in the neighborhood of $13 billion, Nitze’s group
privately believed that it might require annual defense budgets of $40 billion
to thwart the Soviet design for world domination. Short of war, this policy
was to “‘force the Kremlin to abandon its present course of action and to
negotiate acceptable agreements on issues of major importance.”” NSC 68
stressed the achievement of U.S. objectives by the ‘“‘strategy of the cold war,
building up our military strength in order that it may not have to be used.”**

Secretary Johnson undoubtedly agreed with the NSC 68 delineation of the
Soviet threat, but its emphasis on large-scale rearmament was unpleasant news
to a man staking his political reputation on military economy. At a stormy
meeting with Acheson on 22 March, Johnson complained of not having had
sufficient time to read and digest the report and irascibly asserted that at the
moment he would agree to “‘nothing’’ in the study draft. When the document
was completed, Acheson signed it but doubted that Johnson would do so. In
the Pentagon, however, the departmental secretaries and the Joint Chiefs
endorsed the report before it reached Johnson. The secretary scratched his
signature across the page, and NSC 68 went to Truman on 7 April. Five days
later Truman referred it to the National Security Council. He wanted to know
the implications of the study’s conclusions, the specific programs envisioned,
and, most importantly, their cost.??

Prior to the North Korean attack, Johnson and Truman had their qualms
about NSC 68. They were not alone. Even before the paper went to the
president, an assistant secretary of state questioned the economic assump-
tions, arguing that the military balance was actually tilting toward the United
States and that the nation’s economic capacity far surpassed that of the
Soviets. He feared that a large-scale military effort might bring on a depression
and a national “‘disaster.”” Another assistant secretary of state believed that the
public would react negatively to a huge arms race and predicted that the
country would tire of the effort.”® Charles E. Bohlen—like Kennan an
experienced hand in dealing with the Soviets and currently at the U.S.
embassy in Paris—thought the Soviet regime’s primary objective was to
maintain itsetf in power, extending its ascendency abroad only when it could
be done without risk. Pointing out that the U.S. atomic monopoly had not
deterred Soviet aggressiveness, Bohlen questioned whether a conventional
military buildup would do so or, indeed, whether a start toward rearmament
might not, at least initially, “hamper rather than help in the cold war.”
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Drawing back from the prospect of large-scale military expenditures, he
suggested greater emphasis on the research and development of new
weapons.?’ Later in April, Ambassador Alan G. Kirk cabled from Moscow that
although the Soviet regime was “steering a course as close as possible to
full-scale war short of actually precipitating it,” he believed that the Kremlin
was unready for global war and would avoid a showdown until it attained
“‘overwhelming superiority of force.”?®

An NSC ad hoc committee that included representatives from seven
agencies in addition to State and Defense addressed the questions about NSC
68 programs and costs. Johnson designated General Bradley and General
Burns to represent Defense.’’ Meeting for the first time on 2 May, the
committee soon discovered that its 11 members had almost as many opinions
about NSC 68. The Council of Economic Advisers thought the U.S. economy
could sustain substantial new programs but would be limited by major
economic and social problems. The National Security Resources Board,
considering it possible that the Soviets might attack before 1954, wanted a
strong civil defense program and an increase in its strategic materials stockpile
objective from $3.8 billion to $6 billion. The Bureau of the Budget represen-
tative, on the other hand, questioned the NSC 68 estimate of Soviet strength,
the existence of a military gap, and the Soviets’ ability or intent to strike in
1954. He suggested that a large-scale U.S. mobilization would become
increasingly costly and be “‘tantamount to notifying Russia that we intended to
press war in the near future.”?’

Unsurprised by the disparate views of the NSC ad hoc group, Johnson
directed the Pentagon to develop and cost a military program. On 25 May he
asked the JCS to estimate the military requirements for NSC 68 and the
anticipated military deficiencies if current programs were kept constant. He
also asked the Defense comptroller to calculate the cost of remedying both
U.S. and foreign equipment deficiencies. The secretary further requested a
Defense-wide analysis of a military buildup for the years 1951-55. Although
Johnson wrote that the NSC 68 costing studies were of ‘‘urgent importance,”
he directed that they not interfere with the regular budget process. Meeting
with high Pentagon officials on 7 June 1950, Johnson said that he did not
consider it sound to try to reach maximum military strength by 1954; rather,
he thought it only realistic to assume that the president would hold the FY
1952 military budget ceiling to approximately $13 billion.!

Still unapproved on the eve of the Korean War, NSC 68 delineated more
completely than ever before the broad post-World War II concept of national
security that would dominate American policy. Between 1945 and 1950 the
United States had given evidence of its expanded national security horizons
through its policies and actions in many areas of the world—Iran in 1946,
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Greece and Turkey in 1947, the Middle East in 1948, Germany and the Berlin
airlift in 1948-49. The North Korean assault in June 1950 immediately
presented the Truman administration with the fateful choice of whether or not
to go to war to prevent the extension of Communist power by force of arms.
A decision to act would translate the national security concept expressed in
NSC 68 into policy and action on an unprecedented scale and further commit
the United States to its expanded global role.

A Catalyst of Decision

When the North Koreans attacked on 25 June, the president did not yet
have answers to his request for specific programs and costs. Subsequent
conjecture has provided no clear answer as to whether or to what extent the
NSC 68 conclusions would have been implemented had the Korean War not
occurred.” Before Korea the secretary of defense apparently did not consider
a sizeable military buildup likely, especially not in the immediate future. But
the North Korean invasion made Johnson’s position untenable.

Flying back from Independence, Missouri, on Sunday, 25 June 1950,
Truman vividly recalled the events that had led to World War II, remembering,
as he later wrote, “how each time that the democracies failed to act it had
encouraged the aggressors to keep going ahead.” Certain that a North Korean
success would embolden Communist leaders to attack countries even closer to
the United States, and that ‘‘no small nation would have the courage to resist,’
Truman feared that any failure to react would ultimately mean *a third world
war, just as similar incidents had brought on the second world war.”’ In
Europe, indeed, U.S. allies feared that they might be next. As one British
member of Parliament later put it, people “almost universally assumed that
Korea exemplified a new Soviet technique of war by proxy which might be
applied at any moment somewhere in Europe.”*?

The North Korean attack brought about a growing consensus within the
U.S. government. “For the first time,” one official remembered, "“there was a
judgment at the top level of government that the Soviet Union might be ready
to resort to overt military aggression outside of Eastern Europe.” As Acheson
testified before a congressional committee on 2 August 1950, the assault on
South Korea served “‘notice . . . that the international Communist movement

* The administration’s cfforts to implement NSC 68 following the start of the Korean War are
dealt with in Chapters XI1 through XV. Dean Acheson (Present at the Creation, 374) later doubted
that “anything like what happened in the next few yvears could have been done had not the
Russians been stupid enough to instigate the attack against South Korea and opened the “hate
America’ campaign.”
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will use . . . the force of arms to achieve its purposes.” Johnson also repeated
the warning, claiming that the true significance of the North Korean attack
was that the Communists acted even at the *‘risk of starting a third world war.”
For the three-year-old Department of Defense, the North Korean invasion
presented a first challenge to a great trial by arms.**



CHAPTER II

The Role of the Pentagon

To meet the North Korean challenge in June 1950, the United States had
to rely on a Department of Defense that was still in an embryonic stage. The
stormy battles of the early years of unification had abated, even if all the
wounds had not yet healed, but strong-willed interservice competition for
men, money, weapons, and missions still persisted, as did some forms of
resistance by the military services to the authority of the secretary of defense
and OSD. Still, the role of the secretary of defense within the national security
structure had been more completely delineated, and Louis Johnson had
achieved much greater success than James Forrestal in imposing the secretary’s
authority on the Pentagon. Soon the imperative demands of war would call
forth a larger measure of unity and cooperation from the services.

The military establishment that undertook the direction of the Korean
War in mid-1950 had been shaped by the National Security Act of 1947 and its
1949 amendments. At its head, the secretary of defense functioned as the
president’s principal assistant in all matters relating to the Department of
Defense; his most important powers derived from his control of the military
budgets. The 1949 amendments had further enhanced the power of the
secretary by eliminating an earlier provision that powers not specifically
granted to the secretary of defense should be retained by the service
secretaries. Moreover, the service secretaries had lost their status as Cabinet
members and their places on the National Security Council (NSC). Thus, the
Department of Defense was the only executive department in the Pentagon,
and its secretary the only Cabinet-level official and NSC member. Finally, the
amendments had created the post of deputy secretary and authorized three
presidentially appointed assistant secretaries. '

Although the secretary of defense exercised ‘“direction, authority, and
control” over the departments of Army, Navy, and Air Force, his authority was

13
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still limited by the law’s provision that they were to be separately administered
by their respective secretaries. The secretary of defense could not transfer,
reassign, abolish, or consolidate the services’ combatant functions without
specific congressional approval; nor could he impair their functions through
control of military personnel or expenditure of funds. No longer able to report
directly to the president or the director of the budget, the service secretaries
had the legal right, after first informing the secretary of defense, to go directly
to Congress with any “proper’” recommendation. The law specifically denied
the secretary of defense the right to establish a military staff other than the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, although military personnel could serve as his assistants
or aides.

In addition to the Department of Defense and the Department of State,
the national security structure included three other major organizations
created by the National Security Act of 1947. At the top of the structure, the
president chaired the National Security Council, an interdepartmental body
with four other statutory members in 1950—the secretary of defense, the vice
president, the secretary of state, and the chairman of the National Security
Resources Board (NSRB). Established to advise the president on coordinating
the military, industrial, and civilian mobilization in time of war, NSRB had as
its chairman in mid-1950 W. Stuart Symington, the former secretary of the Air
Force, and included the heads or representatives of such executive depart-
ments and independent agencies as the president designated, including the
secretary of defense. The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), created to
coordinate U.S. intelligence activities, reported to the NSC; its director usually
attended council meetings.

One of the goals in creating the new national security structure had been
to bring a large, unwieldy, and technologically complex military establish-
ment within an organizational framework readily amenable to control by the
president as commander in chief and by Congress. A single overall depart-
ment, with a secretary of defense reporting to the president and responsive to
Congress, constituted a major step toward this end. Anticipating these
changes, Congress had revamped its own committee structure early in 1947,
replacing in each house the separate committees on military and naval affairs
with a single committee on armed services. As a result, the military depart-
ments had to defend their authorization requests before the same committees
in the House and Senate. In 1949 the House and Senate appropriations
committees combined their military and naval subcommittees into single
defense subcommittees and dealt with the first unified military budget, that
for FY 1950. Looking back, General J. Lawton Collins, Army chief of staff
from 1949 to 1953, felt that the unification of the congressional committees
was “‘possibly the best thing that ever happened to achieve real service

12
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Louis A. Johnson, big, energetic, aggressive, and flamboyant, by training
and practice a lawyer and politician, presided over the Pentagon as secretary
of defense in June 1950. Remembered by one close subordinate as 2 man who
would “call a spade a damn shovel,” Johnson made few real friends among his
new associates at DoD. His Air Force secretary later observed that he was
“pretty arrogant with everybody except the President.”’® Having served as
assistant secretary of war from 1937 to 1940, Johnson possessed experience in
military matters, but he probably owed his appointment in March 1949 to his
strong political connections and fundraising services on behalf of Truman’s
1948 presidential campaign. Obviously ambitious, Johnson apparently
thought that the Defense post might serve as a steppingstone to the presi-
dency; he intended to leave his mark on the Pentagon. As one Truman
biographer later wrote, **. . . Louis Johnson, two hundred pounds of power,
competence, acerbity, wile, and bumptiousness, hit the Pentagon like a
thunderstorm.”” Johnson took over for his own use the somewhat more
imposing offices occupied by the secretary of the army. Enthusiastically
embracing the lowered defense spending decreed by Truman and determined
to impose order on the military services and end their divisive fighting,
Johnson moved within a month of his arrival to cancel construction of the
Navy’s $100 million supercarrier USS United States and to support the
building of B-36 bombers for the Air Force, thus doubly offending the Navy.*

Not only did Johnson move quickly in 1949 to establish control over the
military services, but he sought to ensure control over DoD relationships with
other departments, notably the Department of State. To prevent what he
considered “end runs’’ by the services, Johnson consolidated within his own
office State—Defense liaison concerning ‘‘major matters of interest within the
politico-military field,” an arrangement that Acheson and the State Depart-
ment considered obstructive. State-Defense relations were strongly affected
by the intense aversion that Johnson and Acheson felt for each other.’
Moreover, the two men disagreed on policy matters: Acheson viewed Europe
as indispensable to the security of the United States; Johnson advocated a
policy that emphasized Asia and, particularly, support for non-Communist
Asian governments such as Chiang’s Nationalist regime on Formosa.® After the
March 1950 blowup between the two men over NSC 68, Acheson made no
secret of his disdain for Johnson. His conduct, Acheson felt, was ‘“‘too
outrageous to be explained by mere cussedness’’; he became convinced that
Johnson was mentally ill. While publicly both men denied the feud, the reality
was quite different.’

The only person in the Pentagon reputed to be able to ‘“‘talk turkey” to
Johnson, Deputy Secretary of Defense Stephen T. Early, had been press
secretary to President Franklin D. Roosevelt, special assistant to President
Truman, and vice president of Pullman, Inc., before coming to the Pentagon
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in the spring of 1949. Early provided Johnson with political and personal
advice and was generally well liked in the Pentagon. One service secretary
called him a “superb human being,” and Johnson publicly stated that Early
was a source of ‘‘great consolation, strength and guidance” who made the
secretary’s own job more bearable.®

The Secretaries of the Military Departments

The role of the service secretaries under Johnson declined both because
of the 1949 amendments to the National Security Act and Johnson’s direct and
forceful exercise of authority. During the less than 18 months of his incum-
bency there were three secretaries of the Army and two secretaries each of the
Air Force and Navy—a total of seven. Four secretaries resigned during the first
13 months of Johnson’s tenure. The first Army secretary, Kenneth C. Royall,
resigned in April 1949, shortly after Johnson arrived. When the Navy
secretary, John L. Sullivan, left in May, there followed a major, Navy-inspired
congressional investigation of allegations against Johnson and the Air Force
and the eventual ouster of Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Louis E. Denfeld.
In April 1950 Air Force Secretary W. Stuart Symington, whose relations with
Johnson had become increasingly rancorous, departed from the Pentagon.
That same month Secretary of the Army Gordon Gray, who had replaced
Royall only a year earlier, also resigned. Although one or two of these
resignations were apparently in the making before Johnson’s arrival, it may be
inferred that the high incidence of departures was a measure of Johnson’s
generally troubled relationship with his service secretaries.”

As a result of the shuffling, two of the secretaries of the military
departments were new on the job when the Korean War broke out in June
1950. Secretary of the Army Frank Pace, Jr., not quite 38 years old and the
youngest of the three secretaries, previously had been director of the Bureau
of the Budget. He became the third secretary of the Army on 12 April 1950,
a mere eight years after entering the Army as a second lieutenant during World
War II. As budget director, Pace had worked directly with President Truman
and, as one Defense official recalled, seemed ‘“‘strong as horseradish, just as
firm as anybody could be.” Potentially, Pace had influential sources of
support, but in June 1950 he was still finding his way and learning his
Pentagon job.'?

Secretary of the Navy Francis P. Matthews, a 63-year-old banker, lawyer,
and corporation executive from Nebraska, was in June 1950 the oldest
military secretary in age and service. As a friend of Louis Johnson and a loyal
Democrat who had helped Truman in the 1948 presidential campaign,
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Matthews possessed solid political credentials but had little knowledge of
Navy affairs when he assumed office on 25 May 1949. Viewed as an outsider
and often referred to as a ‘‘rowboat secretary,” presumably in reference to his
Nebraska origins, Matthews was immediately caught up in Johnson’s cancel-
lation of the Navy’s supercarrier and went through a difficult and damaging
fight leading to Admiral Denfeld’s departure. It was Matthews who in the fall
of 1949 recommended as the new chief of naval operations Admiral Forrest P.
Sherman—a man who was to be widely admired for returning the Navy to an
even keel. Matthews’ biographer judged that he had become an ‘‘average”
secretary by June 1950 but had irretrievably lost the Navy’s confidence."!

When Matthews left in mid-1951, Dan A. Kimball, under secretary in June
1950 and reputed to have the “‘knack of getting along with nearly everyone,”
took his place. Knowledgeable about Navy matters, Kimball was an advocate
of the supercarrier and sympathetic to the admirals’ position in the 1949
fight. During the Korean War he saw to it that the Navy got a new start on
supercarriers. Moreover, in recommending Admiral William M. Fechteler as
the new chief of naval operations to replace Admiral Sherman, who died
suddenly in June 1951, Kimball judiciously chose a2 man who had not been
involved in the “‘Revolt of the Admirals.” A strong leader, Kimball gained
credit, along with Sherman, for restoring Navy confidence and maintaining its
integrity.'?

Thomas K. Finletter, second Secretary of the Air Force, was a 56-year-old
lawyer who had been picked by Truman over Johnson’s objections. Sworn in
on 24 April 1950, Finletter had served as a special assistant to the secretary of
state in 1941-44, as chairman of the president’s Air Policy Commission in
1947-48, and as minister in charge of the Economic Cooperation Adminis-
tration Mission to the United Kingdom in 1948-49. Regarded as cold in
manner but highly intelligent and an “independent thinker,” Finletter was
already a vigorous advocate of air power.'?

The Office of the Secretary of Defense

To assist him in overseeing the service secretaries and their departments,
Johnson relied on the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), which,
generally speaking, encompassed all those Defense offices and agencies not
part of the three military departments. Many OSD elements were prescribed
by law: the secretary of defense and deputy secretary; the three assistant
secretaries, of whom one was the comptroller; the Munitions Board (MB), the
Research and Development Board (RDB), and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)—
cach with a chairman; and an Armed Forces Policy Council (AFPC). The
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Military Liaison Committee (MLC) to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC),
which had a statutory chairman, had been created by the Atomic Energy Act
of 1946 and its amendment. The Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949
created a statutory position in OSD that was used for the position of assistant
to the secretary of defense for foreign military affairs and military assistance. '

Four organizations within OSD had been established by the defense
secretary rather than by statute: the Personnel Policy Board, the Civilian
Components Policy Board, the Office of Medical Services, and the Office of
Public Information. In addition, Johnson's executive secretary, his special
assistants, the Staff Council, and the Management Council were nonstatutory
entities directly attached to the secretary’s immediate office.

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARIES

Expecting to rely heavily on the three assistant secretaries of defense
provided by the 1949 amendments to the National Security Act, Johnson
retained men who had been Forrestal’s assistants to fill two of these important
new posts. Wilfred J. McNeil, a wartime naval reserve officer who had risen to
flag rank and had been Forrestal's long-time associate, was the OSD comp-
troller, with the rank of assistant secretary. Marx Leva, a lawyer and wartime
naval officer who had been Forrestal’s loyal assistant, became Johnson'’s
assistant secretary of defense for legal and legislative affairs. To become
assistant secretary for administrative and public affairs, Johnson brought in a
fellow member of the American Legion and old friend, Paul H. Griffith, who
had served previously in the War Department.'®

The OSD comptroller’s office in mid-1950 had four divisions headed by
men handpicked by McNeil. As assistant and later deputy comptroller for
budget and McNeil's deputy for day-to-day operations, Lyle A. Garlock played
an important role, his competence and effectiveness allowing McNeil to be the
“outside man.”’ Below these division heads McNeil had a number of able and
spirited younger men on whom he relied for ideas and first-hand reporting.
McNeil and his staff of 100 in mid-1950 helped make the secretary of defense
an increasingly potent force throughout the department. '

A McNeil initiative that proved invaluable during the Korean War—Title
IV of the 1949 amendments—gave the secretary of defense the power to
control the rates and amounts of obligation of service funds and to require the
services to set up uniform budgetary and fiscal procedures. To reorganize the
handling of common-user items and common-service industrial- or
commercial-type facilities, Title IV also empowered the secretary of defense
to require the services to establish working capital funds. The new system in
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effect created a business relationship among the various services, each one
making purchases just as in the civilian economy. McNeil felt that the
establishment of such a purchaser-seller relationship would improve Defense
functioning and lower costs.'”

By inclination and training careful with both his own and government
money, McNeil enjoyed success in dealing with Congress, particularly the
members of the appropriations subcommittees. Congenial, candid, and up-
right, McNeil had earned widespread congressional respect and friendship
while playing an important role under Forrestal. After some initial doubt,
Johnson understood that this Forrestal holdover was a natural to aid in a
Defense economy program. In turn, McNeil's own opinion of Johnson
improved as time went by. Looking back later, McNeil thought that within six
months of coming into office Johnson had started to do “a pretty good job”
although his grandstanding tendencies “‘probably diminished his stature.”'®

Whereas McNeil was generally held in high esteem, Griffith as assistant
secretary for administrative and public affairs had difficulty earning respect
for his performance. Some OSD colleagues felt that his principal role was as
Johnson’s “intimate buddy” and ‘“‘personal troubleshooter.” Johnson himself
praised Griffith’s “loyalty, integrity, and ability.” Under Griffith a staff of 150,
headed by a director of administration, Ralph N. Stohl, provided OSD with
such basic functions as personnel, budget and accounting, office services, and
security. There was also a small civil defense liaison staff.” '”

Younger than either McNeil or Griffith, more liberal than either in
political outlook, and steadfast in admiration for Forrestal, Marx Leva estab-
lished a “‘very early and a very good relationship” with Johnson and received
strong backing from him. When some partisans accused Leva of having too
many Republican lawyers on his staff, Johnson told him to continue to hire the
best lawyers he could get and promised to “‘protect your flanks.” Publicly,
Johnson placed Leva in the class of the “extremely able and grand lot”
working in his office.*’

Leva’s office in mid-1950 employed 56 persons in two major divisions.
General Counsel Felix Larkin headed the Office of Counsel; Rear Adm. Harold
A. Houser, the Office of Legislative Liaison. In the spirit of unification, Leva
tried to see that military officers in his office did not work solely on affairs
related to their own service but also on matters relating to other services.
Looking back later, Leva felt he had had a good deal of success with this
arrangement. Congressional matters held paramount importance for Leva’s

* Leadership in civil defense matters shifted from the military to the National Security Resources
Board in March 1949.
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office, particularly bills having Defense-wide implications such as those
concerning military strength, the draft, and conditions of service.?!

James H. Burns, a retired Army major general who had earlier served with
Johnson in the War Department and had worked extensively on lend-lease and
other programs during World War II, also held a position of considerable
importance. In August 1949 Johnson made Burns, in whom he had complete
trust, his consultant on politico-military matters, a position without admin-
istrative responsibilities. Simultaneously he established under Najeeb E. Ha-
laby an Office of Foreign Military Affairs (OFMA) which also handled NATO
matters. At this time Maj. Gen. Lyman L. Lemnitzer represented Johnson in
discussions with the State Department on a new program of military assis-
tance, and shortly thereafter he became the OSD director of military assis-
tance. The Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949 provided for four presiden-
tially appointed positions; on Johnson’s suggestion, Truman nominated Burns
to one of these posts. In November Johnson made Burns his principal assistant
for foreign military affairs and military assistance and placed under him the
two offices headed by Halaby and Lemnitzer. This was a major step toward the
institutionalization of the position that in 1953 became the assistant secretary
of defense for international security affairs.**

Burns’s office held the major responsibility for Defense—-State liaison.
Without affecting the military departments’ basic relations with State,”
Johnson in August 1949 set up within OFMA a State Liaison Section to
consolidate the exchange of documents and information, particularly in the
political-military field, formerly a function of State liaison officers in the
three military departments.?> Customarily Burns and top OFMA staff mem-
bers, joined by JCS operations deputies, met on an informal weekly basis with
high State Department representatives, usually including the director of the
Policy Planning Staff. When Congress approved the military assistance pro-
gram in the fall, Johnson ordered that all relevant DoD dealings with other
departments, except for certain overseas operations, would be “to and
through my office,” that is, through Lemnitzer as OSD director of military
assistance. Burns’s office also represented Johnson on the staff of the National
Security Council. Relatively small, considering its far-flung responsibilities,
Burns’s total staff consisted of 71 civilians and military in mid-1950.%*

For Burns, in poor health with a bad heart condition, life under Johnson
was not easy. The secretary wanted to save money, did not favor foreign
involvement, especially in Europe, and apparently did not find the idea of
NATO or military assistance particularly agreeable. Halaby, strongly anti-

* This included formal written channels of communication, intelligence channels, and working
groups for interdepartmental business.
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Johnson, perceived the secretary as a man with “‘no sense of humor, totally
devoid of humility, and more obsessed with power the longer he stayed in
office” and on his way to wrecking the Defense Department. Halaby—
described by one informed observer as “a bit arbitrary, a bit arrogant, very
ambitious”’—was not entirely trusted by Johnson, who eventually maneu-
vered him out of the Pentagoin. Lemnitzer also had his problems; years later he
still felt keenly the extreme frustration of serving as Johnson’s representative
on interdepartmental committees.*®

Burns, too, could be angered by Johnson’s rudeness to subordinates. On
one such occasion, Lemnitzer dissuaded Burns from completing a letter of
resignation he had begun to write. As Lemnitzer later recalled, Burns was
indispensable—‘the fellow that could quiet and talk to the Secretary and
extract a decision . . . . a catalyst, without the likes of which we couldn’t
have gotten anywhere with the Secretary.” Halaby agreed with Lemnitzer on
Burns’s importance, his objectivity, and his independence. Burns's success
was no doubt founded on the mutual affection he and Johnson had for each
other, a friendship that may have been tested but was never ended.

STATUTORY STAFF AGENCIES

Whether Secretary Johnson had in mind any particular organizational
design or any set of guiding principles for shaping OSD is not clear. Perhaps
the plainest purpose that emerged was a determination to retain for the
secretary maximum power of decision. Consequently, he was reluctant to
delegate authority, particularly to the chairmen of two major statutory staff
agencies—the Munitions Board and the Research and Development Board.
These were two of the five agencies that Johnson regarded as “‘primary
within their respective spheres of activities.”” Four were created by law—the
Munitions Board, the RDB, the JCS, and the Military Liaison Committee to the
Atomic Energy Commission. The fifth was the Personnel Policy Board, a
nonstatutory agency. The first three of these agencies employed 1,461 persons
in mid-1950, or about 60 percent of all OSD personnel, civilian and military."_

The four-member Munitions Board (MB) consisted of the chairman,
Hubert E. Howard, and one under or assistant secretary from each of the three
military departments. The largest single agency in OSD, it had a mid-1950
staff of 7006 military and civilians. The board’s statutory functions related to
the procurement, production, and distribution of materiel for the armed
services, all in support of JCS plans and subject to the secretary’s “authority
and direction.” Dealing with matters on which there were major service
differences and rivalries, the board was often hard pressed to reach decisions.
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The 1949 amendments to the National Security Act attempted to resolve this
problem by transferring the power of decision from the board to the
chairman. Disinclined to vest full authority in the chairman, Johnson limited
his power of decision to those instances when the other three board members
were not unanimous. In addition to serving the secretary’s purposes, this
action may also have been intended to placate the military services, which
consistently opposed giving full power to the chairman.*®

The Research and Development Board (RDB) included seven members—
a chairman and two representatives (one military and one civilian) from each
of the three military departments. It had a staff and two divisions, one for
programs and one for planning. Meeting approximately once a month, the
board advised the secretary on the status and continuing adequacy and trends
of scientific research relative to national security. It was supposed to map out
an integrated military research and development program, formulate policy
for military research in relation to other agencies, advise the Joint Chiefs on
the possible implications of research for military strategy, and coordinate the
work of the military departments. It could initiate, eliminate, or change the
emphasis of the services’ programs and review their budgets, but it could not
direct or control their internal administration of research and development.
With the JCS, the Research and Development Board shared direction of the
Weapons Systems Evaluation Group (WSEG), an agency set up in 1948 to yield
an impartial, supra-service scientific and technical evaluation of weapon
systems.*’

The 1949 amendments to the National Security Act had granted the RDB
chairman, under the authority of the secretary of defense, the power of
decision. As with the Munitions Board, Johnson limited that power to
instances where the service representatives were not unanimous, although he
made the RDB chairman his principal assistant and deputy in all DoD research
and development matters. The board’s service composition, however, guar-
anteed that any exercise of authority involved negotiation and compromise.*’

RDB committees with cognizance over technical fields of interest or types
of weapons (as, for example, guided missiles, aeronautics, and electronics)
performed most of the technical work. Many committees also had subordinate
panels. Both committees and panels consisted of military and civilian part-
time representatives, totaling about 1,500 persons in the spring of 1950, all
but 280 serving without compensation. Chaired by William Webster, the RDB
in mid-1950 had a permanent full-time staff of 315 civilians and military.?'

The Joint Chiefs of Staff consisted of a chairman and the three service
chiefs. The 1949 amendments that created the post of chairman gave him
precedence over all other military officers in rank, but he was to exercise no
military command over the Joint Chiefs and to have no vote in their
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deliberations. The chairman served as the JCS presiding officer, provided an
agenda for meetings, and informed the secretary of defense, and when
appropriate the president, of issues about which the Joint Chiefs could not
agree. General Omar N. Bradley, the first statutory JCS chairman, served until
August 1953. The three service chiefs in mid-1950 were General J. Lawton
Collins, the Army chief of staff; Admiral Forrest P. Sherman, the chief of naval
operations; and General Hoyt S. Vandenberg, the Air Force chief of staff. Both
Collins and Vandenberg remained in office until mid-1953; following Sher-
man’s death in July 1951, Admiral William M. Fechteler became chief of naval
operations.*?

The National Security Act made the JCS responsible for specified duties to
be carried out subject to the “authority and direction of the President and the
Secretary of Defense,” either of whom could assign them additional duties.
They prepared strategic plans and provided strategic direction for U.S. military
forces, produced joint logistic plans and assigned logistic responsibilities to
the services, established unified commands in strategic areas, reviewed major
materiel and personnel requirements, formulated policies for the joint training
and military education of the armed forces, and provided U.S. military staff
representation at the United Nations. These statutory functions were further
delineated by a 1948 “‘Key West Agreement’ reached by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, approved by the president, and issued by the secretary of defense.
Specifically, the agreement defined JCS functions as including, “subject to the
authority and direction of the President and the Secretary of Defense,” the
“general direction of all combat operations.” By law the Joint Chiefs had a
Joint Staff of not more than 210 officers appointed in approximately equal
numbers from the three services; actual strength in mid-1950 totaled 450
civilian and military personnel.*?

The Joint Chiefs had the responsibility for advising the secretary of
defense, the NSC, and the president. Like the service secretaries, they could,
after notifying the secretary of defense, take matters directly to Congress.
These duties and prerogatives allowed varving interpretations of their exact
position within the Defense organization and of their precise relationship to
the secretary. Although Johnson was not a man to quibble when it came to
delineating his own powers and had been known to refer to “‘my” chiefs of
staff, their precise relationship to the secretary and OSD remained unsettled in
some respects throughout the Korean War years, **

The fourth statutory staff agency assisting the secretary of defense—the
Military Liaison Committee to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC)—had
been created by the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, which placed the control of

* See Chapter XXIV for a further discussion of this question,
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atomic energy matters under the five-member civilian commission. The law
vested ultimate control over military use of atomic weapons in the president
and established a congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to watch
over the entire program. The Military Liaison Committee (MLC), required to
make appropriate recommendations to the AEC and inform it of Defense
activities, also reported to the military on AEC actions or nonactions that
might impair military interests, surveyed national requirements, coordinated
Defense activities, and recommended program priorities and changes. It acted
as a staff adviser to the secretary of defense and the military secretaries and
maintained close liaison with the JCS and the Munitions Board.*>

Originally composed of six military men, the MLC operated directly
under Secretary of Defense Forrestal, who in April 1948 added a civilian
chairman to be his “personal adviser and deputy’” for atomic matters, and
made each service’s appointments of members subject to the secretary’s
concurrence. He also gave the MLC a broad grant of authority to resolve
interservice differences, consult with other government agencies, and exer-
cise responsibilities on behalf of the entire Defense establishment. After
passage of the amendments to the Atomic Energy Act in October 1949, the
president appointed the MLC chairman, who received a salary and status on a
par with the chairman of the Munitions Board. Administering the oath of
office to Robert LeBaron, Secretary Johnson told him that no job in the
Pentagon was “‘more important than yours.” LeBaron, who remained in office
until 1954, had a small staff consisting in mid-1950 of 39 military and civilian
members.3¢

Johnson gave the committee wide latitude to make recommendations on
all matters of “‘major policy relating to military applications of atomic energy”’
and to act for the secretary. The military services, however, remained
responsible for their individually supported research and development
projects, and they collectively provided coordination and training in the

handling and use of atomic weapons. *7

NONSTATUTORY BOARDS AND OFFICES

Forrestal and Johnson set up nonstatutory agencies in OSD to take care of
additional functions that did not seem appropriate for assignment to existing
staff agencies. These agencies offered certain advantages since the secretary
could appoint or remove individuals, change their duties, delegate or with-

* This was accomplished through the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project (AFSWP), a tripartite
agency that reported separately to each of the three service chiefs.
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hold authority, or even abolish the agencies without congressional approval.
Since such offices were wholly creatures of the secretary, they gave him less
concern about control than did the statutory agencies. Four nonstatutory
agencies or offices played important staff roles in Johnson's OSD-—the
Personnel Policy Board, the Civilian Components Policy Board, the Offlce of
Medical Services, and the Office of Public Information.

The Personnel Policy Board (PPB) was created in early 1949 to study and
develop uniform policies throughout the military establishment for both
military and civilian personnel activities, eliminate unnecessary duplication,
and create a central authority for interdepartmental concerns. Still, some
personnel matters remained within the province of other OSD agencies: The
Munitions Board considered those relating to military contractors and suppli-
ers, manpower mobilization requirements, and Selective Service calls; the
Joint Chiefs handled military training and education responsibilities, deter-
mined military strength requirements, and allocated personnel among the
services. The Personnel Policy Board consisted of a civilian chairman and an
under or assistant secretary from each of the military departments. In August
1949 Johnson made the board responsible for personnel policy but delegated
to its chairman the authority to act for the secretary—with full power of
decision—in matters failing under the board. In June 1950 J. Thomas
Schneider, a lawyer and businessman, chaired the board on a full-time basis.
PPB had a staff of 38 civilians.*®

Johnson established the Civilian Components Policy Board (CCPB) in May
1949 to develop overall policies and coordinate military service plans and
programs related to the organized reserves and the national guard, which
together bad a strength of more than 2,500,000 in mid-1950. The board was
to eliminate competitive service activities, review and coordinate their
policies and programs, and support the Defense Department’s strategic and
logistic plans under basic personnel policies established by the Personnel
Policy Board. The CCPB consisted of a civilian chairman appointed by the
secretary of defense and 18 other members, 6 from each service, including an
under or assistant secretary, a regular military officer, and 4 representatives
from the reserves or national guards. " In mid-1950, Edwin H. Burgess, vice
president and general counsel of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, servcd as
the unpaid, part-time chairman.?

The Office of Medical Services evoived from the recommendation of a
committee in 1949 to establish a medical “director general” with full
authority to set up and control DoD medical policies, standards, and
programs. The committee considered this a step toward unification and the

* The Navy had no national guard organization.



26 THE TEST OF WAR

more efficient utilization of scarce medical personnel without creating a
single medical service. In May 1949 Johnson established an OSD Medical
Services Division and granted the recommended authority to its director, who
could be either civilian or military. That autumn the division became the
Office of Medical Services, with Dr. Richard L. Meiling as its director; by
mid-1950 it had a staff of 23 civilian and military personnel.*°

Johnson charged the medical services director with broad responsibilities
throughout Defense, but the military departments remained responsible for
their own medical programs. As of 1 July 1950, health care for civilians came
under Meiling, with the services’ surgeons general conducting the field
programs. The Office of Medical Services supervised a program of joint
medical publications and exercised broad policy and administrative review
over various unified laboratories, institutes, and boards. Giving priority
attention to the fighting forces, Meiling’s office emphasized joint use of all
service medical facilities. Studies went forward, meanwhile, for an extensive
blood procurement program, a health program for women in the armed
forces, and further unification of medical services. Problems persisted,
however, because this OSD policy agency had no control over service medical
programs.*!

A similar problem of divided authority plagued the Office of Public
Information (OPI), the fourth nonstatutory agency, created by Forrestal on 17
March 1949 as a single consolidated OSD office with a director to develop and
establish public relations policies and practices on a Defense-wide basis.
Forrestal intended OPI to be the sole Defense agency for public information in
the capital area except for congressional information, and he forbade the
services to maintain public relations staffs in Washington except those needed
to guide and supervise field installations. OPI responsibilities included press,
radio, television, photograph, and newsreel services; accreditation of corre-
spondents; analysis of public information; and security review and clearance
of manuscripts and other materials.*?

Although Forrestal’s establishment of a consolidated office seemed a wise
move and later had Johnson’s support, it was widely viewed within the
Pentagon as a “‘punitive and restrictive’” attempt to end military service leaks.
Following service and press protests, Johnson in June 1949 restricted OPI
clearance review to matters ‘“‘classified for security reasons.”” In March 1950
the service secretaries recommended that Johnson restore most Washington
operations to the services. An April study by the Defense Management
Committee, on the other hand, recommended strengthening the new office.
Although Johnson took no official action, OPI status declined because he
generally bypassed the agency in his own dealings with the media, and
Deputy Secretary Early doubted the value of unifying the function.** Operat-
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ing under Osgood Roberts as acting director and with a staff of 222 civilian
and military personnel in mid-1950, most assigned from the services, OPI
remained weak and largely unavailing in its efforts to provide centralized
control over all Defense public information activities.**

THE INNER CIRCLE

In mid-1950, Maj. Gen. Leven C. Allen, serving as Johnson’s executive
secretary, managed the secretary’s immediate office with a staff of 48 persons.
Johnson authorized Allen to issue directives on approved policy matters
within OSD’s jurisdiction, an authority he also granted Early, the three
assistant secretaries, and the chairmen of the five primary staff agencies. Some
special assistants also worked directly out of Johnson’s immediate office,
including Louis H. Renfrow, an old Johnson friend known for his jovial
manner, and James C. Evans, who handled matters related to racial integration
in the armed forces.*®

Also closely attached to the secretary was the Defense Management
Committee, which Johnson established in August 1949 to help him provide
for the greater economy and efficiency that he hoped would be the hallmarks
of his administration. General Joseph T. McNarney (USAF), chairman of the
committee and Johnson’s “direct representative,” was a highly regarded officer
who had already helped Johnson to abolish a large number of committees and
boards. Composed of service representatives at the assistant secretary level or
higher, the committee reported directly to the secretary.*® Johnson accorded
the committee a broad mandate: It could form subsidiary agencies as
necessary and could “direct the Departments and Agencies independently to
undertake work under its monitorship” whenever facilities were available.
Only on matters of major policy did the committee have to get secretarial
approval.’” As of May 1950, the Defense Management Committee estimated
that it could save up to a billion dollars annually—an expectation that Johnson
firmly shared.*®

The Armed Forces Policy Council (AFPC), originally established as the
War Council in the National Security Act and renamed in the 1949 amend-
ments, was the most important of the secretary’s advisory bodies. It consisted
of nine persons—the secretary and deputy secretary of defense, the three
service secretaries, the JCS chairman, and the three chiefs. The law stated that
the council was to advise the secretary of defense on “‘matters of broad policy
relating to the armed forces and . . . consider and report on such other
matters” as he might direct.*” While Forrestal had used the council mainly to
debate issues, Johnson was perhaps less interested in AFPC views than in his
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own AFPC role. The law made him the AFPC chairman with the power of
decision, a right that Johnson regarded as crucial—‘‘therein was the power of
the Secretary of Defense to unify.”>® While Johnson considered the AFPC
useful, he did not clearly define its functions before the start of the Korean
War. The council met weekly and on special occasions; by May 1950 so many
people were attending AFPC sessions that Johnson complained he was unable
to discuss “‘highly confidential matters.”” Accordingly he limited attendance to
22 officials, but a larger number often still sat in. Only after the start of the
Korean War did the AFPC begin to play a more substantive role under Johnson,
particularly in early budget considerations.’’

Perhaps as a consequence of the AFPC’s deficiencies, the service secre-
taries had begun to meet jointly before mid-1950. Forrestal had convened his
army, navy, and air force secretaries biweekly in a grouping known as the
Committee of Four. Johnson dropped this practice, but Pace, Finletter, and
Matthews felt that periodic consultation would help them to settle interservice
disputes and better advise the defense secretary. After discussing the matter
before the AFPC, Johnson reinstated the separate secretarial meetings, but he
did not attend. By June, the three secretaries conferred regularly.>?

In May 1949 Johnson instituted a lesser body—the Staff Council—to
inform him on “important matters of interest”” and to advise him on matters
not important enough to be considered by the AFPC. Chaired by the deputy
secretary, the Staff Council included the heads or representatives of most OSD
offices and staff agencies.>>

Although Johnson may have seemed autocratic within the Pentagon, he
was careful to keep the president well informed, even on relatively small
matters. Truman undoubtedly liked to know what was happening in the
Pentagon, but he may have felt that sometimes Johnson told him more than he
wanted to hear. Once Johnson received the president’s approval, however,
woe to the man in the Pentagon who crossed the secretary, particularly when
the issue involved what Johnson perceived as encroachment on his turf.

Preparations for War

President Truman had acquired a comprehensive knowledge of the
mobilization process through his chairmanship of the Senate Special Commit-
tee Investigating the National Defense Program (better known as the Truman
Committee) during World War II. The Korean War, however, on a much lesser
scale and unfolding incrementally, presented different problems. Initially,
there was much uncertainty about the requirements for men and materiel, and
changes in programs occurred frequently as the fortunes of war fluctuated.
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There was little doubt, however, about the need for coordination and
cooperation among all agencies prosecuting a2 war effort. Once U.S. forces
joined battle in Korea, Truman moved quickly to ensure interdepartmental
collaboration. Intent on making greater use of the National Security Council,
the president on 6 July 1950 instructed all NSC members to forward proposals
related to Korea through the council rather than directly to him, so that all
major officials might be kept informed. Subsequently, he directed a monthly
check on the status of all NSC projects.>*

The president directed the council to meet more frequently and in small
groups where discussion would not be inhibited. He limited attendance to the
five statutory NSC members and only six others—Secretary of the Treasury
John W. Snyder, presidential special assistant W. Averell Harriman,” former
NSC executive secretary and current presidential consultant Sidney W. Souers,
JCS chairman Omar N. Bradley, CIA director Walter Bedell Smith, and NSC
Executive Secretary James S. Lay, Jr. Other officials could attend only with the
president’s approval. In the absence of the president, the secretary of state
would preside over the Thursday afternoon meetings.>®

To improve preparation for NSC meetings, Truman on 19 July directed the
secretaries of state, defense, and treasury, the NSRB chairman, the CIA
director, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff each to nominate one person to serve on
a senior staff headed by the NSC executive secretary. Burns wanted Johnson to
nominate Maj. Gen. Sidney P. Spalding, the current Defense representative on
the NSC staff; the service secretaries, on the other hand, wanted Johnson to
nominate one of their number. Although johnson wrote “‘not at this time”
across their memorandum, he apparently changed his mind after discussing
the matter at the White House. In the end he named Finletter as his own
representative and Rear Adm. E. T. Wooldridge as the JCS representative on the
NSC Senior Staff.>°

The president also revived the NSC Special Committee on Atomic Energy,
to which he had appointed the secretaries of state and defense and the AEC
chairman in February 1949. This committee had subsequently recommended
U.S. development of a thermonuclear bomb.?” On 25 August 1950 Truman
reinforced its authority, directing it, as a first step, to consider all atomic
matters affecting the three departments, so that “‘everybody interested will
know exactly what is going on.” In its staff deliberations, Robert LeBaron,
MLC chairman, normally acted for the secretary of defense, while the three
senior military MLC members constituted the committee’s military advisers.*®

* Harriman later became a statutory NSC member when he was appointed to the newly created
post of director for mutual security in late 1951. In December 1950, when Truman created the
post of director of defense mobilization, his appointce to that position, Charles E. Wilson, was
added to the list of NSC attendees.
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The president underscored his new determination to bolster NSC coor-
dination of U.S. policy by his more regular attendance at the more frequent
meetings. In its 33 months of existence before the start of the Korean War, the
council had held 57 meetings, averaging 1.7 per month; in the remaining 31
months of the Truman administration, it held 71 meetings, an average of 2.3
per month. More important, whereas Truman had gone to ‘‘fewer than a
dozen” of the 57 meetings before Korea, he presided at 61 of the 71 meetings
during the war.’’

While Truman gave national security policymaking more personal atten-
tion and infused new order into NSC procedures, he also sought better
coordination of military, industrial, and civilian mobilization through the
National Security Resources Board. On 9 July 1950 Reorganization Plan No. 25
transferred the functions of the board to its chairman, Stuart Symington, and
the board became advisory to him.®® But whereas Symington advocated
large-scale economic mobilization early in the war, Truman originally envi-
sioned only a limited national industrial mobilization, preferring an incremen-
tal approach in the hope and expectation that the war could be contained in
extent, time, and intensity. Not only was there the enormous expense
involved, but the economy, already running close to capacity, had little slack
to absorb a large defense effort.®' Although Symington set up committees and
issued a profusion of analyses and reports, basic programming lagged, military
requirements constantly changed, and by mid-September 1950 the NSRB
coordination effort faltered. Symington apparently continued to believe
Truman would broaden NSRB functions and powers, but the president proved
unwilling to do so and for all practical purposes bypassed the NSRB in
mobilizing for the Korean War." 2

Setting the broad guidelines of U.S. policy on 19 July 1950, the president
asked for more money for defense spending, a 85 billion increase in taxes, and
authority to increase defense production and regulate the civilian economy.
Congress gave him the defense money and the tax increase. Furthermore, the
Defense Production Act of 1950 (PL 81-774), signed on 8 September, allowed
the president to assign priorities, allocate materials and facilities, requisition
property for defense production, regulate consumer credit, make or guarantee
defense production loans, negotiate long-term contracts for scarce materials,
and impose wage and price controls until 30 June 1951. By Executive Order
10161 of 9 September 1950 Truman delegated priority and allocation author-
ity to an agency in the Commerce Department, the National Production

*In the spring of 1951 Symington became the administrator of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation; the NSRB continued in a weakened role until its abolition in 1953.
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Authority, under Manly Fleischmann, and created an independent Economic
Stabilization Agency under Eric Johnston to oversee voluntary restraints on
wages and prices.®?

Within days of the start of the Korean War, Congress extended for one
year the Selective Service Act of 1948 and authorized the callup of reserve and
national guard forces for 21 months’ active service—thereby bringing back to
duty many veterans who had only recently served in World War 11. On 30 June
Congress raised Army strength to 837,000 men and provided for a 502,000-
man, 70-group Air Force with 24,000 aircraft. In July it suspended for 4 years
all previous ceilings on the authorized strengths of the military services and
extended all existing enlistments for 12 months, thus retaining in service some
372,000 persons slated to leave within the next year.®* In early September
Congress provided for a so-called ‘“‘doctors draft.” But despite Johnson’s
urging, it refused to agree to Truman’s politically unpopular request for
universal military training, causing the president in late August 1950 to
withdraw his plan.®®

First Months of War

Within the Pentagon, Johnson moved cautiously after the Korean War
started. He had to condition himself to a new set of circumstances that
demanded expansion rather than contraction of the military establishment,
where the emphasis would be on spending rather than on economizing.
Moreover, the major decisions on the direction of the war would come from
the president and the National Security Council, somewhat circumscribing
Johnson’s role and requiring that he function within a framework that placed
a premium on interdepartmental cooperation. Recognizing the need for
greater cooperative efforts, Johnson began to take steps toward that end both
inside the Pentagon and with other departments.

In July 1950 Johnson regularized the meetings of the three service
secretaries as The Joint Secretaries and sought their advice more frequently.
On 11 July he authorized the military departments to build up their civilian
personnel strength to the FY 1951 level but said that any further increases
would have to be justified. A week later he gave the various departments and
agencies authority to prescribe overtime work but told them to make no
general announcement.®®

With a Military Air Transport Service and a Military Sea Transportation
Service already in operation, Johnson on 23 August established a policymak-
ing Military Traffic Service for coordination within the continental United
States of commercial transportation—land, air, and water—for the entire
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Department of Defense. As its director, Johnson appointed E. Grover Plow-
man, the US. Steel Corporation’s vice president for traffic, who was suc-
ceeded within a few months by Kenneth L. Vore.®’

The friction between Defense and State meanwhile came to a head early
in July 1950, when Paul Nitze, director of State’s Policy Planning Staff,
complained about the difficulty in securing “‘speedy and clearcut decisions on
matters involving the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the service departments, and the
office of the Secretary of Defense.”” At a meeting with Acheson and Harriman
on 12 July, Johnson acknowledged that Burns alone could not handle all the
complex State-Defense liaison relationships and agreed to allow such liaison
without specific clearance from Burns. Johnson’s agreement to Harriman’s
suggestion that the three men should dine together once a week pointed up
the unusual affability of this meeting. Despite these efforts, Acheson later
observed that State~Defense relations were at their lowest ebb in September
1950.%8

Johnson also regularized relations between the Defense Department and
the Treasury. Because of problems in Korea, he agreed on 13 July to formalize
a “‘working relationship”’ between the two departments and made McNeil’s
office the official point of contact with Treasury for the entire Department of
Defense.®’

Once the Korean War started, Johnson wanted Pentagon officials to cut
down on public pronouncements. On 3 July 1950 he told the AFPC members
that he had canceled all his own speaking engagements for the next few weeks
to avoid any public discussion of Korea, and he asked the service secretaries
and chiefs to do the same insofar as possible. The council agreed that all OPI
press releases should be general in nature. By the end of July, however, the
military department secretaries asked Johnson and Early to lift the ban on
speeches. On 7 August Early circulated the State Department’s “‘information
objectives for the rest of 1950, the first of which stated that U.S. foreign
policy was “‘designed to maintain and to defend the peace.””® Apparently
Navy Secretary Matthews felt that this statement allowed him to advocate
“instituting a war to compel cooperation for peace . . . . We would be-
come the first aggressors for peace.””' When internal OSD speech clearance
procedures unfortunately failed, Matthews’s speech of 25 August in Boston
created a public furor, but the major blame fell on Johnson when some
accounts attributed the notion to him. Although Matthews was contrite and
Truman proved forgiving,” it was one more embarrassment that Johnson did
not need at the time.”?

* Matthews remained as Navy secretary until the following summer, when Truman appointed him
U.S. ambassador to Ireland.
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By September 1950 the Korean War had doomed whatever political
aspirations Johnson may have had. Moreover, his maladroit dabbling in
extra-Defense matters had irritated the president, who noted that his defense
secretary had an “inordinate egotistical desire to run the whole government”
and had managed to offend every member of the Cabinet. Shortly after joining
Truman’s White House staff in late June 1950, Harriman reported that he had
overheard Johnson congratulate Republican Senator Taft for a speech criticiz-
ing Truman and calling for Acheson’s ouster. Afterward, Harriman said,
Johnson suggested that if Acheson could only be removed, Johnson would see
to it that Harriman became secretary of state. The White House found this
story “‘almost incredible” despite Harriman’s reputation for the ‘“‘absolute
truth.””?

Johnson’s relations with Congress also were deteriorating. Although the
earlier stringent ceilings on defense appropriations and spending had been
Truman’s policy, Johnson had carried out the cuts so enthusiastically that the
onus fell on him when it appeared that they had been excessive. Johnson'’s
arrogant manner and the abrasiveness of his early appearances before con-
gressional committees had alienated some members. Also, Defense economies
had reached far beyond the Pentagon, and congressmen had received constit-
uent complaints about the effects on local interests. Then, when the North
Koreans badly mauled the U.S. troops during the opening months of the war,
Johnson became a press scapegoat, and public and congressional attitudes
soured further. Critics recalled his flamboyant remarks that he was converting
military “fat into muscle” and that, if the Soviet Union attacked, American
military forces would be ready to respond almost immediately.””

Truman nonetheless publicly supported his defense secretary. When
asked on 3 August about a congressman’s suggestion that both Acheson and
Johnson should resign, Truman responded with some heat to reporters, telling
them that neither man would resign “‘as long as [ am President.” On 31 August
Truman told newsmen that Johnson had not “‘embarrassed” the president. But
it did seem that the defense secretary had become a political liability,
especially with the approach of the midterm elections. Eleanor Roosevelt,
widow of the late president, obviously spoke for many when she wrote
Truman in a personal letter, ‘I can not tell you how the feeling against
Secretary Johnson is building up.””>

By early September Truman had decided to ask for Johnson’s resignation
when he came for his regular weekly meeting, but the president did not raise
the matter on 5 September when Johnson brought with him Secretary
Matthews. With press stories suggesting his imminent departure, Johnson
received the bad news from the president on Monday, 11 September, in an
off-the-record meeting that left Johnson unable to talk and the president
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feeling “as if I had just whipped my daughter, Margaret.”” Although Truman
initially granted johnson’s request for a few days to think it over, the president
called Early on 12 September to urge that Johnson resign immediately and
recommend George C. Marshall as his successor. Resigning forthwith himself,
Early gathered a small OSD group to help compose a letter of resignation for
Johnson to take to the Cabinet session that afternoon. Still hoping for a
reprieve, Johnson took the unsigned letter with him, but when the two men
met alone, Truman told the reluctant and distraught Johnson that he would
have to sign. Leaving office on 19 September 1950, Johnson returned to his
law offices at Steptoe and Johnson in Washington.”®

September 1950: A New Team

With Johnson’s resignation in hand on 12 September, the president called
George C. Marshall, whom he regarded as “one of the most astute and
profound”” men that he had ever known, to tell him that “what they had been
talking about” had been completed.”” Not only did Marshall stand high in
Truman’s esteem, but he was famed throughout the country as the “‘organizer
of victory” in World War II. As chief of staff, he had restructured the U.S.
Army and created the unity of command in the field essential to victory. At the
same time, Marshall had learned much about establishing and maintaining an
effective relationship with Congress. By his fair dealing, strength, and
intellectual force he had also won the admiration of Allied leaders.”® In
1945-46 Marshall served Truman as his special representative in China,
attempting to reconcile the warring Nationalist and Communist factions
before concluding that it was a hopeless task. As Truman’s secretary of state
from January 1947 to January 1949, Marshall earned the plaudits not only of
the president but of State Department insiders for his skills in organizing and
rationalizing the policymaking process. Dean Acheson, who succeeded Mar-
shall at State, spoke of him with admiration. European allies were heartened
by Marshall’s nomination as secretary of defense.””

In accepting Truman’s offer of the Defense post, Marshall warned Truman
that he feared that the political far right in Congress still blamed him for
Chiang’s defeat and might use his confirmation hearings 1o attack him and
thus hurt the president. Appreciative of Marshall's concern, Truman was
undeterred, but the results were as Marshall had anticipated. Senator Taft
opposed Marshall’s appointment, particularly since it would strengthen the
position of Secretary of State Acheson. Sen. William E. Jenner declared during
the hearings that Marshall was "‘not only willing, he is eager to play the role
of a front man for traitors” and asked how the Senate could confirm “an
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unsuspecting, well-intentioned stooge, or an actual coconspirator with the
most treasonable array of political cutthroats ever turned loose in the
executive branch of our Government.”’®" Revolted by such diatribes, Congress
passed the enabling legistation, " and the Senate confirmed Marshall, 57 to 11,
on 20 September. He was allowed to retain his army commission and his
retirement pay of 818,761, and received $3,739 as secretary of defense, the
two emoluments together equaling $22,500, the pay of a Cabinet officer at
that time. Sworn in on 21 September 1950, the new secretary still thought of
himself as “‘General”” Marshall and preferred to be so addressed.”’

Overnight, State~Defense relations changed from extremely difficult to
extraordinarily open. To Acheson’s embarrassment, his “‘revered and beloved
former chief” insisted on observing every known rule of protocol. The older
and more famous Marshall walked on the left side of Acheson, the senior
Cabinet officer, entered cars from the street side and sat on the left, stepped
aside for Acheson to pass through doors first, and waited for Acheson to speak
first at meetings. Nor was this mere form; cooperation was just as real when
it came to substance. ‘‘For the first time,” wrote a relieved Acheson, the two
secretaries and their top advisers “‘met with the Chiefs of Staff in their map
room and discussed common problems together.” There were to be many
such meetings.®?

Marshall immediately demonstrated the intense interest in manpower
policies that had characterized his years in the Army. Taking advantage of the
fact that the law did not specify functions of two of the assistant secretary
posts, Marshall decided to change the resigning Griffith's post to an assistant
secretaryship for manpower and personnel. In 2 move that proved initially
controversial, he nominated Anna M. Rosenberg, an expert on labor matters
with wide government experience, to the job. This was Marshall’s only major
change in OSD organization and personnel.t The two other assistant secretar-
ies—McNeil as comptroller and Marx Leva for legal and legislative affairs—
remained with Marshall.

Marshall’s personal style in the Pentagon differed from that of Johnson.
Warm and friendly in social situations, Marshall at work tended to be aloof
and sometimes forbidding; even with close associates he maintained a certain
distance, addressing them by their last names only. He made a point of not
strolling the halls, and few were the subordinates who dropped into his office
for an informal chat. Marshall had long since learned to control his strong

* The National Security Act of 1947, sec 202 (reaffirmed in PL 81-216, 10 Aug 49) prohibited the
appointment as secretary of defense of anyone who had within the previous 10 years been on
active duty as a regular commissioned officer. Special enabling legislation thus had to be passed
to allow Marshall to undertake the secretaryship.

T For more on this matter and on other changes in OSD, see Chapter XXII1.
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temper, but luckless ones were chilled by the ice of his demeanor. If not easily
approachable, Marshall possessed, as some Pentagon intimates discovered, a
dry wit and a kind, even fatherly, side. In any event, he inspired respect and
hard work. Writing of the general’s earlier days as secretary of state, Acheson
noted that Marshall’s presence was a ‘“‘striking and communicated force. His
figure conveyed intensity, which his voice, low, staccato, and incisive,
reinforced. It compelled respect. It spread a sense of authority and of calm.
There was no military glamour about him and nothing of the martinet.” At 69
and after a long bout with ill health, an aging Marshall was not at his peak in
September 1950, but too much could be made of this. As Col. Marshall Carter,
who became the executive to the secretary, recalled Marshall’s performance,
“he was intensely practical, oriented to getting things done. . . . Things just
started to happen, he made things go.”®’

Marshall helped ensure a smooth administration by bringing Robert A.
Lovett into the Pentagon as his deputy secretary of defense. Educated at Yale
and Harvard, Lovett at 55 was a man of much experience and attainment. After
service as a naval aviator in France during World War I, he joined the firm of
Brown Brothers, Harriman and Co., where his international banking experi-
ence broadened his horizons. Lovett served as a special assistant to Secretary
of War Henry L. Stimson (December 1940-April 1941) and as assistant
secretary of war for air (April 1941-December 1945), during which time he
was a strong advocate of U.S. air power. He was considered to have been “‘one
of Forrestal’s oldest and most intimate friends” and had a wide circle of
friends in the government.®® Lovett returned to banking after the war but
came to Washington again in 1947 to serve as under secretary of state under
Marshall. With Marshall away on trips for long periods and ill during the latter
part of his tenure, Lovett spent much time as acting secretary of state and
played a major role in developing U.S. foreign policy. In January 1949 Lovett
again went back to his New York office.®®

When Marshall agreed to become secretary of defense in September 1950,
Lovett once more left his banking connection to join his friend and mentor in
the Pentagon, where, as he later recalled, he “‘felt completely at home.”
Appointed by Truman on 28 September and sworn in on 4 October, Lovett
served as Marshall’s deputy until 16 September 1951, carrying the major
burden of administration. ‘‘Lovett carries out the policies I have announced,”
Marshall told a journalist. “‘He is in complete charge of operations.”” In the
Pentagon Lovett became Marshall’s alter ego.®

A weary Marshall wrote Truman on 1 September 1951 that he wanted to
leave and recommended Lovett to succeed him. To Lovett, Marshall said that
there was no choice, that he would have to become the secretary. Following
Marshall’s retirement on 12 September 1951, the Senate confirmed Lovett on
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14 September, and he was sworn in as secretary on 17 September. Hanson
Baldwin of The New York Times wrote that a “‘better appointment could not
have been made.” When Lovett’s tenure ended on 20 January 1953, there
could be little doubt that he had succeeded in measuring up to the president’s
expectations.®’

No one could have satisfied Truman without being ‘‘decisive, specific,
frank,” as Marshall once described Lovett; he also operated with discretion
and a selflessness rooted in impeccable motives and an absence of personal
ambition. Beyond these attributes, Lovett was also a sophisticated administra-
tor who realized that an operation as large as Defense would inevitably have
things go wrong ‘‘no matter how talented the people . . . and no matter
how good their intentions.” Under attack by Congress, Lovett did not look for
“somebody to hang”” but worked to avoid recurrences of mistakes. Beyond
being tough and determined, he was also friendly, unassuming, gregarious,
and remarkably witty. His pithy remarks were memorable and quotable: On
dealing with an impossible situation, he was apt to mutter, ‘*To hell with the
cheese, let’s get out of the trap.” After a long and apparently unpleasant
medical examination at Walter Reed Army Hospital, he wryly told his
luncheon companions that he was convinced that the Army Medical Corps
was ‘‘dedicated to the proposition that they can too make both your ends
meet.”” When Prime Minister Churchill, at 2 British embassy stag dinner party,
asked Truman how they would answer to St. Peter when called to account for
the atomic bombing of Japan in World War 1], Lovett defused a possibly tense
situation. Quickly intervening, he lightly asked the prime minister how he
could be sure that he and the president would both be in the same place for
judgment. Churchill took the cue, Acheson and others joined in the quick turn
of tone that had been offered, and the evening was saved.?®

An unfailing grace underlay Lovett’s style of bringing people willingly if
gradually to his own position. In the Pentagon he preferred to proceed toward
unification by cooperation. Even when strong positions were taken—and
strong words exchanged—he tried to keep the disagreement on a professional
level. Philosophically there was little if any difference between Marshall and
Lovett as to the military’s role. In their view, evident as much from their
actions as their statements, each military service and department had an
appropriate mission to fulfill, as each proved every day during the Korean War.
Nor did they believe the revolutionary new atomic weapons should be under
the control of any one service. No one service was paramount; the ideal was
a proper balance of forces. Furthermore, Lovett, like Marshall, perceived the
Defense Department and the military services as part of the larger govern-
ment. While they no longer faced “dividing up a scarcity” of funds or
equipment or forces as in Forrestal’s and Johnson’s days, neither Marshall nor
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Lovert saw military requirements as overriding other governmental needs
except in an emergency. Rather, in Lovett’s own words, they aimed for a good
defense ‘“‘cruising speed,” adaptable to various contingencies. The military
budgets during the Marshall-Lovett years, allowing for the pressures of the
war, consistently reflected this philosophy.®®

As to the secretary’s relations with Congress, Lovett found much cause for
comment, if not complaint. Writing to a colleague in December 1951, Lovett
listed 11 major congressional committees and 14 subcommittees “‘of primary
interest to the Department of Defense.” The secretary of defense, Lovett later
mused, “‘cannot and should not be in operations . . . but when a problem
comes up . . . the Congress turns instinctively to the civilian head of the
Department when they are looking for a sacrificial goat to offer on the altar of
public opinion. It is a natural thing.”” Changing metaphor, he continued:
“They don’t have to stuff him at all. They can just take him right up there and
kick him around. That is one of the occupational hazards.” Even this, he took
with considerable grace.*’

Lovett’s deputy, William C. Foster, had formerly headed the Economic
Cooperation Agency (ECA), created in 1948 to implement the Marshall Plan
for Europe. Encouraged by Lovett, Marshall, and Truman to accept the
Pentagon post, Foster found that his technical, engineering, and business
background in many ways complemented Lovett’s strengths. A graduate of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Foster had spent 24 years with a steel
products company, rising to its presidency. He had served in the War
Department during World War II and as under secretary of commerce
from 1946 to 1948 before going to ECA. Foster took the oath of office on
24 September and remained with Lovett to the end of the Truman
administration.”’

Foster’s role at Defense was that of a true deputy, since Lovett gave him
full power to deal with all matters in the secretary’s absence. On arrival in the
Pentagon, Foster’s first assignment was to represent the secretary at the NATO
meeting in Ottawa. As Lovett had under Marshall, Foster functioned much like
a general manager, handling, among other tasks, the preparation of the
defense budget in conjunction with the OSD comptroller. As Foster later
recalled, the job was enough to keep him busy 72 days a week.” Lovett,
however, retained decision over all policy matters, keeping a sure hand on the
helm. The association of the two men, although a new one, was quite
amicable, but it did not have the remarkable rapport of the Marshall-Lovett
relationship.”?

For the new and untried Office of the Secretary of Defense the Korean
wWar was indeed a time of testing. By contrast with OSD, the military services,
even the new Air Force, had proud traditions and many years of experience as
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organizational entities. Only a few years before they had fought and won a
great war. That OSD grew in size during the Korean War was in response to the
larger demands made on it. That it grew in stature and power may be
attributed in large part to the strong, positive, and respected leadership of
Marshall and Lovett and their key assistants.
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CHAPTER III

The North Korean Attack

The North Korean onslaught across the 38th parallel on 25 June 1950
touched off a great international conflict of three years’ duration. The first five
months witnessed the initial North Korean success, the U.S. decision to come
to the aid of South Korea, the organization of a United Nations Command to
combat the aggression, and the defeat of the North Koreans. The first of a
series of clearly defined phases of the Korean War, it ended in late November
1950.

A Divided Korea

A tangle of political, economic, and strategic interests had historically
involved both Eastern and Western powers in the affairs of the Korean
peninsula. A shared boundary and superior strength had allowed the Chinese
to dominate Korea for centuries. When China was forced to give way in Korea
to the Japanese after the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-95, the peninsula
became a pawn in Russo-Japanese relations, a phase that ended with the
Japanese victory over the Russians in 1904-05. Formally annexing Korea in
1910, Japan maintained its ascendancy through World War II.

At the Cairo Conference in 1943, the United States, Great Britain, and
China agreed that upon Japan’s defeat Korea should become ‘‘free and
independent” after a “‘period of apprenticeship” under a four-power trustee-
ship. Stalin acceeded to this arrangement in May 1945. At the Potsdam
Conference in July, in anticipation of Soviet entrance into the war against
Japan, the Americans and Soviets discussed a line of demarcation for future
Soviet air and sea operations in Korea. They did not delineate ground or
occupation zones, since, as Truman later wrote, they did not expect either
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Soviet or U.S. ground forces to enter Korea in the near future.' After the
Japanese surrendered on 2 September 1945, Korea was to be jointly occupied
by the United States and the Soviet Union until 2 democratic government
could be established. The United States hoped to receive the Japanese
surrender in Korea as far north as possible, thus limiting the Soviet-occupied
area, but geography and time restricted the ability of U.S. forces to reach the
north. By agreement, Japanese troops north of the 38th parallel surrendered
to the Soviets, those south of the line to U.S. forces. This division of Korea left
the capital Seoul, its port of Inch’on, and the southeastern port of Pusan in
U.S. hands.”

In September 1945 U.S. Army Forces in Korea (USAFIK) under Lt. Gen.
John R. Hodge assumed control of military and civil affairs. Civil responsibil-
ities were handed over to the Koreans in September 1946, with U.S. personnel
as advisers. The South Koreans established an Interim Government in May
1947, and the United States provided substantial assistance. Although Wash-
ington disapproved the establishment of Korean army and navy forces, it
agreed to arm the Korean civil police and supported a Department of Internal
Security with a constabulary and coast guard. Toward the end of 1947 the
constabulary numbered between 18,000 and 20,000 men equipped with
captured Japanese weapons and trained as infantry. Aithough the constabulary
was intended to be a reserve force for the national police, the two groups had
sharp political differences and sometimes fought each other.”

In the northern part of Korea after the end of World War II, Communist-
trained Korean exiles returned from the Soviet Union and created a central
government known as the Interim People’s Committee, under the leadership
of Kim Sung Chu, who called himself Kim Il Sung after a heroic anti-Japanese
resistance leader. Incorporating a range of Korean parties, this government
purported to be democratic, but Korean Communists controlled it. By
mid-1946 the Soviets had reduced their forces to 10,000 men and created a
well-trained and -armed North Korean people’s militia, which by September
1947 had an estimated strength of 125,000."

In an effort to establish an international trusteeship for all of Korea, a
Joint U.S.—USSR Commission negotiated sporadically, but by September 1947
it was clear that no accord was possible.® By then also, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
concluded that the United States had no particular strategic interest in
maintaining either troops or bases in South Korea. Viewing U.S. troops in
Korea as a “military liability” in the event of an Asian war, the Joint Chiefs
concluded that such troops could be better used elsewhere and that an early
withdrawal would avoid later embarrassment.® Wirth Soviet—-American nego-
tiations stalemated, Secretary of State Marshall decided to seek 2 withdrawal of
troops through the United Nations. The Soviets called for all foreign troops to
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leave the peninsula. Fearing that the weak southern zone would be easy prey
for the North Koreans after a total withdrawal, the United States sponsored a
resolution providing for UN-supervised elections in both Korean zones by the
end of March 1948, to be followed by the formation of a single government
for Korea and the withdrawal of all occupation forces. The UN General
Assembly approved the resolution in November 1947, but in the spring of
1948 the Soviets refused entrance to the UN Temporary Commission on
Korea, established in November 1947 to supervise the elections. The United
States then decided to go ahead with elections in the south and to form a
Korean government.’

The utter weakness of the prospective South Korean government made its
relationship to the United States particularly significant. NSC 8, which Truman
approved on 8 April 1948, evidenced the administration’s uncertainty and
indecision about Korea. It sought a middle course, neither abandoning Korea
nor guaranteeing its security, but calling for provision of such support as was
practicable and feasible, including military and economic assistance, a diplo-
matic mission, and, if appropriate, a military advisory group. To allow the
20,000 U.S. troops still in South Korea to leave by the end of 1948, the United
States would expand, train, and equip the Korean constabulary to meet all
security needs short of overt aggression by North Korean or other forces. In
any event, NSC 8 specified that the United States should not become so
“irrevocably involved” in Korea that it could be caught in a war situation.®

The UN Temporary Commission on Korea supervised the 10 May 1948
election in South Korea and certified its results. In July the newly elected
Korean National Assembly approved a constitution and elected Dr. Syngman
Rhee, a strong anti-Communist patriot, as president. On 15 August the
Republic of Korea (ROK) came into being. With the U.S. military occupation
thus ended, Truman sent a special representative, John J. Muccio, with the
personal rank of ambassador,” to negotiate with the Koreans the terms of the
U.S. troop withdrawal scheduled for 15 January 1949. The United States
considered the newly elected government entitled to be regarded as the
government of all Korea in accordance with the UN General Assembly
resolution of November 19477

Meanwhile, similar developments occurred in the North, where the
Soviets installed a government in P’Yongyang. On 9 September 1948 the North
Koreans established the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, which the
USSR immediately recognized and hailed as a government for all Korea. There
were now two governments in Korea, each claiming the right to rule the

* Muccio officially became the U.S. ambassador after the United States formally recognized the
Republic of Korea on 1 January 1949,
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whole country. While continuing military assistance to the People’s Republic,
the Soviets announced they would remove all of their troops by the end of
19487

In accordance with NSC 8, the United States began to build up South
Korean strength before withdrawing U.S. forces. In August 1948, Hodge
signed an interim military agreement with the Rhee government providing for
the turnover of security responsibility as fast as possible. The United States
agreed to support a constabulary of 50,000 men that would become the
nucleus of a South Korean army and established a Provisional Military
Advisory Group (PMAG) under Brig. Gen. William L. Roberts. In mid-
September U.S. troops began their withdrawal, but violent domestic unrest
shortly thereafter, especially guerrilla warfare and mutinies in the constabu-
lary, much of it Communist instigated, threatened to topple Rhee’s govern-
ment. Alarmed by the increased turmoil in South Korea and the effect of the
success of Mao’s Communist forces in China, Rhee asked that U.S. forces
remain until order was restored. Ambassador Muccio also advised Washington
to delay the U.S. troop departure.'’

Although the U.S. Army wanted to continue the troop pullout, it bowed
to State Department wishes and in November 1948 directed General Douglas
MacArthur, Commander in Chief Far East (CINCFE), to retain in Korea one
reinforced regimental combat team of not more than 7,500 men. On 12
December the UN General Assembly—while recognizing Rhee’s as the only
lawful Korean government and establishing a permanent seven-nation UN
Commission on Korea (UNCOK) to work for Korean unification—urged the
early removal of all occupation forces. The situation became embarrassing to
the United States when, two weeks later, the Soviets announced their
complete troop withdrawal.'? MacArthur, although pessimistic about the
South Koreans' ability to cope with any combination of invasion and
Communist-led internal disorder, believed that they would soon be able to
assure their internal security absent external attack. In January 1949 he
recommended 10 May 1949, the first anniversary of the South Korean
elections, as an appropriate date for the U.S. troop withdrawal. Shortly
thereafter he indicated that the South Korean army should be so organized as
to demonstrate its peaceful purpose and thus scotch claims that it was a threat
to the North.'?

The State Department’s fears for South Korea’s survival intensified when
the CIA predicted in February 1949 that a U.S. troop withdrawal under current
conditions would probably lead to 2 North Korean and possibly a Chinese
Communist invasion. The CIA recommended postponing the troop removal
until early 1950. " In March 1949, however, the administration, while
reaffirming the broad objective of NSC 8 to establish a “‘united, self-governing,
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and sovereign Korea,’ decided in NSC 8/2 to remove its remaining 7,500
troops by 30 June 1949. It would continue political, economic, technical,
military, and other support; regularize the existing U.S. Provisional Military
Advisory Group; intensify training of the South Korean army (formerly
constabulary), coast guard, and police; and build up equipment and supply
stockpiles. It would increase the supply basis for the ROK army from 50,000
men to its actual strength of nearly 65,000, including some air detachments.
The United States agreed also to support a 35,000-man national police force
and a small coast guard, but no navy or separate air force.'>

U.S. policy toward Korea, as expressed in NSC 8/2, continued to reveal the
ambivalence that had characterized it since 1945. The administration,
strongly prompted by the military, did not want to tie down U.S. forces in
Korea nor to undertake the responsibility and expense of arming the South
Koreans to defend themselves against external aggression. The question
remained, what to do in the event of an attack. Speaking to the National Press
Club in Washington on 12 January 1950, Acheson declared that the U.S.
defensive perimeter in the Pacific ran through the Aleutians to Japan, the
Ryukyu Islands, and the Philippines and that there could be no U.S. guarantee
against aggression for other areas in Asia and the Pacific, which, if attacked,
would have to place “initial reliance” on their own resistance and *‘then upon
the commitments of the entire civilized world under the Charter of the United
Nations.” Although Acheson called this a force which *‘so far has not proved
a weak reed to lean on,” it was certainly a still untested force.'®

In accordance with NSC 8/2, American troops left Korea on 29 June 1949
under UN observation, USAFIK disbanded as of midnight of 30 June, and the
interim military agreement automatically ended. The ROK army, which one
U.S. officer declared ‘“could have been the American army in 1775, along
with the police and coast guard, took over responsibility for South Korean
security. On 1 July 1949 the provisional U.S. advisory team became the
permanent U.S. Military Advisory Group to the Republic of Korea (KMAG),
under the continued leadership of General Roberts. Serving as part of the
American Mission in Korea under the administrative control of Ambassador
Muccio, it maintained liaison with MacArthur’s headquarters in Tokyo. Autho-
rized a strength of 472 officers and men at the end of 1949, KMAG was
planning in June 1950 to reduce this number.'” U.S. assistance to South Korea,
as Secretary Johnson later testified, amounted to $444 million in economic
and $56 million in military aid between 1945 and June 1950." The Truman
administration allocated slightly more than $10 million in grant military aid

* This was under the Surplus Property Act of 1944. The Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949
provided for military assistance beginning in FY 1950.
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for FY 1950 and planned to support a ROK army of 84,000, but both Roberts
and Muccio believed that Korea needed at least 820 million. Less than $1,000
worth of this military aid actually reached Korea before mid-1950.'%

As the fateful last Sunday of June 1950 approached, South Korea had
approximately 95,000 men in an eight-division army. The earlier ROK
decision to expand beyvond the U.S. support base of 65,000 had created major
equipment gaps and serious interference with the KMAG training program.
Unit training was further disrupted in 1950 because the ROK army, having
fought 542 counterguerrilla operations in the last half of 1949, had two
divisions almost constantly engaged in guard or antiguerrilla duty. Although
there was no U.S. commitment to support a Korean air force, the Rhee
government had created a small force that by June 1950 consisted of
approximately 1,800 officers and men with 14 liaison and 10 trainer aircraft.
The 6,000-man coast guard possessed about 58 serviceable vessels. Both
services had a few KMAG advisers, but the efforts of Roberts and Muccio to
obtain more U.S. advisers and equipment, including aircraft, had not suc-
ceeded. In all, the South Korean armed forces totaled approximately 103,000
men in June 1950. In addition, the South Korean national police—with a
strength of 48,000, motley equipment, a few assigned U.S. advisers, and
control divided between the national and provincial governments—had
to cover the eight mainland provinces and the islands of Cheju-do and
Ullung-do."”

Although the South Koreans believed that the North Koreans had more
than 300,000 men under arms, the U.S. embassy in Seoul estimated the figure
to be about 103,000, and the CIA set their strength at 98,500. After the
invasion, U.S. sources placed North Korean strength at between 90,000 and
100,000 men, organized into approximately 7 divisions and 5 brigades.
Well-trained and armed by the Soviets, the North Koreans had heavy armor,
artillery, and high-performance aircraft.?’

In numbers alone, the South Korean forces were relatively close to, or
slightly greater than, the northern forces. As for effectiveness, Muccio
considered ROK troops, except for their lack of air strength, to be superior in
“training, leadership, morale, marksmanship and . . . small arms equip-
ment.”” Muccio thought that, given some measure of air defense and heavy
artillery, they would be reasonably equal if not superior to the North Korean,
but not Soviet or Chinese, forces. The CIA estimated that the North Koreans,
with superiority in armor, heavy artillery, and aircraft, could reach “limited
objectives in short-term military operations against southern Korea, including
the capture of Seoul.” In the long term, the North Koreans would have to
depend on increased Soviet support, which would be forthcoming if re-
quested. Believing that regular Soviet or Chinese Communist military units
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would join in only as a last resort, the CIA questioned whether North Korea
could gain effective control over all of South Korea. In the absence of an overt
attack, it thought the current North Korean program of ‘‘propaganda, infil-
tration, sabotage, subversion and guerrilla operations’” would not succeed if
U.S. aid to South Korea continued.?'

Meanwhile, both North and South Korea were playing a dangerous game
along the 38th parallel. More than 400 North Korean armed forays across the
border occurred in the second half of 1949; some resulted in heavy casualties.
By mid-1950 five South Korean divisions were busy guarding the border. To
complicate matters, the South Koreans also precipitated some border inci-
dents, many occurring when they attempted to take and prepare defensive
positions along the 38th paraliel or even north of it. Although the South
Koreans were excitable and at times provocative, UNCOK field observers
reported on 24 June 1950 that the ROK forces were organized defensively
along the 38th parallel and in no position to carry out a large-scale attack.
Furthermore, they lacked the equipment for aggressive action; the United
States was not even preparing them to repulse an attack against their own
territory. If such an attack came, KMAG officers estimated that supply would
be on a “‘bare subsistence basis,” with full-scale, defensive operations support-
able for about 15 days. Apparently few South Koreans or KMAG personnel
doubted that an attack would eventually come.*?

Combating Aggression

Although the South Koreans had long been apprehensive, the North
Korean attack, at about 4:00 a.m. on Sunday, 25 June 1950 (Korean time),*
proved unexpected, partly because of the many earlier “false starts.” Invading
in four major drives across the 38th parallel, including amphibious landings
on the east coast, the North Koreans used approximately 6 infantry divisions
and other army and border constabulary units, supported by about 100 tanks,
heavy artillery, and 100 to 150 combat planes. Concentrating in the west,
their forces quickly captured Kaesong, pushed toward Uijongbu about 17
miles from Seoul, and before the day ended made air attacks on Kimpo airport
near Seoul and reportedly flew over Seoul.

Late on 25 June the North Korean government broadcast a claim that
South Koreans had invaded north of the 38th parallel and that the North

* It was 3:00 p.m. Saturday afternoon, 24 June, in Washington. To account for time differences
between Korea and Washington, 13 hours must be added to Washington's Daylight Savings Time
and 14 hours to Eastern Standard Time. Because MacArthur’s headquarters in Tokyo operated on
daylight time, 14 hours must be added to EDT. Dates are based on the place of action.
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Korean army was “'putting up stiff counter-operations.”” While the five lightly
armed and surprised South Korean divisions fell back before the invaders,
Ambassador Muccio termed the North’s claim an attempt to ‘‘clothe their
naked aggression . . . with patently absurd charges.”” The United Nations
observers in South Korea regarded the situation as serious, with the possibility
of “full-fledged war.”** In Washington, Secretary Johnson, who received the
news Saturday night, 24 June, delegated responsibility to act on behalf of the
Department of Defense to Secretary of the Army Pace. Shortly after midnight,
the Army set up a command post to serve as a clearinghouse for messages from
and to the State Department, the military services, and the Far East. From
Independence, Truman approved State Department advice to place the matter
before the United Nations.**

On 25 June Truman, recalling unhappily the dire history of appeasement
in the days before World War I, returned to Washington. Meeting the
president’s plane, Johnson and Acheson discussed with Truman the possibility
of US. involvement. John Foster Dulles, later to preside over many crises
himself as secretary of state and at the time in the Far East as a consultant to
Acheson on Japan, advocated the employment of U.S. force if necessary, under
UN aegis. From Moscow, the U.S. Embassy cabled that the North Korean attack
represented a ‘‘clearcut Soviet challenge” and recommended support for the
South Koreans. State Department intelligence asserted that there was “‘no
possibility that the North Koreans acted without prior instruction from
Moscow’’ and emphasized the blow to U.S. prestige if South Korea fell.*3
Acheson believed Soviet involvement almost a foregone conclusion and that it
would be necessary to “‘steel ourselves for the use of force.” 2

The UN Security Council, with Soviet representative Jacob Malik still
boycotting the sessions,T at about 6:00 p.m. on 25 June adopted (9 to 0, with
Yugoslavia abstaining) a resolution calling for the immediate end of hostilities
in Korea, the withdrawal of the North Korean forces above the 38th parallel,
and the assistance of UN members in carrying out the resolution. The major
question before the president was what to do if North Korean forces ignored
the UN resolution.””

Flanked that evening by the Joint Chiefs and the service secretaries,
Johnson joined Acheson and four other State Department officials for dinner
with the president at Blair House. At the time, the secretary of defense seemed

* A cogent argument against the theory that the Soviets ordered the attack was made as early as
the spring of 1951 by a former member of the U.S. military government in Korea (seec Wilbur W.
Hitchcock, “North Korea Jumps the Gun,” in Norman A. Graebner, ed, Nationalism and
Communism in Asia: The Americar Response, 97-109).

1 Malik had been boycotting the Security Council meetings since January 1950 as a protest against
its refusal to seat the Chinese Communist regime in place of the Chinese Nationalists.
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less concerned about Korea than Formosa, which he thought more important
to the United States.”® Thoroughly worried about the Korean situation,
Acheson had several recommendations he had hammered out with the
military earlier in the day. He suggested to Truman that MacArthur be directed
to send to Korea military supplies over and above those in the regular military
assistance program, that U.S. aircraft cover the evacuation of U.S. dependents
from Korea, that further aid for Korea be considered, that the Seventh Fleet
move from the Philippines to Formosa to prevent any attack on or from that
istand, and that aid to French forces in Indochina be stepped up.” *°

Since the Joint Chiefs as a body had no recommendations, Johnson asked
each of the chiefs and service secretaries to speak individually. The chiefs
generally supported the actions that Acheson had suggested; General Collins
in addition wanted MacArthur to send a survey group to Korea. Believing that
the Soviets did not want all-out war, General Bradley and Admiral Sherman felt
that Korea was as good a place as any to stop adventurism. General
Vandenberg agreed that the North Koreans should be stopped, but he warned
that, if the Soviets intervened, Russian jets would operate from much closer
bases than the Americans. Secretary Pace and General Bradley questioned the
advisability of using U.S. ground forces in Korea and Johnson opposed such
use. Agreeing that MacArthur should send military supplies to Korea, Johnson
frowned on any real delegation of presidential authority to the Far East
commander. In what may have been a remarkable presentiment of the future,
he counseled that MacArthur’s instructions should be detailed, “'so as not to
give him too much discretion.”?°

Truman agreed to authorize MacArthur to send supplies and a survey
group to Korea, use U.S. air to protect supply deliveries and cover the
evacuation of U.S. dependents, move fleet units from California to Hawaii, and
send the Seventh Fleet to a new base in Japan but without any final decision
as to its mission. He told the Air Force to plan—stressing that the order was
only for planning purposes—to “‘wipe out all Soviet air bases in the Far East.”
He instructed the State and Defense Departments to surmise where the next
Soviet action might be expected. The president directed that U.S. action be
confined for the moment to Korea and to the United Nations, and he warned
the conferees against any public comments or press leaks.'

Monday, 26 June, saw ‘“‘rapid deterioration and disintegration” in South
Korea; its National Assembly appealed to the United States and the United
Nations for help. Reporting that the North Korean invasion was “‘well-
planned, concerted and full-scale,” with South Korean forces ‘“‘taken com-
pletely by surprise,” the UN Commission on Korea thought the conflict was

* On Indochina, sce Chapter XI.
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assuming major proportions. Evacuating female employees and dependents,
Ambassador Muccio worried about bringing out the rest of the embassy
staff.??

These developments created a bleak background that evening for the
president’s second Blair House meeting, when he approved four additional
steps proposed by Acheson. Truman waived all restrictions on U.S. air and
naval operations below the 38th parallel to give South Korean forces full
support and a chance to regroup. Beyond Korea, he increased U.S. military
forces in and accelerated military aid to the Philippines, and he increased aid
and ordered a strong military mission sent to Indochina. He also approved
Acheson’s proposal to order the Seventh Fleet to prevent any attack against or
from Formosa. Pleased with this move, Johnson stated that he agreed with the
recommended actions, and he hoped that these steps would settle the Korean
problem. But no one was confident of the outcome. Collins thought the
situation very serious, and Bradley worried that if U.S. troops went into Korea
the United States would lack forces to meet its other commitments without
mobilization. Truman broached the probable need for funds and mobilization,
and in a solemn mood said, ‘I don’t want to go to war.”?*?

With Acheson and Johnson, the Joint Chiefs, and the service secretaries
present, Truman met with congressional leaders on Tuesday, 27 June, to brief
them. With few exceptions, the congressional reaction was supportive, and
the president released a public statement about the situation. In the afternoon
the House approved, 315 to 4, a bill extending the Selective Service Act for
one year, with a special provision allowing the callup of all reservists; the next
day the Senate followed suit, 70 to 0. With the Soviet representative still
absenting himself, the UN Security Council on 27 June adopted (7 to 1)" a
second U.S.-sponsored resolution recommending that all UN members
“furnish such assistance to the Republic of Korea as may be necessary to repel
the armed attack and to restore international peace and security in the area.”
The UN resolution adopted the U.S. decision taken earlier; Acheson later
wrote that some U.S. action, ‘‘said to be in support of the resolution of June
27, was in fact ordered, and possibly taken prior to the resolution.”**

The situation in Korea continued to deteriorate. Brig. Gen. John H.
Church, whose survey group had become the GHQ Advance Command and
Liaison Group in Korea (ADCOM), reached Korea about 7:00 p.m. on 27 June
and tried to rally Korean defenses along the Han River. With three ROK
divisions no longer existing as organized units and the KMAG advisers still

* To demonstrate its independence, Yugoslavia voted against the resolution; Egyptian and Indian
representatives, lacking instructions, abstained. The Indians later supported the resolution; Egypt
did not. The United States on 3 July took the view that it was satisfied with benevolent neutrality
on the part of Yugoslavia and would not press for open support.
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unaccounted for, Church reported to MacArthur that U.S. ground forces would
be needed to drive the North Korean invaders back to the 38th parallel. By the
evening of 28 June the central front had caved in and Seoul and Kimpo airfield
were in North Korean hands. At Muccio’s urging, Rhee and other South
Korean leaders left Seoul and tried to reestablish the South Korean govern-
ment at Taejon.>®

Early on 28 June in Washington; Acheson sent Johnson a draft policy
statement indicating that, although the decision to commit U.S. air and sea
power in Korea had been taken “in the full realization of a risk of war with the
Soviet Union,” it did “not in itself constitute a decision to engage in a major
war’”’ with the Soviets if their troops intervened in Korea. In that event,
Acheson felt, U.S. forces should defend themselves and report to Washington.
Johnson sent this message to the Joint Chiefs, who were already thinking in
terms of increases in naval forces but did not want to commit U.S. ground
troops.>®

The National Security Council met that afternoon in the White House,
with the Joint Chiefs and service secretaries again present. Directing a review
of all policy dealing with areas along the Soviet perimeter and an analysis of
possible Soviet moves, Truman also agreed with Acheson that the Pentagon
should study U.S. military capabilities to meet any emergency. The president
observed that he did not want to abandon Korea unless a new military
situation elsewhere required him to do so. It was noted that after only two
days of operations in Korea, U.S. air power was experiencing difficulties
because of the distance between U.S. bases and the operational zone, bad
weather, enemy camouflage, and the prohibition on going north of the 38th
parallel to destroy enemy bases or pursue enemy aircraft. The president
remarked that the last problem might be considered later.>’

Events on Thursday, 29 June, hastened the full involvement of U.S. forces
in Korea. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were now considering whether MacArthur
should be authorized to extend air and naval operations above the 38th
parallel into North Korea if necessary to avoid losing South Korea. However
reluctantly, they were also moving toward the commitment of U.S. ground
troops to provide for communications and transportation service—and for
combat if necessary—to protect the southeastern port and airfield of Pusan.
Recognizing that such a move would require presidential authorization,
Johnson asked Truman to meet again with his advisers. The meeting was
scheduled for 5:00 p.m. that day.*®

After Johnson read a proposed JCS directive to MacArthur, Acheson
supported the use of air operations above the 38th parallel so long as they did
not approach the international borders of North Korea; he showed no aversion
to the proposed assignment of U.S. ground forces, which he regarded as a
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limited commitment. More cautious, Truman stated that air and naval opera-
tions above the 38th parallel should be allowed only to destroy munitions
supplies. Stressing that U.S. operations in Korea were to restore peace and
maintain the South Korean border, the president had reservations about
Acheson’s proposed policy in the event of Soviet intervention in Korea.
Truman thought a defend-and-report order, essentially Acheson’s suggestion,
might be acceptable as a directive to MacArthur, but he did not want any
public disclosure of its contents. He did not want the United States so deeply
committed that contingencies elsewhere could not be met. State and Defense
agreed to rewrite the directive. Truman also decided to direct MacArthur “to
make a full and complete report” on the Far Eastern situation.>”

The council discussed two other important matters. The Soviets had that
day refused a U.S. request to intercede in Korea, referring in their answer to
the “‘principle of the impermissibility of interference by foreign powers in the
internal affairs of Korea.”” The People’s Republic of China (PRC) meanwhile
denounced the U.S. support of South Korea. Acheson interpreted these two
communications to mean that the Soviets would not themselves intervene, but
that they might use the Chinese Communists. More encouraging was the
increasing number of offers of assistance from other UN members. The
president wanted to accept all offers to ensure that the response in Korea had
as much UN representation as possible.*”

By 7:00 p.m. Johnson and Acheson had agreed to a new directive for
MacArthur, sent later that evening. It authorized the general to use U.S. naval
and air forces to provide the “‘fullest possible support” for South Korean
efforts and to employ U.S. Army forces for essential service support and to
ensure ‘‘retention of a port and air base”’ at Pusan. MacArthur could extend air
and naval operations into North Korea against purely military targets if
essential to his mission or to avoid unnecessary casualties. But he was directed
to take special care to avoid operations near the North Korean borders with
Manchuria and the Soviet Union. The order also repeated the U.S. decision to
neutralize Formosa. Finally, MacArthur was told to take defensive measures,
not to aggravate the situation, and to report to Washington if Soviet forces
intervened.*'

By the time these orders went out from Washington on 29 June, it was
already the morning of 30 June in Korea, where MacArthur was considerably
ahead of his Washington colleagues in more than time. Earlier that morning
and despite poor weather, MacArthur had led a high-ranking group of 14
officers on a visit to Korea. During the trip there, he had ordered Far East Air
Forces (FEAF) headquarters to attack North Korean airfields. Arriving in
Suwon, about 20 miles south of Seoul, MacArthur met with General Church,
Ambassador Muccio, and President Rhee, then drove to the south bank of the
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Han River, where the disorganized South Koreans were rapidly retreating from
the already-lost Seoul. Church could account for only 8,000 South Korean
troops that morning but expected to locate 25,000 by evening. As for
Americans, Church had his own ADCOM group, Roberts’s KMAG, and 33 men
from an antiaircraft battalion that had arrived that day and had seen immediate
action. By the end of his visit, MacArthur decided that U.S. ground forces
were needed if South Korea was to be saved; he so informed Washington.*?

MacArthur’s message arrived in Washington before 1:00 a.m. on 30 June.
He requested authorization to send in a U.S. regimental combat team and to
build to a strength of two divisions in preparation for an early counteroffen-
sive. In a teletype conference with General Collins at 4:00 a.m. (Washington
time), MacArthur held firm to his recommendation. When Pace informed the
president, Truman immediately authorized the use of the regimental combat
team but not the two-division buildup.*?

At another meeting with the Blair House participants early that morning,
Truman informed them of what he had done. Because of the unavailability of
U.S. troops for a quick buildup in Korea, he seemed inclined to accept a
Chinese Nationalist offer of 33,000 troops from Formosa. Acheson, however,
feared that the Nationalists’ involvement might trigger Chinese Communist
intervention in Korea or Formosa, and the Joint Chiefs expressed reluctance to
divert U.S. transport and equipment to the Nationalists’ use. Accepting these
objections, Truman decided to grant MacArthur ‘“‘full authority” to use in
Korea the U.S. ground forces under his commmand in Japan. The president also
approved a naval blockade of North Korea. The die was cast, with the
apparent approval of all concerned, in a meeting that lasted about half an
hour. **

Johnson and other key administration officials joined the president again
at 11:00 a.m. on 30 June to meet with congressional leaders. Describing the
steps being taken in Korea, Truman stressed that the United States had acted
under the auspices of the United Nations. While most of the senators and
representatives seemed to approve, Sen. Kenneth Wherry questioned the
president’s legal authority to send ground troops to Korea without consulting
Congress, and Sen. Alexander Smith suggested that the administration obtain
a supporting congressional resolution. The press release Truman read at the
meeting and issued later that day mentioned operations against specific
military targets in North Korea and the imposition of a naval blockade, but it
dealt less than frankly with the decision to commit U.S. ground troops to the
defense of South Korea: “General MacArthur has been authorized to use
certain supporting ground units.”’ Secretary Johnson showed no such reti-
cence, however, when he talked with New York Times reporter Harold B.
Hinton, who filed a story clearly indicating the scope of the decisions.**
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In four steps—the decision on 25 June to give equipment to the Koreans
and to use U.S. air and naval forces to ensure the safe evacuation of Americans
from Korea; on 26 June, to use U.S. air and naval strength below the 38th
parallel to support the South Korean army; on 29 June, to allow U.S. air and
naval operations north of the 38th parallel; and on 30 June, to use U.S. ground
forces in Korea and to blockade North Korea—the United States committed
itself to a difficult and treacherous Asian ground war that was to last more
than three years. Testifying a year later before congressional committees,
Johnson stated that the impetus to use U.S. forces had come from the secretary
of state. The military, Johnson noted, had pointed out the difficulties and
limitations of military action, but they had “neither recommended it nor
opposed it.”"*°

This commitment of the United States to full-scale combat in Korea must
be regarded as one of the most fateful decisions in U.S. and world history after
1945. The evidence assembled and analyzed by scholars who subsequently
subjected the events to meticulous inspection serves primarily to emphasize
the complexity of the background against which the decisions were made. It
is clear that many factors influenced the president and contributed to the
decisions at each stage in the tense days between 25 and 30 June.

Perhaps of most immediate effect were the powerful, nearly irresistible
pressures for a swift response to the frantic pleas for military succor from the
Korean government and MacArthur. U.S. security and foreign policy consid-
erations—concern for the U.S. world leadership role—obviously weighed
heavily. More subtle but equally compelling were domestic pressures that
inclined the administration toward intervention. Truman and Acheson had
been subjected to harsh and growing criticism of their Far East policy for
several years before the Korean War. These criticisms centered on the China
policy—the “loss of China,’ the failure to support Chiang Kai-shek and
Formosa, the Communist threat elsewhere in Asia. Republican senators—
chiefly Robert A. Taft, William P. Knowland, Kenneth Wherry, Joseph R.
McCarthy, and William Jenner—had propagated a “soft on communism”
issue, accusing the President of appeasement and foreign policy failures. This
political assault had put Truman increasingly on the defensive and probably
contributed to the administration’s taking measures, such as tightened internal
security, to demonstrate its awareness of subversive danger from within as
well as from without. By late June 1950 the McCarthy campaign against the
internal Communist danger was in full cry, requiring the administration to
defend itself against accusations that were generally lacking in substance but
potentially damaging politically.

The domestic political atmosphere, then, had to be very much on the
mind of the president and his advisers, especially Acheson, during these early
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days of the Korean War. It is reasonable to assume that it was one of the factors
that the administration weighed in the balance in making decisions. While
there is no specific evidence that it directly influenced any decision, its effect,
even if only unconscious, may well have been considerable. To have failed to
go to the aid of South Korea would undoubtedly have unleashed a torrent of
criticism that might well have reached political crisis proportions. It would no
doubt have given rise to accusations of the “loss of Korea.” In light of these
possible serious political consequences for the administration, it would have
been difficult for Truman to resist the direction in which his instincts and
events were taking him anyway—toward intervention.

Truman was thus on firm political ground in making the decisions that led
to full U.S. involvement in the Korean War. It is clear that he had the support—
the enthusiastic endorsement—of Congress, the press, and the public. The
Republican opposition approved the president’s actions while still blaming the
administration for not having acted more forcefully in the past. In light of the
state of both international and domestic affairs at the time, it is hard to
conceive that Truman could have decided other than he did between 25 and
30 June.

Nonetheless, the United States made the commitment to Korea without
clear answers to questions concerning immediate and long-range objectives,
particularly with regard to maintaining or ending the division of Korea at the
38th parallel, reacting to possible Soviet or Chinese Communist intervention,
or responding to a Soviet military initiative elsewhere. Nor did U.S. leaders
know precisely how, acting in support of the UN resolutions of 25 and 27
June, to bring about a truly multinational effort in Korea.

The United Nations Command

Fighting a war under the United Nations required new and uncharted
procedures. By 4 July the State Department proposed a unified command that
would fly the UN flag and be headed by a U.S. officer who would periodically
report to a UN special committee that would review offers of assistance and
advise the UN Security Council. Johnson and the Joint Chiefs, however,
disliked the idea of a UN committee that might want to exercise operational
control of forces in Korea. With this feature removed, Truman approved the
plan,” and the UN Security Council adopted it on 7 July.*”

* Although drafted in the State Department, some department officials found the final UN
resolution regarding command in the Korean War “defective” since it merely called on the U.S.
president to designate the UN commander rather than clarifying the president’s authority in the
chain of command by making him the commander and calling on him to designate a deputy.
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There could be little doubt that MacArthur—already Supreme Com-
mander Allied Powers (SCAP) for the occupation of Japan, Commander in
Chief, Far East (CINCFE) for all U.S. military forces in the area, and the
Commanding General, United States Army Forces, Far East (CG USAFFE)—
would become the UN commander in chief. Truman approved the choice on
8 July, and the Joint Chiefs informed MacArthur on 10 July. He immediately
established a United Nations Command (UNC) with headquarters in Tokyo and
on 12 July assigned to the Eighth U.S. Army, then on occupation duty in Japan,
responsibility for ground operations in Korea. Subsequently, its commander,
Lt. Gen. Walton H. Walker, set up his headquarters in Korea (EUSAK) and
assumed command over U.S. and, with the approval of President Rhee, South
Korean troops.*® MacArthur was directed to emphasize the United Nations
aspect of his command and to submit action reports to the UN Security
Council.** Johnson and the Joint Chiefs objected, however, when the Depart-
ment of State prepared the initial report in Washington. After this, UNC
headquarters prepared and submitted semimonthly reports, which, after JCS
review, went in turn to the secretary of defense, the Department of State, and,
finally, the UN Security Council.*"

Although the United Nations Command initially included only South
Korean and U.S. troops, Truman wanted the armed forces in Korea to be ‘‘truly
representative of the United Nations.” Because of the mix of military and
political factors, both Defense and State were to review all offers, and all
decisions were to be made in Washington. In OSD, Deputy Secretary Early,
who led a determined effort to get the State Department to involve other
countries, enthusiastically applied Truman’s policy.®' The British immediately
offered naval forces, explicitly limiting their use to Korea and excluding any
participation in the U.S. effort in Formosa; by 30 June, the Netherlands,
Australia, Canada, and New Zealand had also offered naval or air forces. The
United States quickly accepted all these contingents for the UNC. By this time,
however, only 7 of the 47 countries that favored the two UN resolutions of 25
and 27 June had offered military assistance to Korea. Many UN members
apparently hoped for a quick end to the Korean affair, and, indeed, the British
and Indians were trying, futilely, to get the Soviet Union to mediate.>*

On 7 July the secretaries of the military departments informed Johnson
that they wanted at least “‘symbol troops’ from Britain, France, the Nether-
lands, Scandinavia, and Canada; they also felt that there should be some Asian
forces and they hoped in particular for Indian troops. Johnson shared their
sentiments and conveyed them to Truman. Six days later, the service secretar-
ies told Johnson they felt it imperative for the other UN member nations to
send ground troops; otherwise Americans might become reluctant to support
NATO. With the UNC not faring well in Korea, the need for Allied help was
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more than symbolic, but only two more small offers—of one ship by the
French and 30 officers by the Bolivians—came at this time.>>

Less enthusiastic than either Johnson or the service secretaries about
international military contributions of units differing in language, training,
and equipment, the JCS advised Johnson on 14 July that U.S. acceptance of
further military offers should hinge on military usefulness and that they
wanted to be consulted in each instance. They listed the United Kingdom,
Australia, Pakistan, New Zealand, and Canada as possible providers of ground
units.>* Johnson told the Joint Chiefs he would consult with them on all
offers, but he noted the president’s desire to accept all national contingents,
which he fully supported. In fact, Johnson had already agreed to accept an
offer the Joint Chiefs had rejected on military grounds. Meanwhile, he asked
the JCS to provide general criteria for acceptability, to name all countries from
which offers could be utilized, and to indicate the feasible size of the
contribution.>®

In response, the Joint Chiefs stipulated that they wanted contributions of
approximately 1,000 men organized into an infantry battalion, with combat
and service support, full equipment, 60 days’ level of supply, and sufficient
English-speaking personnel to avoid communications problems. Transporta-
tion should be provided by the parent nation or a contributing UN nation;
logistic support, by the parent nation or by the United States on a reimbursable
basis. Similar terms applied to naval forces. Accepting these criteria, Johnson
also supported a JCS recommendation against any U.S. undertaking to
organize, train, and equip an international unit composed of individual
volunteers from nations unable or unwilling to support a national unit.>®

Seeking Johnson’s agreement to encourage “maximum direct participa-
tion” by all UN members,” Acheson on 24 July spelled out somewhat different
procedures. He believed tenders of assistance should be made to the United
Nations, then communicated to the U.S. Government, which would arrange
the specific details with the proferring government. The United States should
accept all offers of assistance, even if unusable, Acheson urged Johnson, but
State would try to get proposals modified to a usable form. Further, the United
States should not solicit military units unless they were to be employed in the
combat area.>’

By late July there were seven offers of ground forces ranging in size up to
a brigade. Concerned about the possibility of accepting assistance that might
not be used and fretting that the United States might acquire some embarrass-
ing future obligations, Johnson on 31 July asked the Joint Chiefs to comment

* The UN secretary general on 14 July had sent a second request for aid to the 53 UN members
then supporting the UN resolutions on Korea.
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on Acheson’s proposed procedure, but he did not have time to act on their 8
September response before his resignation. The new secretary, Marshall, did
not disagree with Acheson but reiterated the JCS view that Allied military
assistance should come immediately, conform as closely as possible to the JCS
general criteria, and carry no commitment on combat employment.®®

In practice, the JCS criteria had to be modified. On 7 August the Joint
Chiefs significantly changed one condition by providing that a unit as small as
a company might be accepted. Although both Johnson and Marshall wanted to
maintain the principle of reimbursement for U.S. supplies, this too was
changed at State’s insistence.’® The United States waived or reduced some
payments and allowed the use of U.S. grant aid for equipping national forces
for service in Korea. These steps helped make the Korean defense an
international effort.®’

By 5 January 1951, 16 nations other than the United States and South
Korea—Australia, Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Cuba, Ethiopia, France,
Greece, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the Philippines, South
Africa, Thailand, Turkey, and the United Kingdom—had sent or agreed to
contribute military units to South Korea’s defense. All except South Africa sent
ground forces, the United Kingdom in significant numbers; at least 10 nations
also sent naval and/or air forces. British and Australian ground forces arrived
in August and September 1950, the Turkish in October; all three forces were
involved in combat action by early fall. The last contingent to arrive, the
Colombian, came in June 1951. By mid-November 1951, military units of all
contributing countries, except Cuba, had seen action in Korea. Many acquired
outstanding combat records, with, unfortunately, accompanying casualties. In
addition, Denmark, India, Norway, and Sweden—and also Italy, not yet a UN
member—contributed medical units. By the end of the war, 22 other UN
members and 5 nonmembers made offers that for one reason or another were
not implemented.®'

The United Nations Command in Korea, symbolically at least, betokened
a United Nations effort, but the U.S. component remained by far the largest,
providing as of November 1951 more than 50 percent of ground forces, 83
percent of naval forces, and 98 percent of air forces. South Korean contingents
constituted approximately 43 percent of ground forces, 9 percent of naval,
and less than 1 percent of air forces. Other UN nations provided about 6
percent of the ground forces, 8 percent of naval forces, and 1 percent of all air

forces.®?

Finding U.S. Troops for Korea

Involvement in the Korean War quickly revealed U.S. shortages, particu-
larly in ground forces. In June 1950, the Army had 10 divisions—4 in the Far
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East under MacArthur, 1 in Germany, and 5 in the continental United States.
The occupation forces in Japan were under strength and not combat-ready;
the troops in Germany were indispensable there. Most of the divisions in the
United States were under strength and one division was considered unsuitable
for service in Korea. Collins wanted to keep the 82d Airborne Division at
home and “intact for emergency use anywhere,” %’

On 30 June the president gave MacArthur permission to use all the
divisions under his command; Washington initially thought that the U.S.
forces already in Japan might suffice. Truman also agreed when MacArthur on
2 July asked for a marine regimental combat team with its attached air unit.
However, when MacArthur on 5 July requested shipment of an infantry
division, an engineer special brigade, and an airborne regiment for operations
to take place between 20 July and 10 August, the Joint Chiefs asked him to
estimate his total needs. Meanwhile, the U.S. forces so hastily thrown into
battle met the enemy for the first time on 5 July at Osan, about 30 miles south
of Seoul, and took a severe mauling over the next few days. Bradley told the
NSC on 6 July that there were only about 25,000 South Korean and 13,000
U.S. troops in Korea to fight approximately 90,000 North Koreans.®*

Reassessing the situation on 7 July, MacArthur told the Joint Chiefs that
his forces controlled the air and sea, but the ground war was going poorly.
The aggressive and well-trained North Korean force, well equipped and
excellently led, had shown ‘‘superior command of strategic and tactical
principles.”” Once the enemy was stopped, MacArthur intended to exploit U.S.
air and sea power and make an amphibious strike behind the mass of the
enemy’s ground forces. To do this, he needed 4 to 44 full-strength infantry
divisions, an airborne regimental combat team, and an armored group with
full artillery and service elements. The Army would have to provide approx-
imately 30,000 men from the United States. Naval and air forces, currently
adequate, would probably have to be augmented later, although MacArthur
had already supported a Far East Air Forces request for 700 additional planes.
MacArthur also warned that intervention by either the Chinese Communists
or Soviets would create a new and unpredictable situation.®’

MacArthur’s request made clear the imperative need to augment U.S.
forces. Bypassing Johnson, Truman sent White House aides to the Joint Chiefs
to get some idea of the numbers. When Johnson discovered this, he called in
the Joint Chiefs and immediately forwarded their request for 108,500 more
men to the president without comment. After discussing the requirement at
the Cabinet meeting on 7 July, Truman authorized Defense to exceed the
military personnel budget ceilings, to use the draft, and to accept reservist
volunteers; eventually he approved MacArthur’s request. The requirements for
4 to 4Y2 divisions could be met by using 3 U.S. divisions still in Japan and
sending approximately 1! divisions from the United States.®®
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On 9 July MacArthur drastically increased his requirement, asking for the
immediate dispatch of four divisions from the United States. The North
Korean force, MacArthur indicated, seemed to have Soviet leadership and
technical guidance combined with some Chinese Communist ground ele-
ments. Even holding the southern tip of Korea was “‘increasingly problemat-
ical.” The following day, MacArthur asked that Eighth Army’s four under-
strength divisions be built up to full war strength, and he raised his request for
a Marine regimental combat team to a division.®”

MacArthur’s requests, which Collins viewed as “‘perfectly legitimate and
warranted,” had in 10 days’ time raised the military requirement for U.S.
ground forces in Korea from 2 divisions to 8 or more, thereby creating a major
dilemma. Meeting MacArthur’s needs would strip both Japan and the United
States of troops and leave nothing to bolster Europe’s defenses or meet any
other contingency. To ignore MacArthur’s needs would cast doubt on the
ability of the United States and the UN to enforce the UN mandate in Korea.®®

While the Joint Chiefs studied MacArthur’s 9 July request, Truman sent
Generals Collins and Vandenberg to the Far East for a firsthand look. Arriving
on 13 July, they found MacArthur confident that the North Korean advance
could be haited and the battlefield stabilized, although he was uncertain when
or where. Once that occurred and he received his reinforcements, he planned
to launch a counteroffensive, including an amphibious operation, to cut off
enemy forces. He wanted to interdict North Korean supplies from Manchuria
and Vladivostok by daily bombing attacks and noted that the tunnels and
bridges of those supply routes offered “‘a unique opportunity” for the use of
the atomic bomb. He envisioned cutting off Chinese Communist reinforce-
ments by operations in North Korea rather than by advancing into Manchuria
and speculated that he might have to occupy all of Korea.®”

Above all, MacArthur, who before the 25 June attack had viewed Korea as
strategically unimportant to U.S. interests, now spoke of the vital importance
of meeting the Communist challenge. ““We win here or lose everywhere,”
MacArthur told Collins and Vandenberg; “if we win here, we improve the
chances of winning everywhere.” He reiterated his need for eight infantry
divisions. Collins warned that it was not realistic to expect four more U.S.
divisions, although the earlier requests would probably be met. With U.S.
resources scarce, Collins told MacArthur’s staff not to get “‘too grandiose.”
Reporting later to Johnson and Truman, Collins observed that the South
Korean and U.S. forces could probably maintain a bridgehead around Pusan,
and he urged sending U.S. reinforcements promptly.”"

Washington was already planning to send certain available separate
regiments and regimental combat teams to Korea and to further expand the
U.S. armed forces. On 13 July Truman informally approved an Air Force recall
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of reserves, and the Joint Chiefs, who had already received their 108,500-man
increase, asked for an additional 115,000. On 18 July they requested a third
increment. Johnson supported the requests, which would raise U.S. armed
forces’ strength from approximately 1.5 million to more than 2.1 million.
Truman approved the new strengths on 19 July.”!

As UNC forces continued their grim retreat in South Korea, there was
growing fear in the United States that MacArthur’s forces might actually be
pushed off the peninsula. Acutely aware of this, the president decided that he
must report to Congress and the nation. Administration leaders had been
considering such a report since at least 30 June, when Senator Wherry had
questioned the president’s authority to send troops to Korea. Although the
president decided not to seek a congressional resolution approving his
action—one of the few matters on which Acheson and Johnson agreed—
Acheson had strongly urged a report in early July, and the president’s personal
speechwriter had prepared a draft. Johnson, on the other hand, wanted the
president to delay until they knew what legislation and how much money
would be needed—a position Truman himself favored. However, as the
situation steadily worsened and MacArthur’s troop requests arrived in rapid
succession, congressional and public support became vital. Between 15 and
18 July Marx Leva represented Defense in a hectic team effort with State and
the White House to prepare the president’s message.””

On 19 July Truman spoke by radio and television to the American people,
and in a separate message detailed to Congress the course of Korean events and
the initial U.S. steps taken on behalf of the United Nations. He emphasized
three broad lines of action: The United States would send additional men,
equipment, and supplies to MacArthur; it would rearm U.S. forces even
beyond the needs of Korea; and it would assist other free nations associated
with the United States to become strong. He announced that he had autho-
rized strength increases, use of the draft, activation of National Guard units,
and the callup of units and individuals from the reserves, and he recom-
mended removal of the statutory limits on the size of the U.S. armed forces. He
promised to submit an additional appropriation request to Congress within
the next few days.”?

Johnson immediately granted the secretaries of the military departments
the necessary authority to call up the National Guard and the reserves, which
together totaled more than 2.5 million, most of whom needed additional
training before service in Korea. By 3 August the Army recalled 134 National
Guard and 202 organized reserve units, with a total strength of about 70,000,
planning to bring these units up to their authorized strength of 161,000 by
recruiting civilian volunteers and recalling both active and inactive reservists.
The Army also sent out draft calls for 100,000 more men, expecting to reach
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900,000 by 31 October. The Navy and Marine Corps planned to reach a
strength of approximately 541,000 by calling up some 91,000 from the
organized reserve and, if necessary, the inactive reserve. The Air Force, calling
up slightly fewer than 50,000 people, expected to reach a strength of almost
462,000.7

These additions required another increase in armed forces authorized
strength, which, as approved on 10 August, provided ceilings of 1,081,000 for
the Army, approximately 755,000 for the Navy and Marine Corps, and about
548,000 for the Air Force—a total of almost 2.4 million. A few days earlier,
Congress had heeded Truman’s call to remove the statutory limitations on the
size of the armed forces. By mid-August, approximately three full divisions
and two regimental combat teams had been approved for movement from the
United States to the UNC in Korea. These reinforcements began to arrive in
Korea in late July; most reached there by the early fall. Together with the U.S.
divisions in Japan, the surviving South Korean units, and some Allied troops,
they provided MacArthur with the equivalent of the eight-plus divisions he
had sought on 9 July.”?

Policy in Pursuit of Events

In addition to stabilizing the battlefield, the arrival of large-scale rein-
forcements would enable MacArthur to go ahead with his plan for an
amphibious attack behind the enemy’s main lines, which would, if successful,
place the UNC in a good position to destroy the North Korean armies. This
possibility made more urgent a Washington decision on whether to allow
MacArthur’s forces to cross the 38th parallel, under what conditions, and for
what objectives. As early as 12 July, George M. Elsey, one of the president’s
administrative assistants, noted that the Pentagon was making plans “‘without
knowing whether our forces are to stop at the 38th parallel or continue north
to the Manchurian Border.” On 17 July Truman formally requested NSC
consideration of what U.S. policy should be when the invaders were driven
back to North Korea.”®

Concerned about what military steps the United States should or could
take if Soviet forces entered Korea, the president asked the secretary of
defense on 29 June to study the problem. The Joint Chiefs informed Johnson
on 10 July that it would be “‘militarily unsound” for large U.S. forces to fight
in Korea if major Soviet forces entered the war, that it would be better to
minimize the U.S. commitment there and prepare to execute general war
plans, including full-scale mobilization, rather than engage in combat in an
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area of “slight strategic importance,” one chosen by the Soviets, where the
outcome would not be decisive. In complete agreement with the Joint Chiefs,
Johnson on 20 July sent their assessment to the NSC.”” Declaring that only the
president could decide to execute war plans, State held that the situation
needed to be evaluated. Believing that the USSR would enter the Korean War
within six months, Symington and the NSRB wanted the United States to
participate, consistent with U.S. war plans, in any UN action while simulta-
neously beginning to mobilize and trying to gain international support. The
NSC tried to resolve the differences, but with the Soviets remaining out of
Korea the council eventually dropped the paper (NSC 76).”®

How the United States should respond to Soviet moves elsewhere became
part of the larger study ordered by the president on 28 June, a review of U.S.
policies pertaining to all the countries on the European and Asian perimeters
of the Soviet Union. The initial draft of NSC 73 took a relatively optimistic
view of Soviet intentions in Korea but a pessimistic view of the outcome
should Soviet intentions prove less benign than anticipated. The Joint Chiefs
took issue with the study’s emphasis on Soviet intentions rather than
capabilities. They thought that if the Soviets initiated attacks elsewhere that
could be related to the Korean situation, it portended general war and the
United States ought to mobilize.””

Subsequent drafts responded to the course of events during July and
August, eventually taking a less foreboding view of Soviet intentions as the
USSR showed no indication of intervening in Korea or taking action else-
where. Reflecting the uncertainties and pressures of this period, the fourth
draft was limited to contingencies occurring within the next two or three
months, leaving NSC 068, still under review, to propose basic long-term
programs. Although the Joint Chiefs continued to take a more pessimistic view
of the Soviet danger, the final version reflected the subtle changes that had
occurred in the U.S. perception of Soviet capabilities and intentions. The JCS
assessment of a ‘‘greatly increased’ risk of Soviet resort to general war was
tempered to “may have been increased.” The study deemed the use of USSR
satellite forces alone, either in Europe or Asia, or the use of Chinese
Communist forces against Formosa or in Korea, as immediate possibilities. It
supported a rapid U.S. buildup to a high level of constant military readiness
and suggested a2 number of possible American reactions to Soviet moves.
Should the Chinese Communists intervene in Korea, the United States was to
avoid a general war, continue UNC military action in Korea as long as there
was a reasonable chance of success, extend that action to include air and naval
action against the Chinese mainland, and review U.S. military commitments.
With neither Johnson nor Acheson entirely satisfied, the NSC on 24 August
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adopted the paper with minor amendments (NSC 73/4) as a “working guide”
but deferred all final decisions on U.S. reactions until the event was ‘‘certain
to occur.”®?

By this time the military situation seemed less ominous and U.S. officials
began to address the possibility that North Korean forces could be driven back
to the 38th parallel. In both State and Defense there were conflicting views on
how to proceed should this occur. Military leaders tended to believe that
MacArthur should cross the 38th parallel, defeat the enemy, and occupy North
Korea in support of a free, united, and independent Korea—provided that the
United States mobilized its strength to cover other strategic areas, the Soviet
Union did not intervene in Korea or elsewhere, and the United Nations
formally changed its war objective to seek Korean unification and
independence.?' The secretaries of the military departments, however, wor-
ried that any goal of unifying Korea implied the “expulsion from Korea of the
Communists as an organized political and military force’” and a U.S. and UN
military commitment to carry it out, actions beyond current official U.S. or
UN policy. In response to the secretaries’ request, Johnson on 29 August asked
for an urgent review of the question.®* NSC 81 was the result.

In NSC 81, State and Defense planners compromised, stating that no final
decisions on future military action in Korea could yet be made but that there
was a legal basis for limited UNC operations north of the 38th parallel to
“compel the withdrawal of the North Korean forces behind this line or to
defeat these forces.” Air and naval operations had been allowed north of the
38th parallel from early in the conflict; now amphibious, airborne, or ground
operations would be permitted. But the conclusions were hedged. MacArthur
was to proceed north of the 38th parallel only if no major Soviet or Chinese
Communist forces had entered Korea, announced their intention to enter, or
threatened to counter UN operations militarily in North Korea. No UNC
operations were to extend close to the Manchurian and Soviet borders of
Korea. “Not in any circumstances’” were other than South Korean units to be
used in the northeast province or along the Manchurian border. The paper
also dealt in some detail with military actions to be taken or avoided in the
event of various types of Chinese or Soviet intervention, considered a possible
UNC occupation of North Korea, and offered some principles to govern UN
action in Korea in the posthostilities phase.®’

In general agreement with the NSC 81 draft, the secretaries of the military
departments suggested that MacArthur be required to obtain Washington's
approval before launching any major ground operations above the 38th
parallel. The Joint Chiefs, skeptical that the front could be stabilized above the
38th parallel, thought that the North Koreans might be broken south of the
38th parallel but that subsequent operations, presumably of a guerrilla
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character and handled by South Korean forces, would have to *‘take place both
north and south of the 38th parallel.” Eager to get U.S. forces out of South
Korea as soon as possible, they wanted any UN occupation of Korea limited to
the principal cities in South Korea and ended speedily. They understood that
MacArthur and Rhee had agreed that the South Korean government, on its
return to Seoul, would grant a general amnesty, call for a general election, and
set up a single government for all Korea. At the NSC meeting on 7 September,
Acheson, Johnson, and Bradley concurred that MacArthur should come to
Washington for a final decision. The council thereupon adopted NSC 81
subject to some redrafting.®*

On 11 September Truman approved NSC 81/1, the revised report, which
declared there was a legal basis for UNC operations north of the 38th parallel
and that such operations would be authorized provided there was no major
Soviet or Chinese Communist intervention, but advance presidential approval
would have to be obtained. Decisions concerning the northern boundaries
altered the prohibition against operations ‘“close to” those borders to one
forbidding operations extending “‘across’’ them and diluted the earlier flat
prohibition against the use of non-Korean units in the far north, stating that
““it should be the policy” not to use them.®”

As for the ultimate political objective of military operations, NSC 81/1
concluded that the United States shouid vigorously advocate UN adoption of
three principles for the posthostilities period: unification of Korea arranged
by Korean representatives chosen in free elections under UN auspices;
reestablishment of the South Korean government in Seoul as the “only lawful
government in Korea’’; and, finally, UN assistance in helping Korea deal with
the economic, social, and political problems attending unification.®¢

MacArthur was to plan for a possible occupation of North Korea and the
reorientation of its people; in case of an occupation, he was to consult with
the South Korean government, assume a posture of “liberation rather than
retaliation,” and exercise a stabilizing influence. The United States was to
withdraw its forces as soon as practicable after organized North Korean
operations ended. Despite an apparent tilt toward unification rather than a
mere return to the 38th parallel as the goal, NSC 81/1 did not change official
U.S. policy on this point, which awaited UN Security Council action. What
happened would depend on whether MacArthur’s planned counterstrike
would succeed.?’

Defeat of the North Koreans

After the first clash with U.S. troops on 5 July the North Koreans pushed
the U.S. and ROK troops of Eighth Army down toward Pusan at the base of the
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peninsula. Not until early August could the Eighth Army establish the “Pusan
perimeter,” a line in the form of an inverted L protecting this key port.
When the North Koreans began a general offensive on 1 September, they
breached the perimeter at several points and were repelled only with great
difficulty. The original plan for an amphibious landing in July or August
delayed, MacArthur decided on an amphibious landing of two divisions, with
a subsequent airborne drop, to take place on 15 September at Inch’on, near
Seoul on the west coast of Korea. If successful, it would place the United
Nations Command astride the South Korean road and rail net.*®

The selection of Inch’on as the site for an amphibious landing was sharply
questioned because it seemed to many, including Admiral Sherman, chief of
naval operations, that the site possessed “‘every conceivable geographical nat-
ural handicap.” " Although these obstacles alarmed many military leaders, Mac-
Arthur thought they helped ensure strategic surprise. Inch’on would succeed,
he told Collins and Sherman, and “‘save 100,000 lives.”’®” The Joint Chiefs
wavered; Johnson supported the operation. Truman also agreed. The JCS in-
formed MacArthur on 8 September that they approved the Inch’on landing.”

Ironically too late for the departing Johnson, the landings on 15 September
proved as successful as MacArthur had envisioned. As Johnson claimed a few
weeks later, MacArthur “hit our enemies ‘where they aint’. . . [and] changed
the course of the Korean campaign in 2 matter of hours.” UNC forces of the
independent X Corps under Maj. Gen. Edward M. Almond captured Inch’on on
16 September. By 22 September they had taken Kimpo airport, secured the
south bank of the Han River, and overrun Suwon airfield. Walker’s Eighth Army
broke out of the Pusan perimeter and joined the Inch’on force on 27 September.
Seoul was in UN hands on 28 September, and MacArthur restored the govern-
ment of Syngman Rhee to its capital city the next day. UNC forces were now
close to or at the 38th parallel. MacArthur currently had approximately
198,000 ground combat troops, including 113,500 Americans, 81,500 South
Koreans, and some 3,000 British and Filipinos. Of 14 North Korean divisions,
only an estimated 25,000 to 30,000 soldiers escaped above the 38th parallel,
but these included much of the enemy high command and most senior officers.
The North Koreans were also desperately building up new units.”’

* Tactical surprise would be impossible because the rocky, shoal-laden approach to the harbor
required a daylight landing and Wolmi-do, a rugged fortified island in the channel, would have to
be taken before Inch’on could be attacked. At high tide, the only time when there would be
enough water for the landing craft, Inch’on lacked beaches and its seawalls rose 12 feet or more
out of the water. Any delay would strand the landing craft, since the harbor became a mud flat at
ebb tide. High tides, furthermore. occurred only rarely. If the landing did not come off on 15
September, the next high tide would not occur until 11 October, by which time rough waters
would make the Inch’on approach extremely dangerous.
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This rapid turnabout in the fortunes of the UNC forces compelled the
administration, sooner than anticipated, to make a decision about fighting
beyond the 38th parallel. Following NSC 81/1 guidance, the Joint Chiefs
drafted formal instructions concerning the 38th parallel. State concurred,
with the proviso that the Rhee government be restored only in South Korea,
leaving the political future of North Korea for UN determination. With the
president’s approval, the Joint Chiefs on 27 September authorized MacArthur
to cross the 38th parallel provided there was no major Chinese Communist or
Soviet threat. UNC forces were not to cross the Manchurian or USSR borders
in the north, and *‘as a matter of policy”’ non-Korean ground forces were not
to be used in the areas bordering those international boundaries. No UN naval
or air power was to operate against Manchuria or Soviet territory. MacArthur
was to submit his plan for approval.®?

The JCS directive specified that if major Soviet units became involved—
cither openly or covertly north of the 38th parallel or openly south of that
line—MacArthur was to assume a defensive posture and report to Washington.
He was not to discontinue UN air and naval operations north of the 38th
parallel because of the presence of Soviet or Chinese troops, but if either
country announced an intent to reoccupy North Korea and gave warning,
“either explicitly or implicitly, that their forces should not be attacked,” he
was to refer the matter at once to Washington. If major Chinese Communist
units intervened in South Korea, either openly or covertly, UNC action would
continue as long as there was ‘‘a reasonable chance of successful resistance.”
If small Chinese or Soviet units operated covertly south of the 38th parallel,
action was to continue.”’

Submitting on 28 September a broad general plan for moving north of the
38th parallel sometime between 15 and 30 October, MacArthur indicated that
he would use Walker’s Eighth Army to attack in the west, drive north across
the 38th parallel, and seize the North Korean capital of P’yongyang. Almond’s
X Corps from Inch’on was to be sealifted around southern Korea in order to
make an amphibious landing at Wonsan on the east coast of North Korea. It
would remain independent of Eighth Army but make juacture with it after
landing. He had no current indication, MacArthur noted, of any entry of major
Soviet or Chinese Communist forces into North Korea.”*

In response to a JCS request, Marshall obtained Acheson’s and Truman’s
endorsement of MacArthur’s plan.”> Meanwhile, Marshall penned a personal
note to MacArthur saying that Eighth Army should not announce that ROK
divisions would stop and regroup before crossing the 38th parallel, since it
was the “evident desire”” of the United Nations not to have to vote on crossing.
the 38th parallel but to deem that MacArthur had “found it militarily
necessary to do so.” Marshall added, “We want you to feel unhampered
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tactically and strategically to proceed north of the 38th parallel.” MacArthur
cabled back the next day, “Parallel 38 is not a factor in the mil employment of
our forces. . . . Unless and until the enemy capitulate I regard all of Korea
open for our mil operations.” Marshall apparently made no further
response.”®

On 1 October MacArthur broadcast the first UNC message calling on the
North Koreans to lay down their arms but received no reply.”” Meanwhile, the
UN General Assembly* changed its objectives by approving on 7 October a
Western-sponsored resolution calling for the establishment of conditions of
stability in all Korea, elections throughout Korea under UN auspices, creation
of a unified, independent, and democratic government for all Korea, and the
country’s economic rehabilitation. It invited “all sections and representative
bodies” throughout Korea to cooperate in restoring peace, holding elections,
and establishing a government. The resolution asked for the early removal of
all UN forces except those needed to ensure stability and hold elections, and
it created a seven-member United Nations Commission for the Unification and
Rehabilitation of Korea (UNCURK) to replace a previous commission in setting
up the new government and rebuilding the country.”® When MacArthur
transmitted the UN resolutions to the North Koreans on 9 October, calling on
them to surrender and cooperate with the United Nations in establishing “a
unified, independent and democratic government’’ of Koreans, Kim I{ Sung in
a radio address declared that the North Koreans had no intention of
surrendering.”” This response left it up to MacArthur to proceed with military
action to enforce the UN decree. Although the UN resolution did not state that
MacArthur would “impose” a single unified and democratic government over
all Korea, Acheson later acknowledged that its language was ambivalent.'?”

The Joint Chiefs became concerned that their 27 September directive did
not adequately cover actions that MacArthur should take in the event of a
sudden Chinese Communist intervention. On 6 October they asked Marshall
to obtain Truman’s approval for a directive specifying that if major Chinese
units intervened openly or covertly “anywhere” in Korea without prior
announcement, the UNC commander should continue to fight as long as his
forces had a “reasonable chance of success.” In any event, he was to get
Washington’s authorization before attacking targets in Chinese territory. These
instructions, which hinted at a possible widening of the war, were extremely
important because they became the operative ones when the war expanded.
With State Department and presidential approval, the JCS sent the new
directive to MacArthur on 9 October.'”’

* The Korean question went to the General Assembly since the Soviet delegate had returned to the
Security Council on 1 August and would veto any resolution unfavorable to the North Koreans.
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That day Eighth Army moved across the 38th parallel. After initial hard
fighting the North Koreans fell back, and by mid-October Walker was ready to
assault P’yongyang, while his ROK troops spread into central and eastern
North Korea, seizing Wonsan on 11 October. Heavy mining of Wonsan’s
harbor and beaches delayed X Corps, still independent of Eighth Army. Its
units that sailed from Inch’on assembled ashore at Wonsan between 25 and 28
October, while the units shipped from Pusan landed at Iwon between 29
October and 9 November. '

The climactic events of the month after Inch’on provided the inspiration
for a meeting between Truman and MacArthur at Wake Island on 15 October.
The initiative for the meeting came from Washington, where Truman’s staff
persuaded him that a face-to-face meeting with MacArthur, whom he had
never met, could have positive results—politically and otherwise. The threat
of Chinese intervention and the other political and military uncertainties
provided additional incentive for Truman. Neither Acheson nor Marshall
accompanied the president to the meeting.  '°3

At Wake, high optimism prevailed. MacArthur told the president that he
did not think the Chinese Communists would intervene but that if they did
they would be defeated. He expected organized resistance in Korea to be over
by Thanksgiving, and he hoped that he would be able to withdraw the Eighth
Army to Japan by Christmas, leaving two U.S. divisions and the UN forces
there until elections were held. The general strongly supported a Japanese
peace treaty and a Pacific collective security pact. The meeting ended on a
cordial note, and the participants departed happily, without any presentiment
of the dark clouds ahead. In Washington, the Pentagon began to consider
cutbacks in Korean supplies and replacements and redeployment of troops
from Korea to Europe.'®*

Back in Tokyo, MacArthur on 17 October drew a new operational line
from Sonchon to Songjin across North Korea, approximately 40 miles from
the Chinese border and almost 100 miles from the Soviet border. South of this
line all UNC troops could be used without restriction. Walker’s troops took
the North Korean capital of P’yongyang on 19 October, a UNC airborne
landing north of P’yongyang succeeded on 20 October, and UNC forces
crossed the Chongchon River on 24 October. Walker then sent his Korean
troops toward the Yalu River on the northern boundary of North Korea.'®®> On
24 October MacArthur authorized the use of any and all troops to secure all of
North Korea, cautioning only that non-Koreans should be replaced as feasible

* Marshall reportedly advised Truman against bringing MacArthur back to Washington in view of
the political problems such a visit might entail; Acheson disapproved of Truman’s going to Wake
Island. See Roy K. Flint, The Tragic Flaw: MacArthur, the Joint Chiefs, and the Korean War,
355-56; Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation, 4506.
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by Korean units. When the Joint Chiefs remonstrated, the general answered
that his order was a matter of military necessity, that the JCS instructions of 27
September had labeled the use of Koreans-only a “‘matter of policy,” and that
Marshall’s letter of 29 September provided the ‘‘necessary latitude for modi-
fication.” In any case, MacArthur stated, the subject had been covered at the
Wake Island conference.'®® Nothing more was said. On 26 October one
Korean unit reached the Yalu, and, as Walker commented a day earlier,
“Everything is going just fine.”” '’

While Eighth Army in the west planned for each of its units to go as far
as it could ‘“‘without regard to lateral contact,” Chinese Communist troops
attacked the ROK II Corps the night of 25 October, and within days the corps
disintegrated. On 31 October Walker ordered his commanders to limit their
pursuit and restore defensive positions, and he managed to save a bridgehead
over the Chongchon. In the next week, the Chinese virtually destroyed an
entire battalion of the U.S. 8th Cavalry Regiment. After MacArthur called him
to account for stopping, Walker pointed out on 6 November that the Korean
II Corps had collapsed, the U.S. I Corps was under heavy attack, and
ammunition supplies were limited to one day of fire in his forward area. In
light of the “new factor of organized Chinese Communist forces,” Walker
planned to resume the offensive only after he had secured his right flank,
marshaled attack troops, and restored his supplies. MacArthur said no more.
That same day the Chinese mysteriously withdrew into the hills.'*®

Operating to the east of Eighth Army, General Almond’s ROK troops,
moving toward the Changjin reservoir, also met Chinese resistance for the first
time on 25 October. Almond himself interrogated some Chinese prisoners and
notified MacArthur. The 1st Marine Division, which moved out on 30 October
to relieve the South Koreans on the road to the reservoir, also met heavy
resistance and suffered the effects of a sudden severe drop in temperature.
Concerned about the division’s vulnerable position, Maj. Gen. Oliver P. Smith,
its commander, concentrated his men despite orders to move north rapidly,
thus exercising, as General Collins put it, “sound tactical judgment’’ that was
to save his troops. On Almond’s left, U.S. units of the Seventh Division
encountered Chinese Communist resistance on 8 November but continued
north to reach the Yalu on 21 November, marking the farthest northern
advance of any U.S. units in the war.'"”

The North Koreans were a spent force. But the Chinese Communists were
another matter, and the possibility of their large-scale intervention was
uppermost in the minds of all concerned with the Korean problem, especially
Secretary Marshall. The first phase of the war was over; it seemed likely that
a2 new and more dangerous one was beginning.
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The Chinese Entry into the War

From the beginning State and Defense officials had feared that Chinese
Communist intervention could transform the Korean War into a major
East-West conflict. Anticipating this possibility, the president on 24 August
approved NSC 73/4, which held that “in the event of the overt use of
organized Chinese Communist forces in Korea™ the United States should not
allow itself to be drawn into a general war with the People’s Republic of China
(PRC). However, if the Chinese did intervene, and the UN forces had ‘“a
reasonable chance of successful resistance,” the United States should continue
and extend military action to include authority to engage in air and naval
operations against the PRC outside Korea. NSC 81/1, approved on 11
September just before the Inch’on landing, reaffirmed these provisions and
added one more—that the UN Security Council condemn the PRC for
intervention. Future U.S. actions would be determined by what the Chinese
did, and no one could predict their intentions. The uncertainty remained even
after Chinese units attacked UNC troops on 25 October 1950, since the
Chinese troops disappeared soon after this engagement. '

Early Views of Chinese Intentions

Washington had been trying for months to fathom PRC intentions. James
R. Wilkinson, the US. consul general at Hong Kong, reported on 22
September that he had received reliable evidence that the Chinese Commu-
nists would not get involved in Korea and might limit further aid to North
Korea. When Chinese Premier and Minister of Foreign Affairs Chou En-lai
stated publicly on 30 September that the Chinese would not “‘supinely tolerate
seeing their neighbours being savagely invaded by imperialists,” Wilkinson
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interpreted the remark as made for internal Chinese consumption. Likewise,
American officials tended to downplay Chou En-lai’s assertion on 3 October
to Indian Ambassador Kavalam Madhava Panikkar that the PRC would fight if
UNC. especially U.S., forces crossed the 38th parallel; Panikkar was known to
be highly sympathetic to the Chinese Communists and to view the United
States as a warmonger.” To avoid reliance on Panikkar as the only channel of
communication with the PRC, US. diplomats attempted to contact the
Chinese directly, but the latter refused to have even informal conversations.®

Analyzing the bellicose pronouncements of the Chinese, the CIA on 12
October conceded the possibility of full-scale Chinese intervention in Korea
but felt it “'not probable in 1950 unless the USSR opted for global war. Direct
Soviet intervention in Korea seemed even less likely unless Moscow decided
on general war. In CIA eyes, the risk of genceral war existed, but how likely it
might be remained a matter of speculation. Although Wilkinson reported on
13 October that Peking had reacted to the UNC crossing of the 38th parallel by
warning again that the Chinese would not “'stand idly by” while the United
States invaded North Korea, he noted that informed observers in Hong Kong
considered Chinese Communist engagement in Korea unlikely. A 14 October
report from Burma spoke of “feverish activity” in Peking and the massing of
half a million Chinese troops ncar the Manchurian—-Korean border, but it was
only one among many widely varving accounts and appeared to have little
effect in Washington. Observers saw the PRC actions largely as part of a war
of nerves, and the State Department inclined toward the theory that Chinese
intervention, if it occurred, would be limited and covert in nature.”

At this time MacArthur did not believe the Chinese would enter Korea in
force. At his meeting with Truman at Wake Island on 15 October, he suggested
to the president that his plan to secure all of Korea would prove a “‘tre-
mendous deterrent to the Chinese Communists moving south . . . .7 Not
only was intervention unlikely, but it would not be decisive, and UNC forces
no longer feared Chinese intervention. MacArthur thought that the risk to the
PRC was too great for it to intervene. Of 300,000 Chinese Communist troops
thought to be in Manchuria, he felt that at best only 50,000 to 60,000 could
cross the Yalu River, at which time they would be extremely vulnerable. When
Assistant Secretary of State Dean Rusk told MacArthur privately that the PRC
had threatened to enter the war if UNC forces crossed the 38th parallel,
MacArthur was surprised. If the Chinese did declare war on the United States,
he thought they would have assurances of Soviet support and would have to
be treated with the “utmost seriousness.””

The Wake Island conference appeared to have the unfortunate effect of
simultaneously allaying U.S. apprehensions concerning possible PRC interven-
tion while reinforcing Chinese fears that the Americans were planning
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aggression against them.® The absence from the meeting of both Marshall and
Acheson, the two key Washington figures who might have engaged the general
in more probing analysis, lost the opportunity to create a firmer basis for
understanding between MacArthur and Washington. The most constructive
result of the Wake Island meeting on the PRC question was a decision that the
United States would do all it could to reassure the Chinese. On 17 October
Truman stated publicly that the United States sought “‘no territory or special
priviiege . . . [and had] no aggressive designs in Korea or in any other place
in the Far East or elsewhere.””” The United States would continue to observe
the integrity of the northern international boundaries of North Korea—but
not, as it turned out, without considerable difficulty.

The Northern Borders

While ground operations were contained south of the 38th parallel before
the Inch’on breakthrough, U.S. naval and air forces had authorization to
operate north of that line after 29 June 1950 provided they remained ‘‘well
clear” of the international boundaries separating North Korea from Chinese or
Soviet territory. Truman upheld the restriction when Secretary of the Air Force
Finletter suggested an overflight of Soviet territory in early July. On 27 July
Acheson proposed that aerial reconnaissance in Korea be authorized up to the
Yalu River in the west and to the limit of the naval blockade in the east. With
presidential agreement, Johnson transmitted this authority to the JCS on 2
August, noting that the naval blockade extended to the Korean-Soviet border
on the east coast and cautioning that reconnaissance flights should ‘‘stay clear
of and not overfly the frontier of Manchuria and the Soviet Union."®

The limitation also applied to U.S. strategic air operations in North Korea.
When U.S. aircraft on 12 August bombed the North Korean port of Rashin
(Najin), approximately 17 miles from the Soviet boundary, Deputy Under
Secretary of State H. Freeman Matthews complained to General Burns in the
Pentagon that the operation would upset the Soviets and did not conform to
the directive to stay clear of the Soviet boundary. News stories and reports
suggesting the raid was directed against the Soviet Union caused State to fear
a Soviet military entry into North Korea or other retaliatory measures.”
Despite presidential approval of the operation, State pressed for Defense to
consult with it before future bombings of Rashin or any other place close to
the northern borders.'” Denying that there had been a frontier violation,
Johnson on 21 August claimed that Rashin’s petroleum storage plant made it
a purely military target, and he suggested that worrying about Soviet views or
newspaper opinions would place ““in question practically all military features
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of our Korean operations.”” Although Johnson granted the importance of
political considerations, he opposed political supervision of military opera-
tions as long as they were conducted “‘within the terms of the over-all
decision” and with military commanders held responsible for the outcome.
“Once war operations are undertaken . . .. Johnson wrote, “‘they must be
conducted to win.”"'

While the Air Force withheld further attack on Rashin pending review of
its military importance, the Joint Chiefs on 5 September reaffirmed its value as
a military target, and two days later Johnson and Bradley asked Truman to
approve renewed bombing. Worried about the international impact—partic-
ularly since a Soviet officer had been identified as the pilot of an attacking
enemy aircraft shot down in the Yellow Sea—Truman wanted Johnson and
Acheson to discuss the matter before bringing it to him. Consequently the
Joint Chiefs temporarily suspended all attacks on Rashin.'? Meanwhile, the
Soviets took to the UN Security Council charges made by the Chinese of U.S.
air attacks on targets inside Manchuria. When Air Force investigations
confirmed the accuracy of the charges, Acheson consulted the president and
found him “inclined strongly” to the State Department position against any
military operations anywhere near the international borders.'?

After MacArthur's success at Inch’on and the subsequent collapse of
North Korean forces, the need for a UNC strategic bombing offensive
diminished. On 26 September the Joint Chiefs cabled new instructions to
MacArthur, rescinding their earlier strategic target objectives and limiting
targets in Korea to tactical objectives. In their 27 September general directive
to MacArthur, the JCS stipulated that during his forthcoming ground offensive
there would be no air or naval action against Chinese or Soviet territories. '

The northern borders became a real issue in October, when the Soviets
claimed that U.S. aircraft had attacked their territory. At State’s request,
Deputy Secretary Lovett asked the Joint Chiefs to direct MacArthur to make an
inquiry, which proved the accuracy of the Soviet charges.'® U.S. diplomats
apologized in the United Nations, and Lovett took up with the JCS Acheson’s
suggestion to draw a more explicit line for air operations in northern Korea.
Despite new Chinese charges to the United Nations on 26 October of eight
violations of PRC territory by U.S. planes between 15 and 25 October, the
Joint Chiefs on 1 November rejected the idea of a more explicit operational
line. Lovett informed Acheson on 4 November 1950 that Defense had decided
that no further directive was needed.'®

Possible UNC violation of Korea's international borders was all the more
important because, although days had passed since Chinese units first engaged
UNC troops on 25 October, no one yet knew whether the PRC planned to give
limited, possibly covert. aid to the North Koreans, or to mount a tull-scale
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action. Reporting to Truman on 1 November the presence of between 15,000
and 20,000 Chinese troops in North Korea, CIA director Walter Bedell Smith
thought that the Chinese were concerned about their border and wanted to
establish a cordon sanitaire to protect the important hydroelectric complex
along the Korean side of the Yalu River that provided power to Manchuria.'’
In the State Department, however, a2 more pessimistic view began to emerge.
Reports from Hong Kong indicated that the top PRC leaders had decided to
fight in Korea, and further reports of military activity in China seemed to
confirm the information. By 3 November State’s Office of Chinese Affairs
believed the PRC might intervene even without Soviet backing and called for
U.S. and UN reassurances concerning the inviolability of the Chinese-Korean
border and protection for legitimate Chinese interests along the Yalu.'® The
British and Canadian governments also expressed concern.'?

In Korea, UN forces were feeling the full effect of the first Chinese attacks
and the first severe winter weather; moreover, enemy fighter planes had begun
to contest UN air supremacy. On 1 November the first Russian-built MIG-15
jets appeared, much superior to available U.S. propeller planes. MacArthur
now did not rule out the “'distinct possibility” of full, open intervention, but
he believed a more or less covert and limited degree of Chinese activity more
likely. Indeed, the Chinese activity level still seemed to be low-scale, as only
35 prisoners had been taken. On 5 November MacArthur notified the UN that
Chinese forces were “'presently in hostile contact” with the United Nations
Command.”"

Given MacArthur’s views and the great importance Washington attached
to the inviolability of the northern borders, Lovett was taken aback when
Finletter informed him early on 6 November that MacArthur had ordered the
Far East Air Force to launch an intensive two-week bombing attack against
North Korean targets, excluding Rashin and the large hydroelectric complex
along the Yalu but including all bridges crossing the frontier river. UN aircraft
were to keep south of the international border, attack close targets only under
visual conditions, and destroy the Yalu bridges on the Korean side. The air
offensive was to begin at 0300 on 7 November in Korea—in the early
afternoon of 6 November, Washington time.?'

Rushing to the State Department, Lovert found Acheson and Rusk
concerned that MacArthur’s air operation would abrogate a U.S. agreement to
consult the British before taking any UNC action involving Manchuria.
Planning to follow up MacArthur’s 5 November report by asking for a UN
resolution condemning Chinese intervention, State felt that precipitate action
along the border might alienate UN allies. If UNC air atracks spilled over into
Chinese territory, the Sino-Soviet treaty might even bring the Soviets into
Korea. Lovett doubted that any bombing results would be worth the risks.
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When Marshall agreed to postpone the attack unless there developed a threat
to troop security, Lovett told Finletter to get the Joint Chiefs to stop the
operation until Truman, then in Kansas City, could be consulted. The
president, willing to approve MacArthur’s order if there were “‘an immediate
and serious threat to the security of our own troops,” thought postponement
in the best U.S. interest and inquired about MacArthur's reasons for the order.
The Joint Chiefs then directed MacArthur to postpone all bombing within five
miles of the Manchurian border until further instructions and asked for his
reasons for bombing.”?

MacArthur’s panicky reply stunned Washington: “Men and materiel in
large force,” he reported, were “‘pouring across all bridges over the Yalu from
Manchuria,” placing his troops in jeopardy and even threatening the “‘ultimate
destruction” of his command. With the enemy cleverly moving at night and
air interdiction of little use because of the restricted geographical area,
MacArthur claimed that his only recourse was to destroy the bridges and
installations supporting the enemy’s advance and that every hour of delay
would be “paid for dearly in American and other United Nations blood."” He
was suspending the sirike “under the gravest protest” and asked that the
president reconsider lest there be a “calamity of major proportion.” When
Bradley read this message to Truman over the phone, the president approved
the bombing.** After further discussions among Marshall, Lovett, and Acheson
later on 6 November, the Joint Chiefs told MacArthur to proceed if the action
was essential to UNC safety, but they specifically exempted the Yalu hydro-
electric complex. Pointing out to MacArthur that it was vital to keep the
fighting localized and that utmost care should be taken to avoid any violation
of Manchurian territory and air space, they asked for a report on any hostile
action from Manchuria and for a new estimate of the situation. !

On 7 November MacArthur replied in a far calmer tone that there were
organized Chinese ground units in Korea of unknown but sufficient size to
capture the initiative in the west and to slow the UNC offensive in the east. He
thought that they would be used and reinforced *“‘at will, probably without any
formal declaration of hostilitics.”” The situation might well make a UNC
advance impossible and a retreat necessary. Bombing along the northern
border was his only recourse, but he did not intend to destroy the hydroelec-
tric installations or to violate Manchurian or Siberian territory. In two further
cables on 7 November, MacArthur renewed his plea for more men and materiel
and raised a question concerning the increasing numbers of hostile planes
being met in combat in North Korea. Based in Manchuria, they crossed the
border to attack UN aircraft and when pursued quickly fled to the “‘complete
sanctuary’’ of Manchurian air. “The effect of this abnormal condition,”
MacArthur declared, “upon the morale and combat efficiency of both air and
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ground troops is major.”’ But this time the general proposed no remedy and
merely requested instructions.?’

Marshall appreciated MacArthur’s very real problems. In a warm, “very
personal and informal”’ message on 7 November, the secretary reassured the
general that everyone in Washington, including the president, was anxious to
support him to the utmost. Noting that the “extremely grave international
problem . . . could . . . easily lead to a world disaster,;” Marshall asked
MacArthur if he thought the Yalu hydroelectric complex was the “dominant
consideration’”” of the Chinese. MacArthur replied the next day, expressing the
view that the Chinese were not worried about the hydroelectric complex.
Then, in the grandiloquent style he often affected, the general invoked history
and psychology to expound at some length on his belief that Chinese culture
and character had changed, becoming increasingly nationalistic and aggres-
sive. Although PRC interests currently paralleled Soviet ones, MacArthur
thought the Chinese—involved not only in Korea but also in Tibet and
Indochina” —had the same lust for the expansion of power that had animated
all would-be conquerors.*®

In the Pentagon, MacArthur’s answer seemed high-flown and patronizing,
and Marshall’s staff resented what it termed his “idiot treatment” of the
secretary. Marshall’s response was brief: He thanked MacArthur but said that
he had “misunderstood” the query, which was addressed to the events of the
past week. “Don’t bother to acknowledge this,” Marshall ended.”’

Enemy Sanctuary and MacArthur’s Mission

Whatever the nature of the personal relationship between Marshall and
MacArthur, the secretary gave the general full support. Following MacArthur’s
7 November message about hostile aircraft operating from the safe sanctuary
of Manchuria, Marshall sent Finletter and Vandenberg to the State Department
to discuss taking the problem to the United Nations.”® Marshall was also
prepared to ask the NSC to accept a policy of “hot pursuit’ that would allow
U.S. planes to follow their attackers across the Yalu “‘for a prescribed and
limited distance.”” On 8 November, Finletter and Rear Adm. E.T. Wooldridge,
representing Marshall and the Joint Chiefs respectively, told the NSC Senior
Staff that MacArthur and the Pentagon might soon ‘‘take the position that it
would be necessary to permit United Nations air action into Manchuria in
order to prevent the flow of men, materiel, and other supplies.” But Finletter
did not think that such air action would be decisive, and the CIA representa-

* See Chapter XI.
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tive pointed out that the use of UNC air power in Chinese territory might well
bring on full-scale intervention by the large Chinese forces thought to be in
Manchuria. According to the official CIA estimate these numbered 700,000, of
which 200,000 were regular field forces.?’

To a JCS request for comments on the possible reexamination of the UNC
mission and how to deal politically with the Chinese intervention, MacArthur
replied on 9 November that his current authority to use air power everywhere
in Korea would allow him to stop enough Chinese from crossing the Yalu to
deny victory to the enemy. He expected to secure all of North Korea by a drive
to the border in mid-November and thought any change in his mission would
be a fatal indication of weakness and destroy UNC morale. MacArthur
compared a British proposal to stop short of the northern boundary of Korea
to the 1938 Munich agreement that left Czechoslovakia “impotent’’; he
recommended “‘no weakening at this crucial moment” and wanted to press
forward to complete victory. The United States, he said, should seeck a UN
resolution condemning the Chinese invasion. For the time being, the Joint
Chiefs agreed with MacArthur. Doubting that the enemy could drive UNC
forces from Korea or that global war was imminent, even if its risk was higher,
they recommended to Marshall that the United States try to solve the problem
politically through the United Nations, plan for the possibility of global war,
and keep MacArthur’s mission under review. Preparing for an NSC meeting
that afternoon, Marshall concurred. At this point, MacArthur had authoriza-
tion to keep pushing northward in Korea.*"

With Truman absent, Acheson presided at the NSC meeting on 9 Novem-
ber and suggested a discussion of enemy intentions and a suitable U.S.
response. Reporting that MacArthur was still out of contact with the enemy
and that two days of aerial reconnaissance had revealed nothing, Bradley
assessed the current situation. If the Chinese wanted only to protect the Yalu
power complex, U.S. assurances might help; if they wanted to fight a war of
attrition in Korea, U.S. resources would be committed indefinitely and, should
global war ensue, the United States might lose. If the Chinese wanted to drive
UNC forces off the peninsula, they would need Soviet help, which would lead
to World War 1. CIA director Smith stood firm on his agency’s estimate that
the Soviets did not want to involve their own troops in a general war and that
they might be pleased to see U.S. and PRC forces at war, but he wondered
whether the Chinese would agree to be their pawn. When Acheson pointed
out the absence of a U.S. political commitment to the conquest of all Korea,
Smith thought that cither standing pat or drawing back would have serious
political consequences, while going forward would be difficult.!

Political reactions aside, Bradley regarded MacArthur as overly optimistic
in believing that air power would enable him to expel the Chinese already in
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Korea. The Soviets had recently given the PRC 200 to 250 aircraft, and more
Chinese troops could easily cross the Yalu once it froze. Even holding a line
in Korea would mean a lot of casualties, and Bradley wondered how long UNC
forces could remain in their current positions without attacking the Manchu-
rian bases. The Joint Chiefs, he stated, thought a step of this magnitude
required a2 UN decision.”® Deeply concerned, Marshall apparently felt it
premature to change UNC objectives. It worried him that MacArthur’s wide
dispersion of UNC forces in northeastern Korea left them vulnerable and that
the U.S. forces there were 20 percent below full strength, with South Koreans
filling the American ranks. He also remarked that South Korean divisions
would have to be created to take the place of UNC troops once the latter left
Korea. Bradley thought MacArthur’s deployments might be an effort to
occupy the country in order to hold elections; in any event MacArthur would
probably try to hold a line around the all-weather port of Hungnam.*3

Searching for a possible solution, the council considered whether an-
other line in Korea might be better than the current one from a military
standpoint. Despite the fact that a UNC retreat would be politically unpopular
and demoralizing to the South Koreans, Bradley emphasized that a line as far
south as possible could be better defended. Marshall again pointed out that
winter weather would make the Yalu River boundary militarily meaningless.
Acheson, however, felt it was a politically desirable line, since it would allow
UN elections to be held at once in all of Korea. If a 20-mile demilitarized
buffer zone extending across the Yalu were established, Acheson thought it
might reassure the Soviets, force the Chinese out, and permit the holding of
elections. But he feared that the Chinese would then demand the withdrawal
of all foreign troops from Korea and equal North and South representation in
the new government, steps that recent history suggested would soon lead to
an all-Communist government. Finally, Acheson agreed that MacArthur’s
directive should not yet be changed; he should be free to operate without
bombing Manchuria. State should follow up its diplomatic initiatives and try
to establish direct communications with Peking, and the NSC Senior Staff
should continue to study the matter.*’

Following the NSC meeting, Acheson and the president gave public
speeches intended to assuage Chinese fears. The United States joined five
other nations in asking the UN Security Council to call on all states to refrain
from assisting North Korea and affirming UN policy to keep inviolate the PRC
frontier with North Korea and to protect legitimate Chinese interests, but the
council merely debated the proposal. Meanwhile, the Chinese notified the
United Nations they were sending a delegation to charge the United States
with aggression; they rebuffed every U.S. attempt to talk with them.*> The
Indian Ambassador to Pcking, Panikkar, reported that Soviet planes would
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attack U.S. aircraft bombing Manchuria. The British pressed for a large buffer
zone in the north and, despite the recent loss of two American B-29 bombers
to Manchurian-based enemy aircraft, they and others opposed any action such
as hot pursuit that might bring on full-scale war.”® On 17 November the British
refused to endorse any violation of the Manchurian border and suggested
delaying the coming UNC offensive. At the same time they tried to get in
direct touch with the PRC. Clearly, if the United States ailowed its pilots to
enter Manchurian air space, it could expect little support from countries that
felt such action might provide the excuse for full-scale Chinese or even Soviet
intervention.®’

In mid-November MacArthur was still busy preparing for the postponed
UNC ground offensive. Air attacks to take out the Yalu bridges and destroy the
area between the UNC lines and the northern border began on 8 November,
while MacArthur built up supplies for his ground forces. As late as 17
November the general believed there were only 25,000 to 30,000 Chinese
soldiers in Korea, although his headquarters intelligence had earlier estimated
up to 77,000 as well as an enlarged enemy capacity for behind-the-lines
guerrilla warfare. Once the UNC offensive started, MacArthur hoped to drive
all Communist forces north of the Yalu within 10 days. UNC troops would
stop at the boundary and release all prisoners, and Eighth Army would go back
to Japan. If he could succeed in the few weeks before the Yalu froze,
MacArthur thought the Korean campaign would end and that the Chinese
would be satisfied to have demonstrated their aid to the North Koreans and
their ability to engage in a major conflict. If the UNC offensive did not
succeed and the Chinese continued to pour across the Yalu, MacArthur felt
that he would have no choice but to bomb key points in Manchuria and “‘the
fat would be in the fire.” Such a prospect alarmed Washington.*®

Continuing the UN Ground Offensive

Deeply troubled, General Burns suggested to Marshall on 14 November
that an emergency conference be held with MacArthur. Dubious, Marshall told
Burns to discuss the possibility with the State Department. After State reacted
negatively, Burns told Marshall on 17 November that continuing the current
military objectives in Korea seriously risked U.S. involvement in a world war,
Even if military objectives in Korea could be gained without global war, Burns
thought the United States might be worse off on the Yalu line than on a more
southern one. It was not reasonable, Burns felt, to expect MacArthur to
“recommend a change in military objectives from complete victory to partiat
victory”; that responsibility belonged to Washington.?
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Meanwhile, Marshall, reading the daily reports in from the Far East,
learned on 20 November that the enemy had organized a strong-points
defense of key terrain features in the area between the UNC front and the
Yalu. The lack of enemy activity, Marshall read, resembled “‘similar with-
drawals . . . inthepast . . . [that] preceded definite offensive action.” On
21 November Burns reminded the secretary of the absence of firm decisions
regarding possible Chinese—Soviet retaliation, a neutralized zone, and limiting
MacArthur’s orders.*"

Joined by Lovett and the Joint Chiefs on the afternoon of 21 November,
Marshall met with Averell Harriman and with Acheson and other State officials
to discuss continuation of the UNC offensive in the face of the Chinese entry
into Korea and the possibility of a large-scale intervention. To Marshall’s
gratification, Acheson supported maintaining MacArthur’s current military
directive, which called for the pursuit of enemy units north of the 38th
parallel and their destruction as a military force, or, if large Chinese forces
appeared, continuation of the mission as long as success seemed possible.
Acheson still wanted to consider a demilitarized zone on the south side of the
Yalu. The Joint Chiefs also thought it militarily advantageous to hold at a line
along the high ground 10 to 25 miles south of the Yalu rather than at the
river’s edge. Marshall, who had earlier held some doubts about the establish-
ment of a neutral zone along the northern borders, suggested that the
appropriate time to make such a proposal would be after a UNC military
success.*! Consulted a few days later, MacArthur argued that the PRC would
view a drawback as weakness.*?

The meeting of 21 November in effect confirmed the decision to proceed
with the UNC ground offensive, now scheduled for 24 November; no further
discussion of the matter occurred at the NSC meeting on 22 November.*? In
Korea the Chinese remained quiet, unexpectedly freeing 27 wounded U.S.
prisoners. On 24 November the CIA estimated that the Chinese meant to
continue their current holding operations in North Korea, maintain or
increase their strength in Manchuria, and obtain UNC withdrawal from Korea
by intimidation and diplomacy. If UNC forces remained, the Chinese would
increase their undeclared operations, but there was insufficient evidence to
determine whether they would take full-scale offensive action. The CIA
believed the Soviets would continue to provide planes and equipment,
technical advisers, and possibly ‘‘volunteers.”**

The Eighth Army began its offensive in the west on 24 November, while
the still independent X Corps in the east prepared to move west on 27
November to lend assistance. After an easy advance on 24 and 25 November,
Eighth Army ran into numerous enemy counterattacks on 26 November; X
Corps, moving into position that day, also encountered substantial resistance.
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Well-equipped with artillery, mortars, and aircraft, the enemy executed
“skillful infiltrating movements’’ and concentrated his heaviest attacks against
South Korean troops. Eighth Army believed that more than 100,000 Chinese
troops were in Korea and that a general enemy offensive was under way. With
both Eighth Army and X Corps beginning to withdraw, MacArthur’s message
on 28 November shocked Washington: All hope of localizing the Korean
conflict could now be ‘‘completely abandoned.” Estimating enemy strength at
50,000 North Koreans and 200,000 Chinese, MacArthur warned that his
command faced ‘“‘an entirely new war”’ under conditions ‘‘beyond its control
and its strength.” He was going on the defensive.

Response to Defeat

On hearing MacArthur’s distressing news, General Burns immediately
suggested to Marshall that the president should seck every means to unify the
country, starting by meeting with Democratic and Republican leaders. Al-
though Marshall did later take up the suggestion with Truman, the president
made no immediate decision.®® Marshall called an AFPC meeting on 28
November to discuss possible air and ground reinforcements for MacArthur.
General Vandenberg thought that the formidable Soviet MIG-15, now in
action in Korea, could be handled by F-84 and F-80 planes, currently being
unloaded in Japan. But since General Collins still wanted to retain the 82d
Airborne Division in the United States, no ground reinforcements would be
available before the spring of 1951. Marshall asked the JCS and the secretaries
for their views on the situation.*”

The radically changed circumstances in Korea would obviously impose a
greater demand for resources. Assuming that U.S. action would continue
under the UN aegis, the service secretaries accepted Collins’s advice that a
UNC line could be held somewhere in North Korea and recommended to
Marshall that the United States should carry out its UN obligations, localize the
war in Korea, and avoid a general war with the Chinese Communists. No UNC
ground troops should be sent to the Chinese mainland, use of Chinese
Nationalist troops in Korea would be inadvisable, and holding the Soviets
responsible for the PRC offensive would be politically unwise. The United
States should try to get other nations to increase their contributions to Korea,
build up NATO strength, and accelerate the U.S. military buildup.*®

With the secretaries of the military departments and the joint Chiefs
present at an NSC meeting also held on 28 November, Marshall read aloud the
secretaries’ memorandum. He emphasized the importance of avoiding a
general war with the Chinese Communists and agreed that U.S. military
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strength must be built up. Troubled by the gap between MacArthur's forces in
northeast Korea and the Korean coast, Marshall assumed advanced UNC forces
would be withdrawn and regrouped, but he still felt it inadvisable to interfere
with the field commander. He defended MacArthur’s offensive as a reconnais-
sance in force necessary to ferret out Chinese intentions. Less sanguine than
Collins about holding a line in Korea, Marshall wanted to find a way to
“withdraw with honor.”

Although the Joint Chiefs opposed a general war with the PRC, they still
advised against changing MacArthur's directive, at least for the next day or
two, since the Chinese offensive might be limited. They did not want to send
more US. ground units to MacArthur; barring the cutoff of X Corps in the
northeast or Soviet intervention, Collins thought MacArthur could hold a line.
When Truman asked about defense against Chinese air strikes, Vandenberg
stated that MacArthur would either have to strike at the Chinese airfields or
move UNC aircraft out of Korea to Japan, a step that would seriously limit
ground support of UNC troops. The Joint Chiefs did not recommend an air
strike across the border “at this time.”

Acheson, too, felt the situation exceedingly dangerous; with the possibil-
ity of general war increasing, he wanted the Korean action ended. UN forces
should engage in air operations in Manchuria only if “essential to save our
troops,” he insisted, and no Chinese Nationalist soldiers should be used in
Korea. He advocated additional political, economic, and covert activities
against the Chinese Communists and wanted to charge them with aggression.
UNC troops should therefore establish a defensible military line in Korea and
hold it, so that any new enemy attack would then represent a clear case of
aggression. The president came to no decisions, but the NSC clearly felt that
time was running out."”

A growing irritation with MacArthur became manifest during the 28
November mecting. Acheson was unsure that MacArthur understood his
directive and asked how to explain to him that the main objective was now to
end the war in Korea so that “real dangers’” in other areas, particularly
Western Europe, could be met. Vice President Barkley asked why the general
had promised his troops they would be home for Christmas; why had he not
recognized the situation facing him? Bradley suggested that MacArthur might
have been trying to reassure the Chinese that UNC troops would leave. Truman
stressed the need to support the general in public. Marshall finally concluded
that “we would have to ride around” the embarrassment.>”

The next day MacArthur proposed using Chinese Nationalist troops in
Korea, pointedly remarking that their use now would neither cause the
Chinese Communists to enter Korea nor deprive Formosa of defenders. The
Joint Chiefs deferred consideration of his request. That same day, Truman
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directed Marshall to see that all instructions to MacArthur from the JCS were
“processed through the Secretary of Defense to the President personally.”>'

MacArthur did not help his standing in Washington when, in response to
aJCS query of 30 November, he strongly defended the disposition of X Corps
in the northeast and its relationship to Eighth Army. The concept of uniting
the two elements in a “‘practically continuous line across the narrow neck of
Korea,” MacArthur wrote, was not feasible. The line was too long, UNC forces
were too weak, and the Taebaek mountains, running north to south in Korea,
created logistical problems and split the front. MacArthur declared that X
Corps was currently threatening enemy supply lines and diverting 6 to 8
enemy divisions from attacking Eighth Army, a claim that irritated the Joint
Chiefs and which Bradley later spoke of as “insulting.”’>* In another message
that same day, MacArthur stated that, despite UNC air interdiction efforts, the
Chinese were still building up in Korea and Eighth Army would have to
continue to “‘replace to the rear.”” He now thought that the enemy wanted to
destroy UNC forces completely and to take all of Korea. Still concerned over
the growing gap between Eighth Army and X Corps, the Joint Chiefs asked
MacArthur that evening to consider extricating the exposed elements of X
Corps and coordinating his two forces to prevent their being outflanked.
Adding a last sentence to this message, Marshall told MacArthur to ignore the
entire region northeast of the Korean waist unless the safety of his command
was involved. The message, however, was not an explicit directive.>®

The changed situation soon had effects elsewhere. In the United Nations,
Gen. Wu Hsiu-chuan, representing the People’s Republic of China, addressed
the Security Council on 28 November and demanded the withdrawal of U.S.
forces from Formosa and Korea. Two days later the council rejected the PRC
draft resolution. Meanwhile, the Soviets vetoed the U.S.-favored six-power
resolution to reassure Peking and call upon all states to refrain from assisting
North Korea.**

U.S. allies, already jolted by the threat of a greatly expanded conflict,
were further dismayed by Truman’s remarks at a press conference on 30
November. When a reporter asked whether use of the atomic bomb in Korea
was under active consideration, the president in an ill-advised moment
responded affirmatively, although he stressed that he did not want to use it.
His answer created an international uproar and, in Acheson’s words, brought
British Prime Minister Clement Attlee “‘scurrying across the ocean a few days
later” to consult with Truman. On the afternoon of 30 November Acheson
observed to Lovett that unless the Chinese were stopped in Korea, no U.S.
diplomatic moves would work. He wanted to meet with Marshall.>>

The next day Marshall, Lovett, the service secretaries, and the Joint Chiefs
met with Acheson, who expressed concern about the “virtual state of panic”
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among U.S. allies and the need to restore confidence among friendly nations
in both Europe and Asia. To this end, he asked whether the military could
establish and hold a line in Korea, perhaps as a prelude to a UN cease-fire
resolution or even a withdrawal. Marshall, Bradley, and Collins believed it
would be difficult since X Corps still had to regroup and the possibility of
enemy air attacks had to be considered. General Nathan F. Twining, the Air
Force vice chief of staff, thought that if the Chinese mounted mass air attacks
against South Korean ports the United States would have to retaliate against
Chinese airfields. Admiral Sherman agreed but thought the Soviets might then
join in further air attacks. In the event of active Soviet support for the Chinese,
Bradley and CIA director Smith feared the UNC would have to leave Korea and
would probably be engaged in a general war; Collins thought the United States
might have to consider threat or use of the atomic bomb as a last resort.
Bradley and Sherman agreed that the UNC would be fortunate if it could get
a cease-fire and return to the 38th parallel; Collins concurred but thought the
time had not yet come. Marshall felt that such a2 move would indicate great
U.S. weakness. Earlier in the meeting, he agreed that Collins should go to
Korea immediately to take a firsthand look.

Lovett summarized the group's consensus: Korea was not a decisive area,
and “while the loss of Korea might jeopardize Japan and perhaps bring about
its eventual loss, Western Europe was our prime concern.”” For political
reasons, the United States should try to hold on in Korea, regrouping its troops
and stalling for time to work out a cease-fire or a truce, even if it ultimately
involved the abandonment of Korea.>® For the next several months with-
drawal from Korea remained a constant possibility, waxing and waning as
UNC military fortunes surged or receded.

When Marshall, Bradley, and Acheson met with President Truman the
evening of 2 December, Walker's Eighth Army was retreating down the
western side of North Korea, its right flank shattered and its 2d Division no
longer fit for combat. In the east, Almond's X Corps had begun to withdraw
toward Hungnam on the coast. Pessimistic about the military outlook,
Marshall was deeply troubled about the political price of a cease-fire and the
cost in casualties of any UNC evacuation under air attack. Questioning how in
good conscience the United States could abandon the South Koreans, he
sought a way to save both UN troops and U.S. honor. With this dilemma
unsolved, the group decided to wait until after the visit of Prime Minister
Attlee a few days later and Collins’s report from Korea. Marshall suggested
asking Attlee to propose a settlement.””

By Sunday. 3 December, the UNC estimated its battlefront casualties for
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30 November and 1 December alone at more than 11,000 men.” Together
Eighth Army and X Corps had 107,000 U.S. troops plus South Koreans and
other UN contingents to confront an estimated 26 Chinese divisions in Korea
supported by an additional 200,000 troops in the rear. MacArthur expected
Eighth Army to withdraw below the 38th parallel to Seoul, while X Corps
attempted to reach the Hamhung area near the port of Hungnam. Reporting
that his troops were physically and mentally worn out, MacArthur pro-
nounced his directives completely outdated and asked for “*political decisions
and strategic plans . . . adequate fully to meet the realities involved.””>®

The Question of a Cease-Fire

A three-hour State-Defense conference held in the Pentagon the morning
of 3 December, although inconclusive, confirmed the gloomy prospect. After
a military briefing by Lt. Gen. Matthew B. Ridgway, the Army deputy chief of
staff for operations and administration, Acheson speculated about a cease-fire
and possible terms. Although the United States might move back to the 38th
parallel under a cease-fire, Acheson doubted that the PRC would accept less
than a full UNC withdrawal from all of Korea. The Chinese might even
demand U.S. withdrawal from Formosa, a UN seat, and a voice in the Japanese
peace treaty negotiations.T Although they desired to avoid war with Commu-
nist China, the Joint Chiefs thought the political price of a cease-fire very
high, but without one it was uncertain whether MacArthur’s forces could get
to beachheads on the coast. Sherman spoke against a cease-fire as self-
defeating in the long run. Ridgway also felt strongly that the UNC should not
abandon the South Koreans but fight as long as possible.>”

All of the military, even those accepting the need for a cease-fire, felt
strongly that Peking should pay for its surprise attack on the UN Command.
Acheson, however, felt that retaliation was a prescription for disaster. Once
agreeing to a cease-fire, the United States could not go back on its word.
General war with China should be avoided since many U.S. allies might “‘quit
us and deal with the Soviet Union.”” The military crisis had to be solved in a
way that would preserve Allied unity in the United Nations.®’

Although Marshall viewed the Allied attitude in the United Nations as
“illogical, amounting almost to bad faith,” he counseled his Defense col-

* MacArthur later claimed that total UNC losses in the entire Yalu campaign were relatively light:
7.337 killed, wounded, or missing in Eighth Army; 5,638 in X Corps (Douglas MacArthur,
Reminiscences, 371).

1 See Chapter X.



88 THE TEST OF WAR

leagues to recognize the reality of the current situation. If the United States
had to make a UN proposal for a cease-fire, Marshall believed it should provide
for a line on the 38th parallel. Such a proposal should be made quickly, since
the Chinese could overrun South Korea as soon as MacArthur's troops went
into beachhead positions. But while agreeing that MacArthur should be
authorized to move to such positions, Marshall did not want to bar other
choices. He remained concerned about the South Koreans. Following the
Pentagon meeting, Marshall, Acheson, and Bradley bricfed the president. With
his agreement, the Joint Chiefs concurred in the concentration of UNC troops
into beachheads: preservation of forces was to be MacArthur's primary
consideration.®'

Despite Acheson’s apparent advocacy of a cease-fire proposal, a number
of State Department officials, meeting with Acheson on 4 December, agreed
with George Kennan's view that the worst possible time to negotiate with the
Soviets was in the midst of seeming defeat. Assistant Sccretary of State Dean
Rusk noted the apparent dejection of ULS. military leaders and stressed the
need for a military stand in Korea that would shore up the U.S. diplomatic
position in Europe and the Far East. Admitting later that he had lost faith in
MacArthur by this time. Acheson telephoned Marshall to see if they could
resolve to find “a place to hold and fight the Chinese to a standstill.” While
willing, Marshall wanted to see first whether MacArthur could extricate X
Corps; he did not want to dig UNC troops into a “hole without an exit.”%?

The secretaries of the military departments took an opposite position
from Acheson’s, urging Marshall to evacuate UNC forces if they were pursued
south of the 38th parallel and, with UN approval, to blockade China and bomb
Chinese communications lines. The Joint Chiefs were now ready to accept a
cease-fire on the 38th parallel if that could be arranged without unacceptable
concessions. If not, they wanted to fight until forced out, provided the UN
denounced the PRC aggression. They also suggested a naval blockade of China
and the bombing of Chinese communications as possible military reprisals.©?

The international concern over the debacle of UNC forces in Korea and
the heightened threat of an expanded war with China came to a head in the
Truman-Attlee summit meeting that began on 4 December. At this and
subsequent sessions Attlee spoke for a point of view strongly held not only by
the British government and its opposition. but also by the French, other
European countries, and most of the UN. The Truman administration, on the
other hand, lacked substantial political support both internationally and
domestically; indeed, it was under intense attack from political opponents
who damned the administration’s policy in Asia as weak and vacillating and
viewed the British as appeasers of the Chinese Communists. Under the
pressures of these political attacks and widespread demands for punishment
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of the Chinese, Truman and Acheson, even had they been so disposed, could
not allow themselves to be persuaded by Attlee.

Worried by more than possible use of the atomic weapon, Attlee wanted
to persuade the Americans to end the hostilities with the Chinese.®* The war,
he maintained, threatened to expand dangerously and absorb U.S. energies,
leave Europe open to attack, and strengthen the Sino-Soviet bond. Becoming
involved in war with the PRC seemed to be ‘“‘handing the game over to the
Russians,” Attlee told Truman, Acheson, and Marshall. Not entirely unsympa-
thetic toward Peking and eager to create a China independent of the Soviets,
the British favored a cease-fire “‘without strings”’ in Korea and viewed some
concessions to Peking as reasonable. Formosa traditionally belonged to
whatever Chinese controlled the mainland; a seat in the United Nations would
at least make the PRC approachable and possibly more amenable; and a major
Chinese Communist role in the Japanese peace treaty negotiations was not
necessarily alarming. Attlee did not know what settlement Peking might
demand in Korea.®®

Conceding the dangers involved in any enlargement of the conflict,
Acheson viewed Attlee’s concessions as likely to make an aggressor ‘“‘increas-
ingly aggressive.”’ Marshall told Attlee that the loss of Formosa would be a step
toward liquidation of the U.S. position in the Pacific. Ready to accept a
cease-fire at the 38th parallel in Korea, the Americans would concede no
more, preferring to fight even if they were eventually pushed out. They would
be no worse off in future negotiations and would have at least demonstrated
U.S. faithfulness to friends in difficult times. By the final session with Attlee
on 8 December, Collins had returned from Korea. He believed that X Corps
could be safely evacuated and joined with Eighth Army and that the combined
force could then hold a bridgehead position around the southern port of
Pusan for an undetermined period.*®

Between 4 and 8 December the British and Americans discussed other
aspects of the war with great candor and some friction. When Attlee
complained that MacArthur directed UNC forces without consulting other UN
partners in Korea, Marshall staunchly defended the general, explaining the
joint State-Defense control system over MacArthur and pointing out that the
British had been consulted on such questions as possible air action against
Manchuria. The Americans showed little sympathy for the British idea of an
Allied committee to run the war, and Bradley even offered to assist dissatisfied
Allies in withdrawing troops. The president asserted that he would continue
in charge of the action in Korea unless the United Nations changed the
arrangement, and he scized the moment to say that, if UNC troops were
bombed, “every airfield in sight” would be hit in retaliation.®”

In the end, the need for Anglo—~American unity in the face of the common
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danger prevailed. The United States had discarded any idea of unifying Korea
by force and the British were now ready to agree that the UNC should stay in
Korea until driven out if cease-fire negotiations failed; publicly the two allies
declared themselves ready to pursue the UN mission and to negotiate for the
purpose of solving the Korean problem on the basis of a ““free and indepen-
dent” Korea. They reaffirmed their intention to increase their military
strength and proceed with plans for the collective defense of Europe. On the
subject that had ostensibly brought Attlee to Washington, the communiqué
stated that the president hoped never to use the atomic bomb and desired to
keep the British “informed of developments which might bring about a
change in the situation.” The British accepted the U.S. position on Formosa
but remained convinced that Communist China should be seated in the United
Nations.®®

Although the British and Americans had agreed they would not propose
a cease-fire in the United Nations, the British indicated during the Washington
discussions that they would support one if its conditions seemed reasonable.
Would the Americans? In Korea, all elements of X Corps had reached
Hungnam but still had to be evacuated to Pusan and regrouped before
rejoining Eighth Army, where they would come under General Walker’s
command; the retreating Eighth Army was just north of the 38th parallel and
had reached the third of nine successive planned lines of defense.®® The
matter of a cease-fire had become a pressing concern when the NSC
considered it on 11 December because 13 Arab-Asian nations planned to
propose a UN resolution on the subject. On the one hand, a cease-fire would
create military problems by ending air reconnaissance north of the 38th
parallel and affecting U.S. naval operations; on the other hand, Marshall feared
that U.S. opposition to the resolution might be interpreted as rejection of a
peaceful solution of the Korean problem. In the event of a cease-fire,
therefore, he wanted a large UN commission in Korea, with free access to both
sides of the lines, to keep track of what was going on. The president approved
an NSC recommendation that the United States should consider a cease-fire
that would avoid placing MacArthur’s forces at a military disadvantage and
preclude political concessions. "

Marshall was annoyed, however, when, in setting forth specific terms for
a cease-fire, the Joint Chiefs pointed out to him that it would probably prevent
the attainment of the UN objective of a free and united Korea. Forwarding the
JCS views to Acheson, Marshall wrote that he understood that the Joint Chiefs
were not advocating “*a continued fight for the conquest of North Korea.”" ™!
On 14 December the United States supported passage in the UN General
Assembly of an Arab-Asian resolution that called for the creation of a
three-man commission to examine the basis for a cease-fire. Any U.S.
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ambivalence on the issue ended on 22 December, when the Chinese rejected
the resolution, claiming it had been “illegally adopted” because the PRC had
not participated in the UN proceedings. Two days later Chou En-lai charged
that the U.S. invasion of North Korea had ‘“‘obliterated forever” the 38th
parallel as a line of demarcation and declared that any peace terms had to
provide for the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Korea, settlement of
Korean affairs by the “Korean people themselves,’ removal of all U.S.
“aggression forces” from Formosa, and a Chinese Communist seat in the
United Nations. The UN cease-fire effort was in effect over.””

The Possibility of UNC Withdrawal

While efforts in the UN centered on a cease-fire, the United States had to
deal with the urgent demands from the battle area. The Far East situation
became even more complicated for Marshall when MacArthur, who had long
since moved his U.S. divisions from Japan to Korea, requested on 19
December that four recently called-up National Guard divisions be sent to
Japan. There was no question that U.S. troops were needed in Japan to guard
against a possible Soviet attack, but the National Guard divisions would not be
combat-trained before June 1951, and there were competing claims for them
in the United States and Europe. Recognizing both Japanese vulnerability and
the difficulty of sending more divisions to the Far East, Marshall again asked
in the AFPC whether there was any way for the United States to ““withdraw
from Korea with honor.” Dean Rusk, who had been invited to attend by
Marshall, spoke strongly against a voluntary U.S. withdrawal. Claiming that
U.S. forces in Korea represented only 10 percent of all American forces and
viewing the total U.S. casualties in Korea since the start of MacArthur’s
November offensive as not excessively heavy, he felt that UNC forces had been
outmaneuvered, not seriously defeated. Rusk thought a voluntary U.S.
withdrawal would not only abandon the South Koreans but destroy respect
for U.S. military power, enhance Chinese Communist prestige, and create a
“chain reaction of defeatism and disillusionment both nationally and
internationally.””?

Of the service secretaries, only Finletter backed Rusk. Of the Joint Chiefs,
Sherman believed withdrawal militarily desirable, while Vandenberg sup-
ported the removal of ground forces from Korea and the conduct of air and sea
operations against China. Bradley, who viewed withdrawal from Korea as a
matter for decision at the highest U.S. or perhaps UN levels, did not think
MacArthur should retreat farther south unless the enemy showed a “‘setious
indication” of moving south of the 38th parallel. No Pentagon official
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proposed sending MacArthur the National Guard divisions. Pointing out that
MacArthur’s orders placed the security of Japan above Korea, Bradley felt that
MacArthur could send one or two divisions from Korea to Japan without
critically affecting the Korean situation.

At Blair House on the evening of 26 December, Truman asked Marshall,
Acheson, Bradley, and a few others present to consider whether a military
position could be held in Korea, now that X Corps had been safely evacuated
from Hungnam. Rejecting the idea of a UNC withdrawal, Acheson repeated
Rusk’s earlier arguments and favored staying in Korea and testing Communist
strength. He questioned MacArthur’s directives and said he was unable to
understand why MacArthur had sent all his troops to Korea. Conceding that
the many orders had caused some confusion, Marshall agreed they should be
rewritten as necessary. Marshall remained anxious about the defense of Japan
and the difficulty of getting troops out of Korea should enemy air attacks
start, >

In a new directive on 29 December the Joint Chiefs informed MacArthur
that the Chinese appeared to have the “capability of forcing United Nations
forces out of Korea’ but that he could expect no substantial reinforcements.
They recommended he hold a line somewhere in Korea and deflate the
enemy’s military and political prestige if this could be done without high
losses. They directed MacArthur to defend along his planned successive
defense positions, damaging the enemy as much as possible. If UNC forces had
to retreat to the Kum River line just north of Tacjon and the Chinese again
threatened massive attacks, MacArthur could expect an order to withdraw to
Japan. The Joint Chiefs asked for his comments, particularly in view of his
“continuing primary mission of defense of Japan for which only troops of the
Eighth Army are available.”™®

The general’s answer on 30 December was later characterized by Maj.
Gen. Courtney Whitney—his staff officer, friend, and biographer—as
“probably MacArthur’s most important single comment on the Korean
war.”’ Asserting that a military estimate of the Korean situation depended on
political and military policies not yet formulated, MacArthur suggested that if
the United States or the UN recognized “‘the State of War which has been
forced upon us by the Chinese authorities,” retaliatory measures might include
blockade of the Chinese coast, destruction of Chinese industrial capacity by
air and naval attack, use of Chinese Nationalist forces in Korea, and attacks by
Chinese Nationalist forces in Formosa against the mainland. He judged that
the Soviet reaction to such steps would essentially depend on their view of
their strength relative to that of their prospective opponents. Agreeing that
everything possible should be done to secure Europe, MacArthur felt that the
acceptance of defeat elsewhere would “insure later defeat in Europe itself.”
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He recommended against 2 UNC withdrawal from Korea because combat there
pinned down Chinese Communist resources and protected other Asian areas,
including Japan, which should have the National Guard divisions. If there
were to be no U.S. reinforcements, no use of the Chinese Nationalists, and no
military measures against the PRC, MacArthur agreed that the JCS directive for
a “successively contracting defense line”” outlined the only possible way to
accomplish a UNC evacuation. He felt a decision for complete withdrawal
could wait until UNC forces retreated to the beachhead.”®

In Korea, meanwhile, uncertainty prevailed. Since early December 1950
there had been a relative lull in the fighting, giving UNC forces breathing time.
A change in commanders followed General Walker’s death in a jeep accident
on 23 December. General Ridgway, MacArthur’s own choice, succeeded
Walker. This appointment had important consequences, for MacArthur was
willing to give Ridgway, unlike Walker, a free hand: *“Do what you think best,
Matt. The Eighth Army is yours.” Ridgway’s revitalization of the demoralized
Eighth Army is one of the classic achievements of recent military history. He
had little time before meeting the first test, however, for the Chinese launched
their “Third Phase Offensive” on 31 December. Prudently retreating, Ridgway
evacuated Seoul on 4 January 1951 and eventually fell back to the fourth
prepared defense line. Eighth Army finally contained the attack, and by 10
January the enemy offensive had spent itself. Nonetheless, the repeated retreat
of UN forces and the second loss of Seoul left South Korean troops dispirited
and convinced they would eventually be abandoned.””

Meanwhile the Joint Chiefs gave MacArthur no encouragement when they
informed him on 9 January 1951 that, if he could stabilize the UNC position
in Korea, two partly trained National Guard divisions could be sent to Japan;
if not, troops evacuated from Korea would have to serve for Japanese defense.
Washington would expedite a program for arming Japanese security forces
and make an effort to intensify an economic blockade of China. MacArthur
was to continue to defend Korea in successive positions and inflict maximum
damage on the enemy, subject to the primary consideration of his troops’
safety and his basic responsibility for Japan. He was to evacuate Korea when
he thought it necessary to avoid severe losses of men or materiel.’ Consid-
eration of the retaliatory measures against the PRC mentioned by MacArthur
would have to await further developments.

Requesting clarification on 10 January, MacArthur strongly implied that
the JCS directive was self-contradictory since he had “insufficient strength to
hold a position in Korea and simultaneously protect Japan.” Existing forces
could hold a beachhead line in Korea but not without losses, and the term
“severe”” was subject to interpretation. He agreed that evacuation from Korea
would eventually become necessary but argued that from a military viewpoint
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his “‘tired” and ‘“‘embittered” troops should be withdrawn as rapidly as
possible. He asked whether the current goal of U.S. political policy was to
“maintain a military position in Korea—indefinitely, for a limited time, or to
minimize losses by evacuation as soon as it can be accomplished?” If there
were overriding political considerations, MacArthur ended, Eighth Army
could hold for “any length of time up to its complete destruction.”®!

Reactions in Washington varied. Acheson saw the issue in black and
white: The general was trying to avoid any blame if things went wrong,
unduly pressuring to widen the war to include the PRC, and “incurably
recalcitrant and basically disloyal to the purposes of his Commander in
Chiet.” General Collins felt “‘considerable sympathy’ for MacArthur. The Joint
Chiefs had also sought clarification of U.S. political objectives only to be
confronted with questions about military capabilities; MacArthur, Collins later
wrote, had “pointed up his dilemma—and ours.”"®? Secretary Marshall later
described this period as the lowest point of the war; MacArthur’s suggestion
of a possible breakdown of troop morale concerned him greatly. Knowing
that Ridgway had also voiced some worries about South Korean troop morale,
Marshall felt this might really be a turning point and again wanted an
independent view.®’

When Marshall took MacArthur’s message to Truman, the president called
an NSC meeting for 12 January. At the meeting, Truman agreed that Collins
and Vandenberg should go to Korea and that another message should be sent
to MacArthur repeating Washington’s desire to hold the line in Korea as long
as possible before withdrawal. The president further agreed that MacArthur
should see a JCS working paper that tentatively listed 6 national military
objectives with regard to Communist China and Korca and 16 actions to be
considered under certain circumstances—including 3 of MacArthur’s earlier
suggestions.® This paper, which Marshall sent without concurrence to the
National Security Council, became NSC 101 and was further studied but never
approved.®®

Despite Marshall’s warning that personal letters to theater commanders
were ‘“‘dangerous,” the president also decided to reassure MacArthur per-
sonally.*’“’ Using a State Department draft, Truman on 13 January sent Mac-
Arthur a review of the basic U.S. goals in Korea and asked for the general’s
views on the maximum effort his forces could reasonably be expected to

* Acheson later claimed (Present at the Creation. 510) that Marshall and Bradley “joined me in
urging the President that he—rather than the Chiefs of Staff, with whom General MacArthur
would argue—should send him a third message.” Available sources indicate that Marshall and
Bradley wanted to separate the military and political messages to MacArthur but are silent as to
who they thought should send the political message. The NSC minutes, as indicated in the text,
would lead one to believe Marshall did not favor the president sending the message himself.
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make. The message was not a directive, Truman wrote, but simply to explain
“something of what is in our minds.”” The letter pleased MacArthur, particu-
larly Truman’s statement that, in the worst event of a forced UNC withdrawal,
the United States would “‘not accept the result politically or militarily until the
aggression has been rectified.” When Collins and Vandenberg arrived in
Tokyo, MacArthur was still unhappy about the lack of reinforcements but told
them that, finally, he had his directive to remain in Korea indefinitely.®” As
Collins wrote later, he also told them ““with some emotion, that his command
should not be held responsible for the defense of Japan while required to hold
in Korea.”” On 19 January Collins returned to Washington believing that Eighth
Army was “‘in good shape and improving daily” under Ridgway, who ex-
pected to be able to hold for at least two to three months.®®



CHAPTER V

A Policy of Limited War

As 1951 began Marshall faced some of the most complex and demanding
challenges of his career. Not even the urgent and seemingly overriding
exigencies of the Korean War could engage all of his attention. The “Great
Debate” over U.S. national security policy, launched by Senator Taft and
Herbert Hoover, with the prime issue the administration’s accordance of
strategic priority to Europe and the stationing of American troops in Europe
under NATO, reached its climax in the early months of 1951." It required the
combined efforts of the president, Acheson, Marshall, Eisenhower, and
Bradley to turn back the assault on administration policy. Marshall devoted his
best efforts to upholding the administration position in support of NATO and
proved especially effective in his testimony before joint committees of
Congress on 15 February.

In Korea, the United Nations Command was in a desperate situation in
January 1951, again fleeing south, pushed by a Chinese enemy far stronger
and more dangerous than the North Koreans. Elsewhere, both in Asia and
Europe, the Korean War exacerbated U.S. problems and fed fears of possible
Soviet actions and general war. Ridgway would shortly turn around the
military situation in Korea, but the overall problem of how to settle the
conflict would remain. MacArthur wanted all-out victory in Korea even at the
cost of enlarging the war, while the State Department hoped to limit the
damage to UNC forces and U.S. prestige in order to retain the confidence and
support of U.S. allies and regain the diplomatic initiative. It was a troubled
time.

* See Chapter XVII.
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A New Toughness

Even as Washington officials debated in late 1950 the question of a
possible UNC withdrawal from Korea, actions that would eventually improve
the U.S. political position were occurring in the United Nations. After the
Chinese Communist rejection of the first UN cease-fire overture on 22
December and their launching of a new military offensive in Korea on 31
December, the UN Cease-Fire Group proposed on 11 January 1951 a halt to
hostilities followed by withdrawal of all non-Korean forces, eventual holding
of elections, and immediately after agreement on a cease-fire, establishment of
a Sino-Soviet-Anglo-American body to settle Far Eastern problems, including
the status of Formosa and the Chinese UN seat. Truman decided to support
this plan, which obviously included issues he would have preferred not to
address, and realistically accepted the likelihood of strong political criticism
at home; he was aided immensely when both Moscow and Peking refused the
offer. Complaining that the proposal was meant “merely to give the United
States troops a breathing space,” the Chinese on 17 January demanded that a
general Far East settlement precede negotiations for a Korean cease-fire.'

With Defense agreement, the State Department decided to ask for UN
condemnation of Chinese aggression in Korea and for further assistance from
all UN members. Introducing on 20 January a resolution affirming that the
People’s Republic of China was “‘engaged in aggression in Korea,” the United
States reassured the other countries that passage of the measure would not
authorize any extension of general hostilities to, or the bombing of, mainland
China. On the other hand, the United States and the UNC reserved the
freedom to bomb any Manchurian airfields from which large-scale air attacks
on UNC troops in Korea originated or to counterattack if the Chinese attacked
UN forces outside Korea.” Detecting indications that the PRC was having
second thoughts on the earlier cease-fire resolution, the British and other
Allied nations demanded ameliorating changes in the U.S. text, Arab-Asian
nations pushed a rival resolution, and the Soviet Union mounted a rejection
effort. Nonetheless, the United States managed to get its resolution of
condemnation approved by the UN General Assembly on 1 February.”

Simultaneously, the military situation in Korea improved a great deal.
Ridgway ordered a limited UNC counterattack on 15 January 1951 and then
launched a larger operation on 25 January, recapturing Inch’on on 10
February and making gains of approximately 10 to 30 miles elsewhere. Seoul
was almost within sight. Despite 2 new Chinese and North Korean offensive
on the central front in mid-February—aimed as usual primarily against the
South Korean troops, who were initially routed—Eighth Army parried the
assault after heavy fighting and counterattacked on 21 February. By the end of
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the month and for the first time since the Chinese offensive started in
November 1950, the UNC held a solid, relatively stable line across Korea. By
carly March 1951, Ridgway was poised to move again.”

Although the U.S. stance on the fighting front toughened, Washington did
not want to commit more forces to Korea, partly because it had so few trained
troops to send and partly because it intended to send divisions to Europe.
Ridgway received replacements for U.S. casualties but no additional troops.
The 82d Airborne Division remained in the United States, use of the Chinese
Nationalists was politically impossible, and there was little hope for addi-
tional support from other UN countries. Washington did not better its offer of
two National Guard divisions for Japan if the Korean line were stabilized.®
Although the South Korean government urged arming some 500,000 South
Koreans, the Joint Chiefs agreed with MacArthur that U.S. arms could be better
used to supply Japanese police reserves. As a result, there was no increase in
ROK strength at the time.®

Similarly, Washington maintained all the existing restrictions on bombing.
On 15 February, when MacArthur again requested permission to bomb Rashin
and the JCS agreed on military grounds, Marshall initially concurred. But after
discovering that Acheson opposed the attack because of continuing political
and international risks, Marshall talked with Bradley, and the JCS turned down
MacArthur for the time being on political grounds. On 26 February MacArthur
asked authority to destroy the entire North Korean power complex, including
the Yalu River plants, but the JCS, fearing possible infringement of Manchu-
rian air space, denied the request on 1 March.” At the same time, in dis-
cussions with UN allies the United States still held to its right to bomb
Manchurian airfields or to counterattack under provocation from China.®

Across the 38th Again

With Ridgway’s Eighth Army moving north, the 38th parallel once again
became an issue. Technically, MacArthur possessed the authority to proceed
north of the 38th parallel, but the political advisability of the move remained
questionable. In February 1951 the State Department suggested that any
cease-fire should be accepted on the line of the 38th parallel as “best suited to
the US. and UN interest,” although it would lead to a status quo ante
settlement. Even if Chinese and North Korean forces withdrew north of the
38th parallel without a cease-fire, State felt that the main body of UNC forces
should remain in South Korea, although “with freedom to patrol or thrust into
a zone, say 20 miles north of the 38th parallel” in order to keep the enemy off
balance.”
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At a JCS~State meeting on 13 February Bradley raised the question of U.S.
political objectives in Korea, since Ridgway now had a capability for any
required actions short of a major UNC move north of the 38th parallel. With
the 38th parallel of no military consequence, a decision to cross it, he felt,
should hinge on political considerations. State, however, wanted the decision
to be militarily based; although ‘“‘no agreement short of the 38th parallel
would be politically acceptable,” the current line could be accepted if it
proved “militarily advantageous.”” The difficulty in resolving the issue re-
flected the uncertainty, both political and military, that prevailed in the
administration. State and Defense agreed, however, that there should be no
public commitment not to cross the 38th. When asked about a possible
crossing at a press conference on 15 February, Truman stated that it was a
strategic matter in the hands of the theater commander.'’ Nonetheless, with
Allied governments insisting on full consultation before UNC forces again
moved across the 38th parallel, Acheson asked Marshall on 23 February for
Defense comments on a draft State memorandum for the president contending
that although establishment of a ‘“‘unified, independent and democratic
Korea” remained the U.S. and UN political objective, a general UNC advance
above the 38th parallel was undesirable and that a new directive for MacAr-
thur was needed.''

Seeking advice on the State memorandum within the Pentagon, Marshall
found that Burns and the service secretaries generally agreed with Acheson,
while the Joint Chiefs thought State’s approach “‘unsound.”” As long as the
political objective remained a unified Korea, the JCS felt that there should be
no change affecting MacArthur’s disposition of forces ‘‘either north or south
of the 38th parallel as best to provide for their security.” Accepting their
position, Marshall suggested to Acheson on 1 March the urgent necessity to set
out U.S. political objectives and to inform the president that MacArthur would
report to the JCS and request instructions before proceeding north of the 38th
parailel. From Dean Rusk, Frank Nash of Marshall’'s office learned that the
State memorandum was intended to help “firm up” the president’s thinking.
The two officials agreed that Harriman might read the memorandum and
related documents in preparing to brief the president, while the question of
the 38th parallel would be handled in the context of an NSC review of U.S.
policy in the Far East.'”

The issue of the 38th parallel became a matter of growing public notice
after Ridgway's forces recaptured Seoul on 14 March. Ridgway had publicly
stated two days earlier that he felt the United Nations would have a major
victory if UNC forces ended the war in control up to the 38th parallel.'?
Replying to a United Press question on 15 March, MacArthur declared that
crossing the 38th parallel involved “more fundamental decisions” than were
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within his authority or responsibility as a military leader, but he added that
any decision could not ‘‘ignore the heavy cost in Allied blood which a
protracted and decisive campaign would entail.” Asked at a press conference
that day whether UNC forces would be allowed to advance beyond the 38th
parallel, Truman repeated that the decision to cross remained one for the field
commander to take. South Korean President Rhee, alarmed by the reluctant
tone of these pronouncements, immediately proclaimed in a radio address his
own firm conviction that UNC forces should not only cross the 38th parallel
but should proceed to the Yalu River."*

Rhee’s concern was well founded. While the UN allies agreed on the
desirability of a united, independent, and democratic Korea, they had little
desire to achieve that goal by continuing the attack beyond the 38th parallel.
Kennan advised Acheson that a second advance would only “invoke trouble’
If the Chinese could not stop the UNC troops, the Soviet Union might
intervene. With Ridgway’s fortunes rising, it seemed to Acheson a good time
to start a new cease-fire initiative; on 19 March he presented Marshall, Lovett,
and the JCS with a plan involving a presidential announcement.'® Following
their meeting, State initiated discussions with other governments, including
all those with military forces in Korea, to obtain their agreement. Notifying
MacArthur on 20 March that State was planning a presidential statement to the
effect that the UN was now prepared to discuss a settlement in Korea, the Joint
Chiefs asked what authority the general might need for the next few weeks in
relation to the 38th parallel. MacArthur asked only that “no further military
restrictions be imposed.”’'®

Although no change in directive authority had been made, the new
international discussions had some effect on the UNC'’s freedom to cross the
38th parallel. As Acheson noted, MacArthur had authority to cross the
parallel, but the absence of a common point of view on policy became clear
the next day when a British government minister publicly stated that there
would be no general UNC advance across the parallel without full inter-
governmental consultation. In Korea, where the Eighth Army had reached a
line just south of the 38th parallel, Ridgway informed MacArthur on 22 March
that he planned to push just north of the 38th parallel but would advance
slowly and carefully, with the objective of destroying enemy troops and
materiel rather than seizing territory. MacArthur approved without referral to
Washington but told Ridgway not to move north of the 38th parallel in force
until he had specific authorization to do so. Ridgway moved out on 22 March,
steadily approaching the parallel.'”

On 23 March Acheson gave Truman a draft of the proposed presidential
cease-fire statement, noting that arrangements might be completed in time to
issue it the following week. Truman took the matter under advisement, but it
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seemed clear that the announcement was imminent. Unfortunately, it was at
this precise moment that MacArthur, as he left Tokyo for a trip to Korea (24
March Far East time), issued a statement pointing out Chinese weakness in the
face of UNC forces, even though the latter’s operations had been highly
restricted, and declaring that an expanded UNC effort would “doom Red
China to the risk of imminent military collapse.” Acknowledging the funda-
mental questions to be political, MacArthur stood ready on his authority as
military commander to confer with the enemy commander to try to find “‘any
military means whereby the realization of the political objectives of the
United Nations in Korea . . . might be accomplished without further
bloodshed.”'®

MacArthur’s statement spoiled any presidential initiative and confused
U.S. allies.'” Meeting with Acheson and other State officials late that night
(still 23 March, Washington time), an exasperated and angry Lovett thought
that MacArthur should be relieved at once. When Lovett and others conferred
with the president the next day, Truman directed that his order of 5 December
1950" requiring Washington clearance of all public statements by government
officials and military commanders be called to MacArthur’s attention. Further,
MacArthur was to inform Washington of any enemy response to his statement.
Truman later wrote that MacArthur’s public appeal to the enemy “left me no
choice—I could no longer tolerate his insubordination.” At the meeting on 24
March, however, the president said nothing about dismissal.?"

In Korea, Ridgway'’s offensive went well, and UNC forces stood roughly
along the 38th parallel by the end of March. After taking fearful punishment,
enemy units escaped into North Korea to a strongly fortified position along
the south side of the “Iron Triangle,” the American name for an important
enemy resupply and staging area in the central area north of the 38th parallel.
Here the enemy was known to be preparing for another offensive, but
whether Ridgway would be allowed to cross the 38th parallel remained
unclear. At a press conference on 27 March, Marshall stated that any general
troop advance across that line would be solely a political decision. On 29
March the president indicated that MacArthur could still cross the 38th
parallel but that the political situation would to a large degree control the final
answer. Also on 29 March the Chinese broadcast their reply to MacArthur’s
offer—they found it insulting and promised to redouble their military
efforts. "

Having reached the 38th parallel, Ridgway planned to keep the enemy off
balance and to take UNC forces to a new line—Kansas—just north of the
parallel. Flying to Korea on 3 April, MacArthur instructed the Eighth Army

* Sent to MacArthur on 6 December.
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commander to make a strong fight for Kansas but to limit and control any
advance beyond it. On 5 April UNC forces began the attack, and by 9 April
they were on or drawing near the Kansas line. Ridgway wanted to make a final
UNC advance into North Korea to the more northerly Utah and Wyoming lines
to create a salient that would help him dominate the Iron Triangle. If the
enemy launched a strong offensive, Ridgway planned a fighting withdrawal
through successive defense lines. This was the battlefield situation when
Ridgway learned on 11 April of his appointment to take MacArsthur’s place.” 22

Recall of MacArthur

The culminating event leading to the president’s dismissal of General
MacArthur occurred on 5 April, when Joseph W. Martin, Jr., the Republican
minority leader in the House of Representatives, read on the House floor a
letter that the general had written to him on 20 March.** Its final paragraph
spelled out MacArthur’s policy disagreement with the Truman administration:

[t seems strangely difficult for some to realize that here in Asia is where the
Communist conspirators have elected to make their play for global conquest
and that we have joined the issue thus raised on the battletield; that here we
fight Europe’s war with arms while the diplomatic [diplomats?] there still
fight it with words; that if we lose the war to communism in Asia the fall of
Europe is inevitable, win it and Europe most probably would avoid war and
yet preserve freedom. As you pointed out. we must win. There is no
substitute for victory.”"

The letter to Martin once more clearly revealed MacArthur's reluctance to
subordinate his personal policy preferences to those of the commander in
chief. To be sure, like many commanders in the field, he had experienced his
share of frustration at the hands of Washington, dating back at least to the
early days of World War II; to him, it probably seemed more than his share.
But unlike most other field commanders, he seemed to find it difficult to
accept these frustrations as deriving from the broader demands of national
policy and to subordinate his personal views and ambitions. In the end, his
failure to abidc by specific and repeated military restrictions proved his
undoing.

* Ridgway later wrote that his first intimation of his changed status came when a newspaperman
greeted him with the statement, “Well, General. T guess congratulations are in order.” First asking
the newspaperman o explain and then, afier getting no answer, turning to Secretary Pace,
Ridgway reported that Pace ““gave me no sign that he had heard what had been said.” (Matthew
B. Ridgway, Soldicr: The Memoairs of Matthew B. Ridguay. 220.)
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MacArthur’s letter impelled the president to take immediate action. As
Truman told his staff later, he thought MacArthur would be regarded as “a
worse double-crosser than [Civil War General George B.] McClellan. He did
just what McClellan did—got in touch with minority leaders in the Senate. He
worked with the minority to undercut the Administration when there was a
war on.”?* Coming as it did during the stressful period of the Great Debate
over U.S. foreign policy, the reading of MacArthur's letter to the House by
Martin could not help but infuriate the president. It was the latest and most
intolerable of MacArthur’s indiscretions.

When the president asked Marshall, Bradley, Harriman, and Acheson to
meet with him on Friday morning, 6 April, to discuss what he should do about
MacArthur, the responses varied. Bradley, deeply upset, apparently gave
Truman the impression that he favored recall, although he wanted to consult
with the Joint Chiefs. "2 Acheson, who already viewed MacArthur’s 24 March
battlefield statement as “a major act of sabotage of a Government operation,”
felt there was “‘no doubt what General MacArthur deserved; the sole issue was
the wisest way to administer it.”" But he realized that Truman needed the
“carefully considered advice and unshakable support of all his civilian and
military advisers” to survive the political storm that would ensue. The
president should give Marshall and Bradley time to discuss the matter.?”

For Marshall, the issue was not only extremely difficult but also distaste-
ful. Marshall and MacArthur had never been friends; the exchange of letters in
the fall of 1950 had indicated that. Marshall was also affronted by the general’s
intrusions into political affairs. But MacArthur had had a brilliant Army career.
Son of a famous soldier, he had been first in his 1903 class at West Point, a
brigadicr general at the age of 38, and Army chief of staff from 1930 to 1935.
After leading U.S. forces to victory in the Pacific in 1945, he served with
extraordinary success as “‘proconsul’’ of Japan. At 71, the UNC commander
had become an almost legendary figure to many Americans. Marshall was the
only general senior to MacArthur. Precisely because the two men had often
been regarded as competitors, the recall of MacArthur was bound to place
Marshall in an embarrassing position, and the extreme Republican right wing
in Congress, supportive of MacArthur, would exploit the matter to the fullest.
To relieve a successful commander could even have repercussions on the
Korean battlefield. It is also not unlikely that Marshall felt some sympathy for
MacArthur.”®

In any event, at the 6 April meeting with Truman, Marshall temporized,

* It is doubtful that Bradley was originally for dismissal, as Truman thought. Bradley’s own notes
indicate that he recommended against MacArthur’s relief at the Friday morning meeting on 6
April. Acheson also doces not suggest that Bradley wanted dismissal at that time.
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saying that he felt they should move cautiously and needed time to reflect
further. He raised the possibility that the general’s dismissal might even result
in a congressional delay of military appropriations. Truman asked that all
records bearing on the MacArthur issue be brought to Marshall’s attention and
told the group to meet without him to discuss the matter. They did, that
afternoon. Marshall, joined by Bradley, asked Acheson if they could not call
MacArthur back to Washington for discussions before any final decision.
Acheson thought this a “‘road to disaster”’—MacArthur at home, eloquent and
“in the full panoply of his commands,” would “gravely impair the President’s
freedom of decision.”” Marshall backed down.**

When the same group met again with the president the next morning,
Truman agreed to defer any decision until after the weekend and asked
Marshall for a final JCS judgment *‘based on purely military considerations.”*?
Back in the Pentagon and still searching for a less explosive outcome, Marshall
and Bradley drafted a possible letter to MacArthur pointing out the “difficult
position in which he was placing the government.” Meanwhile, Truman
consulted House Speaker Sam Rayburn and Chief Justice Fred Vinson, both of
whom urged caution, while Vice President Barkley, in the hospital, agreed to
whatever the president decided. On Sunday, 8 April, Truman met alone with
Acheson, who advised him to continue ‘his very wise course of not disclosing
the trend of his thoughts until all recommendations were in and he was ready
to decide and act.”*'

While Marshall waited in his Pentagon office, the Joint Chiefs of Staff met
for almost two hours on Sunday afternoon before finally agreeing that the
president was ‘“‘entitled,” as Collins later put it, to “have a commander in the
field whose views were more in consonance with the basic policies of his
government and who was more responsive to the will of the President as
Commander in Chief.” Reporting to Marshall, the “sad and sober’ chiefs
individually indicated their concurrence with Truman’s intention to dismiss
MacArthur. Instructing Bradley to present the JCS views to the president at the
Monday morning meeting, Marshall offered the chiefs no inkling of his own
thoughts. Rather, as he later testified, he was influenced by the JCS opinion. At
the Monday morning meeting on 9 April, with Harriman and Acheson “‘very
emphatic” in their recommendation for recall, Marshall finally added his own
concurrence.*?

At Truman’s direction, Bradley drafted MacArthur’s relief order, dated 10
April, which the president signed Monday afternoon. Since Army Secretary
Frank Pace was then in Tokyo, Marshall ordered him to proceed to Korea,
where he could be informed through diplomatic channels rather than Army
communications (thus precluding premature revelation) and instructed to
deliver the order personally to MacArthur. Pace flew 1o Korea as ordered but
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because of a power failure did not get the second message in time. Hearing
that the story had leaked to reporters, the White House called a press
conference at 1:00 a.m. on 11 April to announce the electrifying news of
MacArthur’s recall. In Tokyo, Mrs. MacArthur, informed by an aide who had
heard the word on the radio, told the general—who may have had a
premonition of the recall—the afternoon of 11 April. MacArthur left Tokyo on
16 April, reaching Washington on 19 April; Marshali and the Joint Chiefs met
him at the airport. Some 300,000 people lined the streets to hail him. 3

MacArthur addressed a joint session of Congress that same day, and then
went on to a series of tumultuous and emotional greetings throughout the
nation. From 3 to 5 May he testified at hearings of the combined Senate
Committees on Armed Services and Foreign Relations, laying out his funda-
mental differences with the Truman administration on issues of national
strategic policy. MacArthur’s testimony, as well as that of administration
witnesses, was reviewed for security and quickly made available to the
public.*

MacArthur did not view either his letter to Representative Martin or his
battlefield message of 24 March to the enemy as legitimate reasons for recall.
He did not believe that these communications went beyond the bounds of his
authority or privilege, he had not considered it necessary to clear these
releases with Washington, and he did not see that they had undercut
the president’s policies and plans. Nor did he understand why he had been
recalled. On the issue of Korea, MacArthur testified that, although he agreed
with the president’s initial decision to act, he had been operating in a policy
vacuum. He claimed that the limited war sought by the administration
was indeed appeasement and would forfeit Asian trust, encourage commu-
nism, and require continuing ‘‘sacrifice of American blood.” As a UN
supporter, MacArthur wanted Allied aid in Korea to continue; he rejected any
thought of a U.S. ground war in China and said he had never advocated use of
atomic weapons in the Far East. He was bitter, however, about the limitations
placed on conventional air power and the failure to approve the actions he
wanted to take against China, which he felt would force the PRC to the peace
table. MacArthur said he believed that the Joint Chiefs supported him on this
point.*°

On the larger issue of the East—West struggle, the general saw communism
anywhere in the world as the enemy of the United States. Once the United
States undertook to contest communism in Korea, MacArthur asserted, it had
to win that war or the problem would spread; win, and one could “diminish
the possibility of a third world war.”” MacArthur did not think war with the
Soviets inevitable; they would act according to their assessment of their
relative strength and their current success using political and other means.
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Without a ‘“short and honorable conclusion” in Korea, MacArthur warned,
the United States would face further losses of lives and the “complete
degradation and sacrifice of our moral tone.” MacArthur declared his high
opinion of Secretary Marshall, but his testimony also implied that the civilian
side of the administration was blocking a military victory in Korea.®

At Truman’s direction, Marshall met with Acheson and the Joint Chiefs to
prepare for the hearings. Privately, Marshall turned for advice to an old and
trusted adviser, sending his executive, Marshall Carter, to see Bernard Baruch,
the well-known “‘confidant of presidents,” who was, however, not in Truman’s
favor. Baruch advised Marshall to be extremely careful, warning that the
Republicans would attempt to discredit both Acheson and Marshall in order to
embarrass the administration. Baruch told Marshall not to appear to attack the
general but simply to explain the reasons for his relief and to disclaim any
responsibility for the manner in which it had been carried out.””

Marshall testified from 7 to 14 May, paying tribute to MacArthur, a
“brother Army officer, 2 man for whom 1 have tremendous respect as to his
military capabilities and military performances and from all I can learn, as to
his administration of Japan.” But Marshall stressed that MacArthur's 24 March
battlefield call for a cease-fire had cost the United States a chance to negotiate
a settlement of the Korean conflict, and he made plain his personal disap-
proval of the general’s public criticism of the president’s policy. MacArthur
had disobeved the president’s order to clear all statements, and the general’s
letter to the minority leader had triggered the president’s decision to act.*®

As for MacArthur’s implication that the Joint Chiefs had agreed with him
on Korean policy, Marshall brought out the “basic differences of judgment
between General MacArthur, on the one hand, and the President, the Secretary
of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on the other hand.”” These inherent
differences between MacArthur and Washington were the cause of MacAr-
thur’s recall, not any violation of orders concerning military operations.
Although sharing MacArthur’s sensitivity to battlefield casualties, Marshall
stressed that a field commander’s views were limited, whereas the govern-
ment had to balance U.S. interests and objectives in one area against those in
other areas. The recall resulted, Marshall suggested, because of strong doubts
that MacArthur could be trusted any longer with “making decisions that
normal command functions would assign to a theater commander.” Once the
president decided on MacArthur’s recall, Marshall felt that it should take effect
immediately, but he indicated no approval of the manner in which it was
carried out.*”

Marshall diagnosed U.S. policy alternatives as three—to accept MacAr-
thur’s plan to extend the war, to withdraw completely from Korea, or to
continue the fight on a limited basis. To accept MacArthur's proposal, the
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secretary held, would inevitably lose Allied cooperation, jeopardize the whole
policy of collective defense, and hazard a general war—risks greater than any
possible gain. On the other hand, quitting Korea without a fight would
“violate our promise” and *“‘sacrifice” the South Koreans. To continue the fight
in Korea on a limited basis, especially if the UNC could in the process destroy
the enemy’s elite armies, seemed to Marshall the best way to reach a
satisfactory basis for negotiations. It would avoid general war, retain U.S.
allies, and generally improve the situation. Marshall advised patience, telling
the senators the East—-West struggle had “no quick and decisive solution

. short of resorting to another world war.”” U.S. policy sought to “‘contain
Communist aggression in different fashions in different areas without resort-
ing to total war.”*"

Marshall's seven days of testifying were long, tiring, and repetitious
because he was asked the same questions over and over. Unfriendly senators
such as Bourke B. Hickenlooper, William F. Knowland, Harry Cain, and Styles
Bridges interrogated him about the relative importance of Europe and the Far
East to the United States. They badgered Marshall with questions intended to
place him on the defensive about his earlier roles as the president’s represen-
tative in China and as secretary of state.'' Vigorously defending the adminis-
tration’s policies, Marshall effectively countered MacArthur’s call for victory at
any cost and set the stage for the Joint Chiefs, Acheson, and others who had
yet to testify. Although the hearings were troublesome, they gave the
administration a chance not only to justify its actions to the American people
but also to communicate what it wanted the Chinese and the Russians to
hear.*?

By the end of June 1951, when oral testimony finally concluded, the
public may have been somewhat confused, but it at least knew that the policy
alternatives presented in such black-and-white terms by General MacArthur
were in fact exceedingly complex, risk-laden, and expensive. The divided
joint Senate committee did not write a final report, but 8 of its 26 members
filed a report in August highly critical of the administration. By that time,
much of the passion with which Americans had reacted to MacArthur’s recall
seemed to have spent itself.*?

Ridgway and Military Policy

While Marshall defended the administration’s policies in Washington,
Ridgway took over in Tokyo, personally and officially directing his command-
ers not to do anything that would extend the conflict. These repeated cautions
reflected Ridgway’s fears that rash actions in the field might cause the war to
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spread beyond Korea and lead to World War IIl. He told his air and naval
commanders not to operate along the borders of North Korea within a 3-mile
range of China or a 20-mile range of Soviet territory. "

The situation with Eighth Army was a little different. Marshall and
Truman had approved General Collins’s recommendation of Lt. Gen. James A.
Van Fleet to replace Ridgway in Korea. Immediately appointing Van Fleet
Eighth Army commander, Ridgway assigned him the mission of repelling
aggression against “so much . . . [South Korean territory] as you now
occupy.” Eighth Army forces were not to advance in strength farther north
than the Wyoming line except on Ridgway’s orders, and he also wanted to be
informed prior to any major advance bevond the more southern Utah line.
Ridgway decided, despite his full confidence in Van Fleet, “a courageous and
competent field commander,” to approve his principal tactical plans only after
personally consulting both Van Fleet and his corps and division commanders.
As the new CINCUNC, Ridgway gave his Eighth Army commander far less
leeway in directing the Korean ground action than MacArthur had given
Ridgway.*®

Van Fleet took command of the Eighth Army on 14 April, only eight days
before the start of a most intense and protracted enemy assault, during which
he was forced to fall back from the Kansas—Wyoming line, while more than
330,000 Chinese drove toward Seoul. By the end of April Eighth Army had
retreated approximately 35 miles to a so-called ““No Name" line that stretched
from roughly 5 miles north of Seoul across the peninsula, where, with major
air support, it maintained itself and inflicted heavy casualties on the enemy.
The Chinese finally fell back in early May, still unbeaten.*® U.S. intelligence
reported about 542,000 Chinese troops in Korea, while the North Korean
Army now numbered almost 200,000. Another 750,000 Chinese were in
Manchuria. Against these forces, Van Fleet had about 270,000 U.S. and Allied
troops, plus almost 235,000 South Koreans. Told by Ridgway to retain the
initiative, Van Fleet directed divisional patrolling north of the UNC lines and
planned a general offensive.*”

The possibility of Soviet intervention in Korea or attack against Japan also
claimed Ridgway's attention. On 17 April he asked for authority to move UNC
forces from Korea to Japan in the event of a Soviet attack. Agreeing in
principle, the Joint Chiefs authorized him to plan but not to begin a major
withdrawal from Korea without specific approval and not to plan to use any
non-U.S. forces outside of Korea. On 27 April Ridgway responded that 2 UNC
withdrawal from Korea would depend on Eighth Army’s successful southward
retreat and thus the only forces available to defend Japan would be those
already there at the time of attack.*®

Ridgway worried also about the increased capabilities of enemy air in
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Korea. On 27 April he asked for discretionary authority to strike Chinese air
bases in Manchuria and the Shantung Peninsula in the event of a2 major enemy
air strike in Korea and for immediate authority to conduct air reconnaissance
over air bases in those areas. Actually, the authority Ridgway sought, despite
British objections against leaving such a decision to the field commander, had
been approved by the JCS, Marshall, and Truman some wecks earlier, but it had
not been communicated to MacArthur lest he use it to justify premature action
and enlarge the war. With Lovett and Acheson agreeing, the Joint Chiefs sent
the authority to Ridgway the next day along with another strong warning. Air
reconnaissance was to be surreptitious and at high altitudes; any retaliatory air
attack on Chinese territory, they told Ridgway, should be made only if “time
and circumstance do not permit reference to the JCS."*?

The recurrent question of increased arming, equipping, and training of
South Korean forces to substitute for U.S. units came up again in April. After
MacArthur’s departure, the South Korean government renewed its request for
U.S. support of 10 additional South Korean divisions, but Ridgway, like
MacArthur earlier, and for the same reasons, was opposed. Again the Koreans
were put off.>"

The problem of formulating a directive that would be mutually acceptable
to Washington and the theater commander had plagued both parties since the
beginning of the Korean War. Differences over the content and interpretations
of directives had played no small part in MacArthur’s strained relations with
Washington and his eventual dismissal. Returning once more to the task, the
Joint Chiefs sent Ridgway on 1 May a new presidentially approved directive
that combined a number of existing directives. The new version repeated most
of the missions defined in earlier ones and continued injunctions against
violating Russian or PRC territory. It gave overriding priority to defending
Japan and maintaining the security of forces in Korea. In a significant change,
the directive allowed no general advance beyond the Kansas—Wyoming line
without prior approval, although deeper limited moves were authorized. This
change reflected the prevailing opinion, shared by the Joint Chiefs and
Ridgway, that most signs and circumstances pointed more to an eventual
political than military solution in Korea. The prospect of a greater intensifi-
cation of the war that would draw in more Chinese troops and place a greater
strain on the United States and its allies did not appeal to the Joint Chiefs. They
told Ridgway that he was to report to them immediately for instructions if the
enemy military leaders asked for an armistice in the field.”'

Ridgway, who had just sent to Washington his own preferred version of a
directive, including authority to send ground troops across the Manchurian
and Soviet borders if necessary and freedom to use the two National Guard
divisions in Japan, was not pleased. Much like MacArthur earlier, Ridgway



A Policy of Limited War 111

viewed his UNC objective to clear enemy forces out of all Korea as beyond his
capabilities in view of the limitations on forces and the restrictions against
advancing beyond the Kansas—Wyoming line. Like MacArthur, he saw the
admonition to safeguard his UNC forces in Korea as antithetical to his CINCFE
mission to defend Japan. The requirement for JCS approval before an
evacuation of Korea and the prohibition on using non-U.S. forces outside of
Korea seriously curtailed his freedom to act. He was dismayed not to have
received clear authority for air reconnaissance over Manchuria and the
Shantung Peninsula. On 11 May his representatives arrived in Washington to
discuss the matter with the Joint Chiefs. At this point, however, U.S. policy
was close to being set.>”

U.S. Policy Defined: NSC 48/5

In May, U.S. policy in the Far East was being clarified in Washington in the
light of the greatly improved situation in Korea and Ridgway’s assumption of
the theater command in Tokyo. Redefining policy involved revision of NSC
48/2, approved in December 1949, well before the start of the Korean War.
Under consideration were such questions as another crossing of the 38th
parallel, possible actions against the Chinese Communists, and settlement of
the conflict. A State Department paper sent 1o the NSC in March 1951 took
positions against forced unification of Korea, against widening the war, for
separating U.S. military and political objectives, and for allowing UNC forces
to operate within limits across the 38th parallel.>?

On 27 March, shortly after MacArthur’s call to the enemy ended the
president’s planned initiative for a cease-fire, the Joint Chiefs informed
Marshall that they doubted the military advantages of an armistice without an
overall political settlement, since the Chinese would simply gain a needed rest
from combat while UNC troops would have to remain in Korea in event of
renewed attack. They recommended that an armistice deal solely with Korea,
end all armed operations there, establish a demilitarized zone behind which
each side would withdraw, provide for UN supervision, and prohibit the
introduction of new military units or war equipment—all these provisions to
continue in effect until a permanent political settlement transpired. Further-
more, the armistice should not prejudice the U.S. position with regard to the
Soviet Union, Formosa, or the Chinese seat in the United Nations.>' Marshall
felt that these JCS demands were excessive and impinged on political matters.
Forwarding the JCS memorandum to State on 31 March, Lovett as acting
secretary noted that he agreed generally with its conclusions except for those
political questions that the two departments might discuss separately.>”
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The improved UNC military situation in Korea in the spring of 1951
prompted the JCS to make further policy recommendations to Marshall. With
reference to the Soviet Union, if the Soviets precipitated a general war, the
Joint Chiefs advised Marshall in April, UNC forces should be immediately
withdrawn from Korea and redeployed. If Soviet “‘volunteers” entered Korea
in sufficient strength to threaten UNC forces, the latter should withdraw and
the United States should mobilize for general war. If the Korean conflict
remained unchanged, the JCS recommended continuing the military action
until conclusion of a satisfactory political settlement. Marshall submitted the
JCS memorandum to the president and the NSC for consideration.>®

Revised policy paper NSC 48/3 proposed to continue Korean military
action until conclusion of an acceptable settlement that would ‘“‘as a mini-
mum, terminate hostilities, end the aggression, and provide against its
resumption.”” This formula generally satisfied the service secretaries, but the
Joint Chiefs complained that it was not comprehensive enough to allow them
to develop required military policies. Paul Nitze at State thought they were
raising “‘one of MacArthur’s principal contentions.”®” At a meeting on 2 May,
Marshall maintained that, beyond ending all hostilities in Korea, a minimum
settlement should deny to the Communists all Korea south of the 38th
parallel, restore Rhee’s authority there, provide for a ROK military buildup
sufficient to deal with renewed North Korean or Chinese aggression, and
permit when deemed possible the eventual withdrawal of U.S. and other UNC
forces. Nor should any settlement preclude an eventual political arrangement
under UN aegis leading to 2 ‘“‘united, independent and democratic Korea.”
With Truman not yet ready to act, there would be a new draft utilizing
Marshall's suggested wording.>®

When the NSC met to discuss NSC 48/4 on 16 May, the Joint Chiefs were
still dissatistied. They wanted the stated objective to call for an end to the
hostilities, a staged withdrawal of all non-Korean forces, a South Korean
military buildup to “‘deter or repel’” a renewed North Korean aggression, and
the establishment of a northern border so located as to facilitate South Korea’s
defense but in no case south of the 38th parallel.>” During the discussion, Vice
President Barkley questioned why, if the long-term objective was to unify
all Korea, the current objective called for the rescue of South Korea only.
When Acheson remarked that unification of all Korea had never been a
military objective, General Collins pointed out that Ridgway’s orders were still
to eject the aggressors from all of Korea and that his complaints derived from
his lack of an adequate force to do so. Modification of Ridgway’s directive had
to await approval of the new policy statement. After the NSC adopted the
paper with the JCS-proposed revisions, Truman approved it as NSC 48/5 on 17
Mav'(v()
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Following the JCS-proposed alterations, NSC 48/5 stated that the United
States should strive by political means for a free and united Korea without
jeopardizing U.S. positions on the Soviet Union, Formosa, or the Chinese seat
in the United Nations. It also affirmed that if the current minimum
U.S. objectives, essentially those stated by the JCS, could not be achieved,
military action should continue. The United States should solicit increased
Allied support, develop South Korean military strength as fast as possible, and
through UN agencies help Korea politically and economically.®’

NSC 48/5 also clarified U.S. policy toward the PRC. The overall objective
was to ‘“‘detach China as an effective ally of the USSR and support the
development of an independent China which has renounced aggression,”
but meanwhile the United States should “deflate Chinese Communist political
and military strength and prestige by inflicting heavy losses on Chinese forces
in Korea.”" If the Chinese attacked outside Korea, the United States was to
expedite planning for a possible naval and air blockade of the China coast,
military action against Chinese targets outside Korea, and operational assis-
tance for possible Chinese Nationalist operations. U.S. efforts to secure Allied
support for these moves were to continue. In addition, the United States
should encourage anti-Communist Chinese elements both in China and
outside, stimulate differences between Peking and Moscow and within the
Peking government, continue U.S. economic restrictions against China, op-
pose a PRC seat in the United Nations, and persuade the United Nations to
impose political and economic sanctions.®

NSC 48/5 admonished against extending Korean hostilities either into
China or into a general war with the Soviet Union. If Soviet “‘volunteers’ came
into Korea and threatened UNC safety, the United States should consider
withdrawing and preparing for general war. If general war with the Soviet
Union occurred, the United States should withdraw UNC forces from Korea
and redeploy U.S. forces.®® At last there was a U.S. policy for ending the
Korean conflict consistent with UNC military capabilities.

Military Operations and Directives

Ridgway now had to deal with further changes in his mission. With NSC
48/5 approved, the Joint Chiefs on 31 May amended, with the advice of
Ridgway's emissaries, the earlier directive to which he had objected. While
safeguarding UNC forces, Ridgway was to inflict maximum losses on enemy
forces in Korea so as to ‘‘create conditions favorable to a settlement’ as
outlined in NSC 48/5. The new directive eased the restrictions on his use of air
and naval operations by allowing an approach to within 12, rather than 15,
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miles of the Manchurian and Soviet borders. Ground forces could reach a line
“passing approximately through” the Hwach'on reservoir area north of the
38th parallel in east central Korea. The directive repeated the instruction to
notify Washington immediately if the enemy requested an armistice.

The new, more northern line for ground operations took into account the
tactical situation in Korea, where on 16 May an estimated 21 Chinese divisions
had attacked, mainly along a 25-mile line from Ch’unch’on to the Hwach’on
reservoir in the east, while a lesser enemy force strongly probed along a
40-mile axis in the west. Although South Korean divisions once again
retreated in disorder with large losses of equipment, Van Fleet was able to plug
the gap, and three days later Eighth Army counterattacked, surprising the
enemy and inflicting heavy casualties. At the end of the month the army was
approximately back to the Kansas line; by mid-June, it reached the Kansas—
Wyoming line, which Ridgway wanted held, with limited forays to punish the
enemy.®®

Early in June, during this advance by UNC forces, Marshall visited Korea
and Japan. He wanted particularly to greet and encourage Ridgway who,
according to Marshall Carter, was probably “‘the single officer in the whole
military establishment that the secretary most admired.” Marshall felt that
Ridgway, through his valor and astuteness, had restored the UNC military
position in Korea. The two leaders discussed various matters of military
policy, presumably including military operations, manpower, Ridgway’s di-
rective, and the possibility of negotiations.®®

By this time negotiations were a real possibility. The JCS pondered the
wisdom of restricting UNC ground operations while the enemy was in
disarray, and on 20 June they sought Ridgway’s advice. Concerned about any
compromise of the Kansas—Wyoming line, Ridgway wanted Van Fleet to move
at least 20 miles north to allow for a 10-mile outpost line of resistance and for
a possible 10-mile demilitarized zone later. On 206 june, however, Van Fleet
told Ridgway that the advance would be costly.®” At this point the Joint
Chiefs, with Ridgway’s agreement, undertook to revise the 31 May directive,
separating his U.S. (CINCFE) and UN (CINCUNC) functions. This last major
restatement of Ridgway'’s directive came on 10 July.*®

The CINCUNC directive had few changes. Tactical ground operations
were authorized throughout Korea, but no UNC forces were to cross into
Manchuria or Soviet territory. Ridgway was to submit recommendations for
the development of dependable South Korean military units. As CINCFE,
Ridgway was to support UNC operations in Korea and provide air and naval
defense for Formosa and the outlying Pescadores Islands against a Chinese
Communist attack. He could continue aerial reconnaissance over a limited
area of China. In the event of a Soviet attack in the Far East, the defense of
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Japan was his “overriding mission.”” If U.S. forces outside Korea came under
attack, he could react in self-defense but could not retaliate against Chinese or
Soviet territory without Washington’s specific approval. However, he was to
plan for possible retaliatory action against mainland China, as provided by
NSC 48/5.°

At this point, with negotiations for a cease-fire finally commencing, the
UNC had cleared all of South Korea except for a small western area, and it had
made some territorial gains above the 38th parallel in the east. To achieve even
this, 2 UN army of more than 550,000 men—composed of 7 U.S. and 10 ROK
divisions, 4 brigades, 1 separate regiment, and 9 separate battalions—had
suffered some 78,800 U.S. casualties (21,300 killed), a number of Allied
casualties, and 212,554 Korean casualties (21,625 Kkilled). Of more than
469,000 Korean civilian casualties, some 170,000 had died. Opposing the
UNC, there stood approximately 459,000 enemy troops in 13 Chinese armies
and 7 North Korean corps.” Another 743,000 Chinese reserves waited in
Manchuria, while the UNC troop limit had about been reached. Despite
tremendous losses, the Chinese armies had achieved worldwide prestige in
the Korean fight and remained capable of offensive action.

Toward the Negotiating Table

On 30 May, following Eighth Army’s return to the Kansas line, Ridgway
suggested to Washington that the next 60 days would offer “optimum
advantages”’ for diplomatic negotiations. Indeed, overtures to the Soviets had
already been made, and a first unofficial talk between George Kennan, then on
leave from the State Department, and Yakov Malik, the Soviet Union’s
permanent representative to the United Nations, coincidentally occurred on
31 May. The two men met alone at Malik’s Long Island summer house, but
nothing tangible resulted from this meeting. At a second meeting on 5 June,
Malik indicated that the Soviets “wanted a peaceful solution . . . of the
Korean question—and at the earliest possible moment.” He recommended
getting in touch with the Chinese and North Koreans. By mid-June the United
States was discussing possible negotiations with other Allied powers but still
could not make direct contact with Peking.”'

The secret Soviet-American discussions became public on 23 June, when
Malik, in a UN-sponsored radio broadcast generally critical of U.S. policy, said
that the Soviet people wanted to settle the Korean question and that talks

* A year later U.S. estimates placed enemy ground strength in Korea in July 1951 ar S09,000—
277,000 Chinese Communist and 232,000 North Korean troops.
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should begin on a cease-fire and armistice providing for withdrawal from the
38th parallel by both sides. On 25 June, the first anniversary of the war,
Truman publicly announced U.S. readiness to *‘join in a peaceful settlement in
Korea now.” Most Allied nations now seemed hopeful about the possibility of
a negotiated peace.”? From Moscow, U.S. Ambassador Alan G. Kirk reported
that the Soviets were serious and that the Chinese were also behind the move.
He thought that Peking was finding the Korean War *‘bloody and expensive”
and harmful to its overall economic program; the Soviet approach had both
served their own peacemaker role and offered the Chinese opportunity to
save face.”?

How to reach the Chinese and the North Korean governments in the
absence of diplomatic channels posed a problem. Since the United States did
not officially recognize either government, it wanted to exclude certain
political questions, such as Formosa, from the talks. Chinese forces, further-
more, were supposedly “‘volunteers” for whom only their military com-
mander could presumably speak. The United Nations, with a PRC delegation
still there, seemed to Acheson the “worst of all places to conduct discus-
sions.” Therefore, he suggested that Ridgway initiate the move, and the
president agreed.”* Ridgway broadcast a Washington-drafted message to the
enemy on 30 June (Korean time).”’

The next day, in 2 message approved by Truman, Acheson, and Marshall,
the Joint Chiefs informed Ridgway that the major U.S. military concern was to
end the Korean fighting, assure against its resumption, and provide for UNC
security. Also, it was of the greatest importance to arrange military terms
acceptable to the United States over a long period in the event that a political
settlement could not be reached. The minimum U.S. armistice position was to
confine the settlement to Korea, end hostilities there, establish a demilitarized
zone across Korea, require ground forces to remain in position or be
withdrawn to the rear, and allow replacement but no introduction of new air,
ground, or naval units or personnel. Equipment levels could be increased only
for health and welfare purposes. A mixed UNC~Communist military armistice
commission was to be created to supervise the execution of terms. Ridgway
could adopt more advantageous positions initially, but the JCS enjoined him
not to demand so much that world opinion might become unfavorable, not to
engage U.S. prestige to the point that he could not retreat to minimum terms
later, and not to let the talks break down unless he failed to obtain minimum
terms. ©

Although the possibility of an end to the Korean fighting generally
pleased the UN allies, the South Koreans were dismayed at the prospect that
Korea would not be reunited. Their ambassador in Washington had already
indicated his keen resentment at being excluded from the periodic State
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Department briefings for the contributing Allied countries,” and Acheson
feared that the South Korean reaction might jeopardize UNC forces.”” On 30
June the Rhee government demanded that armistice terms include a Chinese
withdrawal to Manchuria, North Korean disarmament, UN prevention of third
party support for North Korea, South Korean representation in any interna-
tional meeting relating to Korea, and the barring of any plan in conflict with
Korean sovereignty or territorial integrity. President Rhee, who saw himself as
the only legitimate head of government for all Korea, was greatly agitated, and
only visits by Ambassador Muccio and Generals Ridgway and Van Fleet
persuaded him, at least for a time, to accept the realities of the situation. ®

On 1 July Chinese General Peng Teh-huai and North Korean General Kim
Il Sung replied to Ridgway that they were ‘“‘authorized . . . to suspend
military activities and to hold peace negotiations’’ and suggested meeting at
Kaesong on the 38th parailel, rather than on the neutral ship that Ridgway had
proposed. Opposed to immediate suspension of military activities, Ridgway
argued that the meeting should be delayed. Washington agreed that military
operations should continue but told Ridgway to ge ahead with the meetings.
On 3 July Ridgway notified the Chinese and North Koreans of his agreement
to meet at Kaesong on 10 July or earlier and proposed that liaison officers
meet in advance. The enemy agreed. There was no decision to stop fighting
except in the immediate zone of the talks, but at least the two sides appeared
ready to begin negotiations toward a cease-fire.”” The formal armistice talks
began on 10 July 1951. Although the possibility of an armistice seemed
auspicious, Ridgway believed the enemy capable of launching another attack
at any time.?"

* The South Korean ambassador attended his first State Department briefing with the other
ambassadors on 3 July 1951.
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CHuarTer VI

Fighting But Talking

Even before the Korean armistice negotiations began in July 1951,
Secretary Marshall had decided to step down. Long in poor health and
fatigued by his year in the Pentagon, Marshall left office on 12 September
1951.' As Lovett took the helm, the overriding concern continued to be
Korea. During the course of the alarmingly slow military negotiations at
Kaesong there persisted a troublesome warfare of little movement that
produced a lesser but still high rate of casualties and allowed the enemy to
strengthen defensive fortifications and build up supplies. The growth of the
enemy’s air power in both quantity and quality posed a particular threat.
These uncertain circumstances required the United States to keep under
review the courses of action it might have to take in the event of an armistice,
no armistice, or even a breached armistice.

The Start of the Talks: An Agenda

The first formal meeting of the armistice negotiators took place on 10 July
1951 in Kaesong—Korea’s ancient capital located northwest of Seoul close to
the 38th parallel and the first major South Korean city to fall to the North
Korean attackers. Responsible to General Ridgway, Vice Adm. C. Turner Joy
led the UN negotiating team.” On the enemy side, although North Korean Lt.
Gen. Nam Il was the chief delegate, Chinese Maj. Gen. Hsieh Fang seemed to
be the controlling voice.t?

* The original UN negotiating team also included Maj. Gen. Henry 1. Hodes (USA); Maj. Gen.
Laurence C. Craigie (USAF); Rear Adm. Arleigh A. Burke (USN); and Maj. Gen. Paik Sun Yup (ROKA).
1 The additional members of the original enemy team included Chinese Lt. Gen. Tung Hua and
North Korean Maj. Gens. Lee Sang Cho and Chang Pyong San. According to General Nam, the
correct names of their two armies were the “People’s Army of the Democratic People’s Republic
of Korea” and “The Chinese People’s Volunteers.”
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From the start, the Communists sought to exploit the situation to extract
maximum propaganda advantage. Pictures of UN jeeps entering Kaesong
bearing the agreed-upon white truce flags appeared in Asian papers above
captions describing their “surrender.” Enemy guards ordered UN envoys
about and refused Western press representatives entry until Ridgway threat-
ened to stay away. U.S. negotiators encountered animus, arrogance, and
rudeness. Believing the Communists viewed civility as a sign of weakness,
Ridgway urged Joy to be tough. In this disagreeable atmosphere, UN negoti-
ators endured two years of dreary, exasperating, and repetitious talks. As
Ridgway observed, it was “'nearly enough to make men welcome a return to
battle.”” Only at the lower staff levels was the atmosphere less grim; here,
Communist colonels acted “more down to earth and practical.” Sometimes,
they even smiled.*

The enemy negotiators were subject to strict control by their govern-
ments, as were the UN emissaries, whose orders came from the U.S. govern-
ment acting as the agent of the United Nations. Every formal statement made
by joy or the other UN negotiators was carefully approved in advance in Korea
and Tokyo and often in Washington as well. Adding comments and recom-
mendations, Ridgway daily sent summary analyses and verbatim accounts of
meetings to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. At weekly or more frequent meetings, JCS
and State representatives studied and discussed these papers. On important
matters, Marshall or Lovett met with Acheson and the Joint Chiefs and
submitted recommendations to Truman for approval. In fact. the UNC
negotiators t0ok no major step without the president’s approval. Sensitive to
the need to act in concert with U.S. allies, who wanted an end to the war,
Washington intended to continue the Korean talks if at all possible and was
prepared to make concessions if necessary. The UNC representatives led by
Joy, on the other hand. believed that the road toward peace could be more
quickly traversed by the adoption of more forceful and uncompromising
positions. This tfundamental difference of view between Washington and the
theater persisted throughout the negotiations.” Whatever their personal
beliefs, however, the negotiators faithfully obeyed orders from Washington.

The first item of business at Kaesong was to prepare an agenda for the talks.
The Communists proposed a five-point agenda and insisted that it include two
points—the 38th parallel as the line of demarcation between the two Korean
sides and the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea. On 10 July the enemy

* On 3 May 1952 Joy exclaimed in his diary, “The JCS for once seem to be our side!™ (See Allan
E. Goodman, ed, Negotiating While Fighting: The Diary of Admiral C. Turner Joy at the Korean
Armistice Conference. 396.) Collins records that State officials meeting with the JCS usually
included two or three from a group including Charles E. Bohlen. U Alexis Johnson, H. Freeman
Matthews, Livingston Merchant, Paul Nitze, and Dean Rusk.
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finally conceded that the military demarcation line item could be listed without
reference to the 38th parallel, but they persisted on the withdrawal issue.’

U.S. officials were unwilling to capitulate on this issue because UNC
withdrawal would leave South Korea easy prey to the enemy, discussion of
withdrawal would alarm and frighten the South Koreans and possibly lead
them to act rashly, and troop withdrawal was primarily a political issue to be
discussed only at a higher governmental level. On this last point Marshall
strongly supported the JCS view that the matter was inappropriate for military
negotiators but that there should be no delay in high-level negotiations for a
political settlement immediately following an armistice. Although Acheson
concurred, he noted pragmatically that any political settlement would require
Communist agreement, and therefore he stressed the need to achieve a
military armistice that would be acceptable over a long period.®

The troop withdrawal issue became aggravated to the point that Ridgway
was ready to break off the talks. Then on 25 July the Communists offered to
drop foreign troop withdrawal in return for a vaguely worded fifth item on the
agenda.” The UNC team agreed, and on 26 July the two sides adopted an
agenda of five points, the first of which had been fulfilled and the last of
which was so broadly stated as to be almost meaningless:

1. Adoption of an agenda.

2. Fixing a military demarcation line between the two sides so as to
establish a demilitarized zone as a basic condition for a cessation of
hostilities.

3. Concrete arrangements for the achievement of a cease-fire and
armistice, including the composition, authority, and functions of a
supervising organization to oversee the plan.

4. Arrangements relating to prisoners of war.

5. Recommendations to the governments of the countries con-
cerned on both sides.

In accepting the agenda, the UN delegation made it clear that it made no
advance commitment to any specific agreement regarding the items. It had
taken 16 days to reach an accord on the agenda.?

A Military Demarcation Line

With the agenda settled, the Communist negotiators again proposed the
38th parallel as the line of demarcation, arguing that it was of historic import-
ance and that each side would have to withdraw about equally from the
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irregular battlefield line to get back to the 38th. The next day, 27 July, Joy
advanced the idea that there were actually three “zones of military signifi-
cance’’-—air, sea, and ground, none based on the 38th parallel. He argued that
the end of UNC air, sea, and ground hostilities would represent a far greater
concession than a cease-fire by the enemy ground forces in Korea. Joy then
proposed a demarcation line generally favorable to UNC forces, with a
20-mile-wide demilitarized zone. Ridgway did not think the enemy was
surprised by the refusal to accept the 38th parallel as the boundary.”

On 28 July Nam Ii scornfully rebuffed Joy for his “‘completely absurd and
arrogant statement’’ regarding the demarcation line and asked, ‘‘for what
actually have you come here?”’ Joy in turn rebuked Nam Il for a “‘rhetorical
question so inappropriate, so irrelevant and so discourteous as to be unworthy
of a reply.” Still, he replied at length. When Nam Il refused to change his
position, a deadlock ensued, and on 10 August the two delegations actually
confronted each other across the table for more than two hours without
speaking. Ridgway wanted to break off negotiations, but Washington pre-
ferred that the onus of a negotiating failure fall on the Communists. Alleging
that the UNC had bombed the negotiating site at Kaesong, the Communists
halted negotiations entirely on 23 August.'’

From almost the beginning of the talks difficulties over Kaesong’s neutral
status exacerbated the disagreement at the negotiating table. The constant
maneuverings of Communist and UNC troops around the perimeter of the
neutral zone increased the chances of its violation. Enemy trucks bearing
white flags drove through the neutral zone, and an enemy company once
passed in sight of UN negotiators in their Kaesong quarters. Kaesong's
closeness to the enemy supply line, against which thousands of UNC air
sorties occurred, made the UNC vulnerable to claims of air violations of the
neutral zone. Over a two-month period the Communists alleged almost 200
air violations, creating the need for constant UN investigations and denials.
Communist charges of an incident on 10 September, however, turned out to be
accurate and there was a UNC apology. "

Ridgway wanted to end Kaesong’s status as a neutral zone, but Washing-
ton ordered him to wait for a Communist response. Even though the
Communists offered to resume negotiations at once, Ridgway remained
unwilling to hold any more talks in Kaesong unless directly ordered to do so. 12
Although sympathetic to his position, Washington was resolved to avoid a
permanent rupture in the talks, even if it meant continuing to meet at Kaesong
or conceding some modification of the UN demarcation line. Ridgway and the
negotiators, on the other hand, wanted to hold firm. '

The differences between Ridgway and Washington reflected a growing
divergence of views concerning the value of an armistice. Marshall, the Joint
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Chiefs, and State—as well as Ridgway—thought in August that the Chinese
would drag out the negotiations as long as possible in order to improve their
military position. At an NSC meeting on 29 August, Marshall informed Truman
that commanders in Korea expected a Communist attack within days. 14 By late
September, however, Ridgway indicated that, with the approach of winter and
a currently unfavorable enemy military situation, the Communists needed an
armistice more than the UNC. “Time works to their disadvantage,” he cabled
Washington. Truman sought to clarify the matter by sending Bradley and
Charles E. Bohlen of the State Department to the Far East.'®

In October Bohlen reported that UNC forces had high morale, were well
supplied, and were deployed in a good position well forward of the Kansas
line. Despite growing enemy air strength, particularly MIG-15s, UNC com-
manders saw little evidence of a general enemy offensive in the near future. It
was not necessary to hurry the talks, Bohlen thought; indeed, there might be
justification for “‘stringing them out, even in endless debate as to site,” but he
recommended against their complete rupture. Rather, the UNC should con-
tinue its efforts, Ridgway should not be forced to return to Kaesong, and a
new UN demarcation proposal should be made.'®

Ridgway’s strong stance paid off, for the Communists proposed enlarging
the neutral zone and moving the conference to Panmunjom. With UNC
agreement, the full negotiating teams convened for the first time in two
months on 25 October. Joy accepted a North Korean proposal to send the
demarcation question to a subdelegation to prepare recommendations for the
delegations, and work began that afternoon.'” The UNC proposed a new line
of demarcation, not very different from their earlier offer. The Communists
refused it because, they contended, it would require a disparate number of
withdrawals by their side and they did not want Kaesong to be in either the
UNC or the demilitarized zone—but they no longer referred to the 38th
parallel as their line. Unimpressed by the enemy’s lack of reference to the 38th
parallel, Ridgway remained determined that Kaesong be in one of the two
zones. On 6 November, however, the JCS advised him to accept the Chinese~
North Korean line in the Kaesong area provided the enemy agreed to conclude
work on all agenda items within a given time.'®

The major differences over demarcation included the location of the line
and the demilitarized zones, the withdrawals required on both sides, and
whether Kaesong should be placed in one of the two demilitarized zones,
which the Communists opposed. On 8 November the Communists made a
new offer to fix the demarcation line and the demilitarized zone on the basis
of the existing line of battle. Ridgway believed it would be a major mistake to
accept this proposal, but he was prepared to trade Kaesong for a final
demarcation line that would follow the actual line of contact as of the
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effective date of an armistice.'” With Lovett and Truman both preferring the
JCS position of 6 November, Ridgway was instructed to press for early
settlement of agenda item 2 on the basis of the current line of contact, but
with the understanding that such agreement would remain valid only for a
specific time, possibly 30 days, while negotiations continued on the remain-
ing agenda items. "

Despite misgivings, the UNC negotiators at a plenary session on 27
November ratified agreement on item 2. Both sides accepted the principle that
the military line of contact would become the demarcation line and that the
current line would become final without any change if they signed an
armistice within 30 days.*'

Ground Operations

Once the two sides decided to begin negotiating, the nature of further
military operations in Korea became more uncertain. When Lovett asked
about the possible use of atomic weapons in Korea, the Joint Chiefs thought
that they should be considered only in the event of a military disaster, and
Ridgway was so notified in August 1951. Meanwhile, Ridgway and Van Fleet
decided against any attempt at large-scale offensive ground action. To cut
down on any enemy buildup and to keep him off balance as well as to
maintain Eighth Army’s fighting edge, they agreed early in July that Eighth
Army should undertake a series of small-scale operations to straighten the
Kansas—Wyoming line. They eliminated Kaesong as a target because it was still
the armistice conference site.??

In late July Van Fleet decided to move against an area in the Taebaek
mountains where North Koreans in control of the hills around a circular valley
area known as the “Punchbowl” were harassing UNC forces. The summer
campaign began on 18 August and was marked by heavy fighting; it was 5
September before Eighth Army took the aptly named Bloody Ridge. somewhat
southwest of the Punchbowl, and completed the operation. Three days later
van Fleet moved out again, attacking three nearby peaks, later poignantly
dubbed Heartbreak Ridge, which his forces took on 13 October. The opera-
tions cost approximately 6,400 UNC casualties, including many South Kore-
ans and a number in the French component, and inflicted an estimated 40,000
North Korean casualties. These operations removed the sag in the Punchbowl
area and shortened the eastern segment of the Eighth Army line across
Korea.”?

Between 3 and 23 October Van Fieet's troops mounted three attacks
against the Chinese in the west, actions in which the South Koreans made an
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excellent showing. When the assault ended on 23 October UNC casualties
numbered about 8,500, with enemy losses estimated at over 51,000. Truman’s
concern that the operation had created a bulge in the UNC line across Korea
was allayed by Lovett’s assurance that the danger was not great.**

When the armistice talks resumed at Panmunjom on 25 October 1951,
only two days after the end of Van Fleet’s costly line-straightening operations,
Ridgway preferred not to proceed with further planned offensive operations.
On 12 November he directed Van Fleet to assume an “active defense” posture
and to limit action to the taking of defensive terrain and outpost positions,
using not more than one division. In November the major Eighth Army
operation was a 2-day attack to move forward 2 miles on a 7-mile front.?> The
27 November 1951 agreement on the demarcation line was then immediately
and almost universally perceived as a de facto cease-fire. Indeed, British
Foreign Minister Anthony Eden asked Lovett in Rome whether an armistice
had been achieved.*®

Casualties became an important public issue in late November, for in the
4'2 months since the start of the armistice talks the UNC suffered almost
60,000 killed, wounded, or missing, including more than 22,000 Americans.
Whatever the validity of the UNC claim that the enemy lost almost four times
that number—some 234,000—in the same period, the American people were
in no mood to accept more casualties. Even before the armistice talks began,
the public desire for peace had fostered the hope and belief that the war was
almost over. There was no real taste for fighting for hills that would probably
revert to the enemy after the armistice was signed.””

After U.S. press accounts in late November stated that UNC troops had
been ordered not to fire except in self-defense, the president denied the story,
but the truth was more complex. Van Fleet had issued instructions to ensure
that every soldier understood that fighting would continue until the final
armistice was signed. But he had also directed Eighth Army, while preparing
for combat in the event of “unduly prolonged™ negotiations, to reduce
operations to the minimum needed to maintain its current position and to
avoid unnecessary casualties. Ridgway felt that Van Fleet had exceeded his
authority; still he pointed out to the JCS on 30 November that casualties
“could scarcely be . . . justified” because the demarcation line agreement
stipulated that any additional ground taken in the 30-day grace period would
be relinquished.”” Meanwhile the Chinese and North Koreans used the grace
period to fortify their lines with underground bunkers and intricate fortifica-
tions. By the beginning of 1952 it was clear that any further UNC ground
action would entail heavy costs.?’

Beyond ordering the South Korceans to stamp out guerrilla activity in the
rear lines, Van Fleet planned no major offensive action in January 1952, In
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February Ridgway vetoed plans for limited operations as too costly, and in
March he permitted offensive action only as necessary for reconnaissance and
counteroffensive measures. After Van Fleet got qualified approval for a limited
attack in April, he postponed it indefinitely. Introduction of a liberal policy of
troop rotation improved Eighth Army morale, but unit effectiveness dropped
because of the replacement of battle-wise troops with inexperienced
soldiers.*"

Both UNC and Communist battle losses decreased but did not disappear.
UNC casualties, which had reached 20,000 in October 1951, dropped to
11,000 in November, 3,000 in December and again in January, and below
2,500 per month from February through April 1952. Enemy losses, probably
always overestimated, were placed at 80,000 in October 1951 and 50,000 in
November, 20,000 a month in December and January, and in a range of 11,000
to 13,000 a month from February through April 1952.%"

During the same period UNC strength increased marginally to more than
637,000, despite a slight decrease in U.S. forces. The increase came from the
addition of almost 60,000 South Korean troops and an increase in the small
Allied contribution. Estimated Chinese strength rose from 377,000 on 1
November 1951 to 642,000 by January 1952; North Korean strength appar-
ently remained fixed at about 225,000. By the end of April 1952 the enemy
had available 82 divisions, well equipped with armor, artillery, and ammuni-
tion, and much improved in combat efficiency."2 Nonetheless, Ridgway
doubted that they would attack. Their forces were defensively deployed, they
had spent the winter building defensive installations, and there were no
prisoner reports of an impending attack. Still, at an NSC meeting in April,
when the president inquired about the possibility of an extended offensive,
General Bradley agreed it was important to take into account the growing
enemy capability to launch a new ground threat.>?

A Challenge to Air Superiority

From the time the Chinese entered Korea in late 1950, they operated their
aircraft back and forth across the Yalu River, while the UNC prohibited its
planes from following them across the river boundary, thus granting the
enemy a sanctuary. With a rapid buildup of Chinese air strength in the early
spring of 1951 and increasing enemy air activity, both Marshall and the Joint
Chiefs wanted to authorize “‘hot pursuit,” which would have allowed UNC
planes to follow attacking enemy aircraft “across the Yalu for a prescribed and
limited distance.”” When Acheson pressed the Allied governments for support,
however, they refused. The United States dropped the matter for the moment
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but maintained that in the event of a massive enemy air assault it would take
whatever action was necessary to safeguard UNC troops. The JCS drafted an
order for UNC air retaliation beyond Korea in the event of a large-scale enemy
air attack launched from outside Korea. The president approved the order, but
the JCS did not send it to MacArthur; " they sent it to Ridgway shortly after he
assumed command.**

On 19 April, the day MacArthur returned to Washington and addressed
Congress, Air Force Secretary Finletter, a strong advocate of air power, brought
the problem of the enemy’s continuing buildup before Lovett and the Army
and Navy secretaries. Air intelligence estimated that with the addition of 300
to 400 Russian planes the Chinese air force had increased to a total of 700 to
800 aircraft, including 250 jet-propelled Russian MIGs. In addition, the
Soviets had about 3,700 planes in the vicinity of the Korean border. Against
this array the UNC could count on 1,185 planes, including Navy and Marine
air. Finletter thought that U.S. planes were superior to and better handled than
the enemy’s and could contain a surprise Chinese air attack. But he believed
that U.S. air would suffer serious damage in such an engagement and not be
able to prevent later Chinese air attacks; if the Chinese augmented their air
force, the danger would increase.?>

Although Finletter agreed to obtain Allied concurrence before retaliation
against enemy air bases, he wanted the United States to reserve its freedom of
action and questioned the reactive nature of U.S. policy. He argued that the
American people thought UNC air control in Korea “‘almost complete” and
that they should be informed of the current danger and of plans to retaliate
only after an enemy attack. The Army and Navy secretaries sided with
Finletter, but the Joint Chiefs were divided, and Bradley agreed with Collins
that the “‘proper committee of Congress’’ should be informed first.*® Marshall
drew up a draft of a public statement that, if mass enemy air attacks occurred,
the United States would be “forced to take immediate action to protect our
forces,” including hot pursuit and destruction of the enemy’s air bases, planes,
and supporting facilities. State reacted negatively and drafted a paper that
merely indicated the possible necessity of countermeasures. The administra-
tion took no action.*’

In May Ridgway requested 10 more U.S. air groups, and in mid-June he
asked Finletter to support this request and another one for additional
antiaircraft battalions, radar equipment, and airfield construction funds.t
Writing Marshall on 19 June, Finletter claimed that the Chinese currently had
1,000 aircraft, of which some 400 were jets, including the advanced MIG-15s.

* See Chapter V.
T For the budgetary fight to increase air strength at this time, see Chapter XIV.
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Although the UNC now had 1.-418 planes, Finletter wanted to get more tactical
aircraft to Ridgway, if necessary diverting them from NATO or other military
assistance countries. He asked Marshall to discuss with Acheson the possibility
of a public statement, or to allow Air Force officials to do so.*® Three days later
Finletter sent Marshall a Far East Air Forces (FEAF) estimate that the Chinese
air force would be quantitatively equal to the UN force by 1 December 1951
and equal in combat effectiveness by 1 April 1952 unless FEAF were
augmented. But with the agreement in July 1951 to hold armistice talks,
Finletter's idea of a public statement and ultimatum seemed untimely.*”

At the start of cease-fire negotiations in Korea. Ridgway expanded UNC
air operations in order to hold down an enemy buildup. Noting considerable
activity around the North Korean capital of P'vongyang, he proposed on 21
July to mount an all-out air strike against military targets in that city after first
warning the inhabitants. Lovett and Bradley both opposed the attack, and
Truman agreed it should be postponed. When Ridgway protested, the presi-
dent approved the strike. specifying no advance warning and no unusual
publicity. The 30 July air attack on P’vongvang did not produce the major
results that Ridgway had hoped for, and he raised the possibility of bombing
Rashin, a principal enemy supply base. ' The joint Chiefs persuaded Marshall
that visual bombing would preclude violation of the international borders,
and the president gave the go-ahead. On 25 August, 35 B-29 bombers struck
Rashin in a highly successful attack. By the end of August Ridgway felt that,
rather than additional ground forces, he needed at least one more F-86 wing
and one more B-29 wing. '

Eager to augment Ridgway’s air power. Lovett asked Finletter in October
whether additional B-26 bombers (an old plane out of production, the B-26
was still useful in interdiction work in Korea) could be sent to the Far East.
Finletter replied that plans to increase the number of B-26s in the Far East
from 140 to 216 could not take place until the following summer because of
parts shortages. Meanwhile. the B-29 bombers. carrying the burden of the
interdiction work. were too slow for their jet fighter escorts and were
experiencing heavy losses from the enemy’s jet planes.'” By the fall of 1951
it was clear that the enemy’s MIG-15 was superior to all U.S. planes but the
F-86 Sabrejet, a day interceptor that approached the MIG-15 in performance
but was inferior to the Soviet plane in rate of climb and combat ceiling and had
only limited utility in bad weather or at night. However, the F-94 Starfire
interceptor fighter overcame the last two difficultics. '

Faced with the need for more air units for Korea and a shortage of trained
F-86 crews, Finletter was unwilling to solve the problem by sending combat-
weary pilots back to Korea. In late December he recommended to Lovett that
they send an all-weather F-94 wing from the Air Defense Command.
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Moreover, he suggested withholding 75 F-86 aircraft from the United King-
dom and another 75 from Canada for shipment to Korea. Finally, to augment
the three B-29 wings in the Far East and the two wings currently on alert for
movement to that area, Finletter proposed sending still another B-29 wing,
even though the transfer would interfere with Strategic Air Command
training.**

In discussions with Pace and Kimball on 10 January 1952, Finletter stated
his belief that Lovett and the service secretaries would all be vulnerable if
armistice negotiations failed and UNC forces did not have the shield of
additional air power.*> On 6 February the Joint Chiefs notified Lovett that one
war-strength F-94 squadron would be sent to Korea that month and 60 F-86
planes would be purchased from Canada at the rate of 10 per month. With
these and 12 more F-86s per month from U.S. production, the Joint Chiefs
expected that by June the Far East Command would have two full-strength
F-86 wings backed by a 50-percent war reserve. They viewed the two wings
of B-29s already alerted for Korea as sufficient augmentation. Since these
arrangements constituted what was currently practicable, Lovett had to be
satisfied.*®

By the spring of 1952, Finletter estimated Chinese air strength at
approximately 1,700 planes, including 900 jets, mainly MIG-15s—*"a serious
threat.” The F-86 was proving more than a match for the MIG-15, with only
23 F-86 planes lost through January 1952 compared with 166 MIG-15s
claimed. Overall, the score was less favorable, with U.S. losses of 402 planes
compared with the enemy’s 349. Part of this disparity derived from the
enemy’s unwillingness or inability to use planes for interdictory operations or
close support of ground troops; the United States had lost 296 aircraft in
interdiction operations and 65 in close support. While enemy air power posed
a potential threat, Finletter could still claim unchallenged UNC control of the
air over the battlefield.*”

Review of U.S. Options in Korea

In this context of continuing disarray in the armistice talks, persisting
battle casualties, and the growth of enemy air capability, the administration
undertook to review again U.S. policy for Korea. On 13 July 1951, only three
days after the cease-fire talks started, the Joint Chiefs wrote Marshall that they
thought it would be “'necessary to increase military pressure on the enemy” if
the talks should fail, but they did not want to involve the United States in a
general war with Communist China. They recommended the nation should
increase the scale of operations in Korea; support covert operations against
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China and Korea; expedite Japanese defense preparations; and press U.S. allies
to support such steps as political and economic pressure on China, additional
forces for Korea, and a naval blockade of mainland China. They thought
Ridgway should not only increase the scale of military operations but be
allowed to advance at least to the neck of the North Korean peninsula. Air
attacks should be permitted against all North Korean targets, including Rashin
and the Yalu River installations, and hot pursuit of hostile aircraft should be
allowed, "‘to include destruction of enemy planes after landing, and neutral-
ization of opposing antiaircraft fire.”"?

Refraining from comment, Marshall on 18 July sent the JCS memorandum
to Truman, who in turn discussed it with Marshall and Acheson. If an armistice
came in Korea, State believed it should be followed by political discussions
leading to a peaceful settlement of the Korean problem on the basis of the UN
goal of a unified, independent, and democratic Korea, but without involving
other Far Eastern questions.*” With minor reservations, the JCS, the secretar-
ies of the military departments, and Marshall accepted this position.>"

The Joint Chiefs rejected State’s position that if the armistice talks in
Korea did not succeed, any ensuing U.S. military and political actions should
be related to possible enemy moves. They considered this position as ‘“‘not
only unsound but so dangerous militarily as possibly to jeopardize the security
of the United Nations forces in Korea™; it would limit Ridgway’s freedom of
action and greatly increase the risks because of delays inherent in the many
consultations State anticipated having with Allied nations. Rather, the Joint
Chiefs wanted the measures advocated in their 13 July memorandum initiated
without delay. The service secretaries supported the JCS position. Writing
Acheson on 4 September, Marshall agreed with all the earlier JCS recommen-
dations except hot pursuit. Because of its far-reaching implications and the
need for further refinement and clarification before adoption of such a policy,
Marshall reserved his own position and sent the JCS views on hot pursuit to
the NSC for consideration.”’

With State and Defense unable to agree on what to do if the armistice talks
failed, more questions surfaced and positions shifted within the Pentagon.
Some OSD officials worried that the JCS proposals had not taken account of
U.S. objectives, particularly in view of the potential heavy casualties that
might ensue, and feared that “violent American [domestic] reactions’ might
follow any breakdown in the cease-fire talks. Some Defense officials thought
that overall policy, not just the matter of hot pursuit, should be reviewed in the
National Security Council.>? On 13 September Lovett told Acheson that he felt
the entire issuc required further study. The secretaries of the military
departments jointly wrote Lovett on 25 September that they now disagreed
with the JCS recommendation to increase the scale of ground operations,
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Troops of the 7th Division advance toward 38th parallel, April 1951.
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Korean refugees flee southward from 38th parallel, April 1951.
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USS Valley Forge operating off Korea, July 1950.
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F-84 Thunderjets over North Korea
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Air Force evacuation plane takes off with wounded as Army mobile gun stands guard.



Battleship Missouri in action against Chong Jim, North Korea, 21 October 1950.



Infantrymen of the Sth Regimental Combat Team move up for attack on Chuk-Chon
mountain, Korea, August 1950.
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U.S. Navy underwater demolition team at Wonsan, North Korea, October 1950.
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provided the enemy made no mijlitary move after termination of negotiations.
But they advocated getting prior Allied agreement for hot pursuit and asked
for study of the possible use of tactical atomic weapons against suitable North
Korean targets.”?

By the end of September 1951 the enemy air buildup had convinced both
Ridgway and Lt. Gen. Otto P. Weyland, commanding general of FEAF, that hot
pursuit was undesirable under any conditions; Bradley labeled it “‘rushing into
a hornets’ nest.”” Later, the Joint Chiefs deleted hot pursuit from their 13 July
recommendations. They thought, however, that it might become necessary to
use U.S. air forces to attack certain Chinese air bases if enemy air activity
seriously jeopardized U.S. forces in Korea. The JCS still thought that if the
armistice talks failed, Ridgway should be given considerable latitude in his
operations—allowed to increase ground pressure and no longer restricted to
the neck of the North Korean peninsula. They did not mention use of atomic
weapons.>*

Aware that their recommended measures would probably enable Ridgway
to maintain pressure but not to take decisive action, the Joint Chiefs warned
Lovett that additional U.S. forces would probably be required should the talks
at Panmunjom fail. They asked for NSC determination of U.S. objectives in
Korea in the event of no armistice. On 9 November Acting Secretary of
Defense William C. Foster sent their memorandum, with his concurrence, to
the NSC, where, in connection with an already initiated study, it became part
of the NSC 118 series.””

Finletter and the Army and Navy secretaries reviewed a draft NSC paper,
and on 10 December Pentagon officials met with the president. Still dissatis-
fied after the meeting, Finletter wrote Lovett that although the United States
had decided to make every possible concession to get a cease-fire, an armistice
would actually worsen its military position. If foreign combatants remained in
Korea, the Chinese could easily build up their strength; if foreign troops
withdrew, the Chinese could reenter from Manchuria at any time, while it
would be very hard to put UNC forces back in Korea. In addition to other
measures, Finletter warned that special air actions and use of the A-bomb
would have to be considered. The National Security Council was already
addressing these issues.>®

On 11 December Lovett called for the views of the JCS and the service
secretaries on the current NSC draft report of NSC 118/1, which expressed the
goals of U.S. policy in Korea in much the same way as NSC 48/5. Ultimately,
according to the draft report, the United States was to seek, by political rather
than military means, a united, independent, and democratic Korea. Currently,
it was to try to reach a Korean settlement that would end the hostilities,
establish South Korean authority below a northern boundary located gener-
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ally not south of the 38th parallel, provide for the staged withdrawal of
non-Korean forces from Korea, and permit a South Korean military buildup
sufficient to “deter or repel a renewed North Korean aggression.” The United
States should avoid any extension of the conflict into general war with the
Soviet Union or China, and continue military action until an armistice was
signed.

If the armistice negotiations succeeded. NSC 118/1 recommended that
the United States try to establish a UN commission to negotiate a political
settlement; maintain existing economic and political sanctions against China;
urge UN countries to keep their forces in Korea as long as required; and train
and equip South Korean forces to assume increasing defensce responsibilities.
The UN nations fighting in Korea should also warn the Chinese and North
Koreans that “military action without geographic limitation™ would result if
they renewed the aggression.

If the armistice talks clearly failed, NSC 118/1 called for expanding the
U.S. mobilization effort, enlarging the scale of Korean military operations,
remoyving all restrictions against advances or attacks in Korea except for areas
within approximately 12 miles of the USSR borders, and allowing U.S. air
attacks on air bases in China if specifically authorized by the president.
Unresolved disagreement between State and Defense led to the inclusion of
two versions of another measure: State called for joint enforcement of a
complete trade embargo against China; Defense, for a naval blockade of China
or, failing that, joint enforcement of a complete embargo on all shipments to
China.>”

When the NSC discussed the paper on 19 December, the major point of
contention concerned the Allied warning about breaking the armistice. NSC
118/1 argued that if necessary the United States should act unilaterally to make
it clear that future aggression in Korea would be punished by military actions
“not necessarily . . . limited in geographic scope or in methods of warfare
employed.””® Acheson felt the language inappropriate for a public warning.
and he opposed a unilateral U.S. warning. The Joint Chiefs also disliked the
statement’s implied threat to the Soviets and its “too rigid commitment of
future U.S. action under unknown circumstances.” As a result, the NSC
significantly altered the sentence by removing its last phrase concerning
methods. Even so, the statement was not meant to control the language of a
future warning.>”

Acheson thought that Ridgway should consult Washington before increas-
ing the scale of operations or beginning any major ground advance in Korea
and that the State Department should have an opportunity, time permitting, to
inform key allies before any unilateral U.S. air attacks on Chinesce air bases.
Lovett did not object. As for a possible embargo or blockade of China. Lovett
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told the NSC that the Joint Chiefs and service secretaries both preferred a
blockade, but when he suggested studying the probable effectiveness of a
trade embargo versus a blockade, Acheson declared that the real problem was
British opposition to a blockade. The revised draft carried both the State and
Defense versions.®”

The NSC did not debate two further provisions. In case the enemy
indefinitely delayed the armistice talks while building up militarily, the United
States was to increase political and economic pressures gradually and execute
measures planned in the event of a clear failure of negotiations. Whether or
not there was an armistice, NSC 118/1 continued the standing instructions to
Ridgway for use in the event of massive enemy air attacks against the UNC in
Korea. If Soviet “volunteers’ entered Korea in sufficient numbers to threaten
UNC safety, the United States was immediately to consider withdrawing its
forces from Korea and placing itself in the best possible posture for general
war.”!

Truman approved the revised draft, NSC 118/2, on 20 December. It
remained in effect as a statement of policy throughout the remainder of the
Korean conflict. a 19-month period of uncertainty as to whether there ever

2

P ¢
would be an armistice.”

Item 5

By the time Truman approved NSC 118/2, the 30-day period for comple-
tion of an armistice had almost expired. When the period lapsed on 27
December, the negotiators at Panmunjom had not completed agenda items 3,
4, and 5, and item 2, the military line of demarcation, remained subject to
revision. With work on items 3 and 4 lagging, Joy proposed on 31 January
1952 that the delegations discuss agenda item 5, recommendations to the
countries involved. The enemy delegation agreed, and the first meeting on
this subject took place on 6 February.©?

In preparation, Ridgway had told Joy in early December 1951 that item 5
should be worded broadly. to the effect that the governments involved should
consider calling a political conference. The Joint Chiefs instructed Ridgway
on 24 December not to specify the form of discussion or the participants in
the final statement of item 5.°* Korean political questions could be addressed
through a UN commission composed of a number of interested countries
rather than the belligerents alone. Ridgway could agree to naming North
Korea and the PRC on the one side, with South Korea and the United Nations
on the other, but Washington took the position that the Soviet Union should
not be separately named since, as a UN member, it was already included. On
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5 February 1952 the Joint Chiefs reminded Ridgway that the statement should
suggest that governments deal with these matters at a higher-level political
conference or by some other political means.®®

On 6 February the Communist negotiators proposed holding a political
conference within three months of an effective armistice—with North Korea
and the PRC on the one side and the concerned UN countries on the other—
to consider the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea, a peaceful
settlement of the Korean question, and other external matters related to peace
in Korea. The proposal seemed very close to Ridgway’s instructions, and he
wanted to act quickly. On 9 February the UN negotiators submitted a statement
that clearly limited any political conference to purely Korean issues.®® When
Nam Il objected repeatedly during the next week, however, the UN side
prepared to drop this limitation. Then, before it could introduce a new
proposal, the enemy delegation on 16 February offered a political conference
that would settle the questions of foreign forces’ withdrawal and ‘‘the Korean
question, etc.”®”

The new enemy statement met Washington’s needs. The next day the UN
negotiators formally accepted the Communist proposal, with the understand-
ing that the recommendation would be sent to the United Nations as well as
South Korea, that foreign forces were non-Korean forces, and that the “etc.”
did not refer to any non-Korean matters. Essentially completed between 6 and
17 February, the resolution of item 5 was the brightest spot in the armi-
stice negotiations. Now the negotiators had to turn back to the difficulties of

item 3.98

Item 3: Concrete Arrangements

With the 27 November 1951 agreement on the military demarcation line,
talks had begun immediately on item 3, arrangements for carrying out the
armistice. Although Ridgway wanted detailed and firm instructions and
deplored the UN practice of granting concessions during the talks, which he
felt led to enemy pressure for further concessions, he found it difficult to get
final orders.®”

Lovett, like Acheson, thought it would be hard, if not impossible, to
negotiate at Panmunjom sufficiently ironclad terms to police a Korean
armistice. Aerial observation or the free movement of observer teams would
be necessary to safeguard UNC troops from an enemy buildup, but it was
unlikely the Communists would accept such arrangements. Furthermore,
with major enemy bases located in Manchuria, Lovett thought the concept of
full inspection in Korea might be meaningless. In his view, a public warning by
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the Western powers might be a more effective deterrent to renewed aggres-
sion. A warning, however, required prior agreement on retaliatory steps.
Meeting Anthony Eden in Rome on 27 November 1951, Lovett, Acheson, and
Bradley found the British foreign minister sympathetic but wary of anything
beyond bombing Communist airfields above the Yalu. When Bradley said
Ridgway needed some form of security against the Communists, such as a
blockade, Eden said he would have to check with his government.”’

At Panmunjom on 27 November, Nam Il proposed that both sides stop
fighting the day the armistice was signed and withdraw from the demilitarized
zone within 3 days and from the rear of the other side to their own side of the
demarcation line within 5 days. No armed forces should enter the demilita-
rized zone or attack it. Finally, both sides should name an equal number of
representatives to form a joint commission to make specific armistice arrange-
ments and oversee implementation. Struck by Nam II's failure to mention
inspection, the UN negotiators countered with a plan calling for a cease-fire
within 24 hours of the armistice, creation of an equally and jointly manned
commission to carry out the armistice terms, and a demilitarized zone with no
armed forces except as specifically and mutually agreed, with governance by
the two military commanders according to the military armistice agreement.
The enemy accepted these points the next day. But the UN plan also proposed
that there be no increase in military forces, supplies, equipment, or facilities
by either side; free access throughout Korea for the military armistice
commission and its joint observation teams; and a withdrawal of each side’s
armed forces “‘from the territory controlled by the other side.””"

Nam Il argued at subsequent meetings that it was unnecessary to
specifically prohibit increases in military personnel or materiel or to claim free
access throughout Korea for observers, since the withdrawal of all foreign
troops from Korea would obviate any need to worry about these particulars.
In any event, he declared, the UN principles exceeded the scope of the
military armistice talks and showed the need for a higher level conference. He
asked for clarification of the last point, the withdrawal of each side’s armed
forces from the other’s territory. The suggested UNC phrasing was intended to
allow UNC retention of certain islands off the coast of North Korea during an
armistice period. If the Communists agreed to this point, UNC negotiators
could agree with all of their proposals for item 3 insofar as they went. But the
UNC representatives claimed that the heart of item 3 was the principle of joint
inspection, which meant joint observation teams located at ports, airfields,
and key points throughout Korea and joint aerial observation of Korea.”?

On 3 December Nam Il proposed that neither side bring into Korea any
military forces, weapons, or ammunition “‘under any pretext.” Since the
Communists excluded any rotation whatsoever of troops or replenishment of
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supplies and equipment, the measure would effectively end the UNC presence
in Korea. Nam Il also proposed, as Ridgway summarized it, formation of a
neutral nations supervisory body to conduct ‘“‘necessary inspection, bevond
the demilitarized zone, of such ports of entry in the rear as mutually agreed
upon by both sides, and to report to the Joint Armistice Commission the result
of the inspection.””® Although Nam said that this proposal incorporated the
reasonable portions of the UN principle and had to be taken as a2 whole, it
evoked many UN questions, particularly whether the Communists meant for
the supervisory body to be independent of the proposed military armistice

commission. !

Nonetheless, the Joint Chiefs found the Communist proposals promising
and told Ridgway on 5 December to “'prevent any regression.”” They doubted
that even enemy acceptance of the UN proposals would ensure UNC safety if
the Communists later breached the armistice, and they explained that the
outcome of Lovett’s and Acheson’s discussions in Rome could make a
difference. The JCS might still reconsider item 3: therefore Ridgway was not
to take any irrevocable position.

By 7 December four basic issues under item 3 remained to be resolved—
personnel levels and equipment stocks, offshore islands. the neutral nations’
supervisory body, and rehabilitation of facilities. On these issues, Lovett and
the JCS agreed with Acheson that Ridgway would have to be considerably
more flexible. Rotation of personnel was nonnegotiable. but Ridgway could as
a last resort concede control of the offshore islands and accept mutually
agreed neutral observer teams provided they were responsible to the military
armistice commission. Lovett was also willing to concede rehabilitation of
Korean facilities except for airfields and even that could be referred to
Washington if it became the final obstacle to an agreement. The Joint Chiefs
formally instructed Ridgway on 10 December. ©

Ridgway viewed the airfields issue as the key question. On 18 December
he asked for final positions that the UN negotiators could announce at times
of Ridgway'’s choosing. He advised against extension of the pending 30-day
time limit. The Joint Chiefs pointed out that a prolonged armistice would
require terms that could be enforced over the years and that the chief deterrent
to renewed aggression would be an Allied warning of retribution against
China. Ridgway was not to announce any position as final and should agree to
a 15-day extension of the 30-day time limit. He was to remain firm on rotation
for as many personnel as he needed and on the location of neutral observer
teams and their relationship to 2 military armistice commission. He could
yield on the effective date of the armistice. aerial observation, and replenish-
ment of military equipment and supplies except combat aircraft. At his
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discretion, he could accept the rehabilitation of a number of airfields; no
fields, old or new, should be permitted to accommodate jet aircraft.””

Before the end of December Joy reported that he had reached the
authorized final position and would take a firm stand. In early January 1952,
Ridgway informed Washington that, if the enemy was allowed to reinforce his
air strength in North Korea while UNC air strength could not be effectively
increased and atomic weapons were not authorized, the UNC could not
successfully retaliate against any post-armistice attack and the planned Allied
warning would have little meaning.”®

When Winston Churchill, once again prime minister, visited Washington
for talks in January 1952, discussion centered on the retaliatory steps that
might be taken if the enemy later breached an armistice. Lovett explained that
the United States would limit any retaliatory bombing to transportation and air
concentrations, and Bradley said there was no plan to use the atomic bomb,
particularly since there were no suitable targets in Korea, but both men still
thought there would have to be a blockade of the China coast. Although the
talks ended without any consensus on the precise retaliatory means to be
used, the Americans apparently felt there was sufficient agreement to permit
Ridgway to omit from the armistice terms the prohibition on airfield con-
struction or rehabilitation if that became the last impediment to peace.
Meanwhile, he should try to settle all other outstanding issues.”” On 25
January the Communist negotiators accepted a UNC proposal to omit the
reference to airfields; later they conceded UN retention of five additional
islands, leaving troop rotation as the major issue.®’

By the end of February the UNC had dropped its demand for rotation
from 75,000 to 35,000 men per month, while the Communist negotiators had
finally raised the number to 30,000. They would consent to 35,000 only if the
UN side accepted 5 ports of entry per side rather than the 12 it wanted. At the
same time the enemy delegates made additional demands: acceptance of the
Soviet Union as a member of the neutral nations commission, extension of the
armistice terms to areas beyond the Korean peninsula, and permission for
neutral observers to inspect UNC military equipment and weapons without
restriction. They also refused to report the location of their major forces to the
military armistice commission or to guarantee not to redeploy such forces to
increase their offensive capability. Believing that the enemy thought they
could afford to talk indefinitely, Lovett told Truman early in March 1952 that
there was no way to tell whether the talks would succeed.®’

In mid-March the UN negotiators agreed to accept the Communist
positions on ports of entry and on notification and redeployment of military
forces if they in turn would agree to gather no military intelligence during
inspection and to limit the armistice to the Korean peninsuia. Other than the
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airfields question, only the matter of the Soviet Union’s nomination as a
neutral nation remained unresolved. On 19 April the two sides finally agreed
to send item 3 back to a staff officers group. But this time the issue was joined
with the discussions on prisoners of war under item 4.*2 On 28 April Joy
offered to concede the airfields issue if the Communists agreed, first, not to
demand that the Soviet Union be on the neutral nations’ supervisory com-
mission under item 3 and, second, to accept the UN position on the prisoners
of war under item 4. On 2 May Nam Il accepted the offer provided there could
be a “‘reasonable compromise” on the prisoners of war. With item 3 no longer
a major point of contention in the armistice talks, everything now depended
on the prisoner of war negotiations.®?



Cuarrer VII
The Prisoners of War

By the time the UNC negotiators offered the package deal on 28 April
1952 to complete the Korean armistice, the prisoner of war issue had become
a critical element in the negotiations. Both sides had captured and held great
numbers of prisoners. The enemy reported capturing more than 65,000 UNC
and South Korean soldiers in the first nine months of the war, and UNC camps
held approximately 137,000 enemy prisoners by January 1951." The variety
of backgrounds and the diverse political views held by the captives in the UNC
camps created complications. Some of the prisoners thought to be North
Korean soldiers or guerrilla infiltraters turned out to be captured South Korean
troops who had been impressed as ‘‘volunteers’ into the North Korean armies,
while others were South Korean civilians caught in roundup operations.
Moreover, each group in the UNC camps included pro- and anti-Communist
prisoners. After the Chinese Communists entered the war, the UNC discovered
that it held a diverse ideological mix of Chinese prisoners—Communists,
non-Communists, and even former Chinese Nationalist soldiers.

The Major Issue—Repatriation

It was inevitable that repatriation would become the central issue when
the negotiators at Panmunjom took up agenda item 4 on 11 December 1951.
The Communists insisted on an all-for-all exchange in accordance with the
provisions of the Geneva Convention of 1949, which provided for the
mandatory repatriation of prisoners of war. South Korea had signed the
convention. The United States had not ratified the convention and North
Korea was not a signatory, but both countries had pledged to observe its
provisions pertaining to prisoners of war.

139
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Within the administration achievement of a consensus on the matter of
repatriation came only after protonged discussion and debate over a period of
more than six months in 1951 and 1952, involving State. Defense. Ridgway,
and the president. The basic issue dividing State and Defense was forcible
repatriation of prisoners. and both changed and refined their positions more
than once. Early in the negotiations the JCS and the Army firmly supported
voluntary repatriation although aware of some of the disadvantages. But the
Defense view changed during the fall of 1951 to greater readiness to accept an
all-for-all exchange if the Communists rejected the one-for-one proposal.

The Americans soon found themselves in an agonizing dilemma. Their
overriding aim. ¢specially in the view of Ridgway, his successor, General Mark
W. Clark. and the UNC negotiators at Panmunjom. was to sccure the return of
all U.S. and ROK military and civilian prisoncers held by the Communists. At
the same time, they could not countenance returning to the enemy by force
prisoners—North Korcan, South Korcan, and Chinese—who did not want to
be returned to Communist control. Recalling World War [1 cxpcricncc,*
Truman and his advisers believed that application of the Geneva Convention
principle of all-for-all exchange. as the Communists insisted, would mean
condemning thousands of anti-Communist prisoners to imprisonment or
death. On the other hand. insistence on a one-for-one exchange could mean
a prolonged delay in any exchange. thereby atfecting the lives of the ULS. and
ROK prisoners.”

Wavs of accomplishing the desired end were debated within Defense and
among DoD. State. and the president. The president and the State Department
considered it particularly important to retain the moral and material support
of as many of the nations of the world as possible for U.S. war and peace
efforts. Throughout this period and after, UN and Allied nations brought
strong pressurces to bear on the administration to take more accommodating
positions in armistice negotiations and to end the war quickly—pressures that
doubtless influenced the administration’s deliberations on prisoner of war
policy. No less important, changing circumstances in Korea, at the armistice
talks. and in Washington greatly affected the attitudes among the American
decisionmakers on this emotion-laden issue. Within Defense, in particular,
most discussion participants changed positions at one time or another. It
required many months of appraisal and reappraisal of all aspects of the issue
before the JCS could inform Ridgway, himself given to doubts and equivoca-
tion. on the subject of the president’s final word on prisoner exchange. And

* After World War 11, in keeping with agreements with the Russians, the Western Allies forcibly
returned large numbees of prisoners of war formerly held by the Germans to the Soviet Union,
where many of them are believed 1o have been executed or imprisoned.
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this final statement could not be truly final; more than a year of exasperating
and mutually recriminatory talks ensued before Panmunjom adjustments were
made.

In preparation for the armistice talks, Truman on 30 June 1951 approved
instructions to Ridgway to exchange prisoners on a one-for-one basis with
minimum delay. Since such an exchange would have left many prisoners in
UNC camps because of the disparity in numbers held by each side, the Joint
Chiefs suggested to Marshall that prisoners not be repatriated unless they gave
full consent. Acknowledging the arguments against voluntary repatriation—it
was contrary to the Geneva Convention, might establish a poor precedent for
future wars, would feed Communist propaganda, and might even create an
excuse for breaking off the armistice talks—the Joint Chiefs nonetheless felt
their modified approach to be justified. Beyond the humanitarian consider-
ations, voluntary repatriation would confirm the UNC promises of safety
and asylum, establish UN reliability and compassion, and enhance future U.S.
psvchological warfare cffectivencess.”

Acheson argued with Marshall that the JCS proposal “might jeopardize the
prompt return’ of prisoners held by the Communists and that it conflicted
with the Geneva Convention. To avoid injustice to certain classes of prisoners
who were likely to be killed on their return to their homeland, Acheson
proposed use of paroles and suggested that the two departments work out @
solution. In the Pentagon. Lovett presumed that the one-for-one stance was a
negotiating position and believed that an all-for-all exchange of prisoners
would cost the United States very little militarily. He asked the Joint Chiefs on
25 September to think about the advisability of an overall exchange if the
one-for-one approach failed.' With Ridgway also in favor of an all-for-all
exchange, the Joint Chiefs prepared a new draft directive in November.”

Reviewing the new draft, State altered its position. Although the welfare
and return of UNC soldiers from encemy camps remained the overriding
consideration, State wanted to consider further whether to return UNC-held
prisoners who had committed criminal acts before their capture. Because of a
moral obligation to enemy soldiers who might be subject to reprisal on their
return, Ridgway should seck to avoid the forcible return of such prisoners.
State’s concern reflected Truman's own intense interest in the question. The
president considered an all-for-all exchange basically unfair in view of the
disparate numbers held by the two sides; and the idea of forcing prisoners to
return to death or slave labor repelled him.©

Meeting on 5 December, the Joint Chiefs and State officials hammered out
their differences. The ensuing directive of 10 December in essence told
Ridgway to defend vigorously a one-for-one exchange of prisoners as long as
possible but, if necessary, to agree to an all-for-all exchange provided the
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exchange procedure took into account the wishes of individual POWSs. This
odd position undoubtedly reflected the ambiguity in the minds of most of
those involved in its formulation. The proposal was dependent on Communist
submission of a list of their UNC and ROK prisoners “‘conforming satisfacto-
rily to our best estimates of those they hold.””

At Panmunjom on 11 December the enemy negotiators proposed that
each side release all its prisoners of war to the other side as soon as the
armistice was signed. The UNC negotiators, on the other hand, asked for an
immediate and full exchange of prisoner lists and “early regulated exchange of
prisoners of war on a fair and equitable basis.”” The JCS directed Ridgway to
seck also the exchange of UN civilians and South Korean government
personnel held in enemy camps. When Ridgway doubted his ability to exact
these terms, the JCS told him to make a strong effort and authorized him to use
his own formula of an all-for-all exchange based on a one-for-one exchange of
UNC-held against enemy-held prisoners. to be followed by delivery of all
additional UNC-held prisoners of war desiring repatriation.®

On 18 December the enemy and UNC negotiators finally exchanged
prisoner lists. The Communists claimed to hold only 11,559 prisoners of
war—7,142 South Koreans. 3,198 Americans, and 1,219 other UNC soldiers.
By comparison, UNC records showed 11,500 Americans missing in action,
while the South Koreans claimed that the enemy held 88,000 of their troops
and civilians. In October Ridgway had estimated 2 maximum return of 6,000
UN and 28,000 South Korean troops, plus some civilians.” At Panmunjom,
UNC representatives remonstrated that the lists released to them contained
huge discrepancies and did not account for many Americans and South
Koreans known to have been captured.'

By the same token, the UNC list disappointed the Communists, since its
total was lower than the UNC had previously reported to the International
Committee of the Red Cross in Geneva. This discrepancy resulted from the
removal of some 2,000 soldiers originally listed twice, the escape or disap-
pearance of a number of enemy soldiers, and the discovery and subsequent
reclassification as civilian internees of some 37,500 South Koreans impressed
into the North Korean army. Compared with the Communist list, however, the
UNC list was lengthy, containing the names of 95,531 North Koreans, 20,700
Chinese, and 16,243 impressed South Koreans retained in POW status—in all,
more than 132,000 names."'

With the UNC delegation inquiring about some 50,000 unlisted persons
and the Communist delegation demanding explanations for a claimed short-
age of some 44,000, further meetings failed to bridge the gap. The Commu-
nists denied the validity of the UNC recategorization of the South Koreans or
of anything that in any way indicated a policy of voluntary repatriation.
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Concerning the 50,000 unlisted South Korean troops, they reported that it
was their “policy to educate POWs and release them directly at front,”
apparently straight into their own armies. A majority of the 50,000, they
asserted, had been so released, while others had died in UNC raids or of illness
or had deserted.'? They refused to allow Red Cross representatives to visit
their camps or to agree to an early exchange of the seriously sick and
wounded. The two sides spent Christmas 1951 fighting over numbers. After a
long UNC discourse on the missing 50,000 UN and South Korean soldiers, the
chief Communist delegate on agenda item 4 insultingly suggested there was
no need to worry since ‘‘they must have gone home a long time ago. No small
number of them must be fighting in your rear for liberation of South Korea.”'*

Ridgway now prepared to use the compromise plan, basically an all-for-
all exchange with no forced repatriation. When the Communists did not
instantly reject the idea of exchanging civilians, Rear Adm. R.E. Libby, the
senior UNC representative on the item 4 subdelegation, proposed on 2 January
1952 a prisoner exchange frankly based on voluntary repatriation.'* The
fierce enemy reaction caused reevaluation of this proposal; clearly the
Communists would not accept the voluntary concept. On 15 January the Joint
Chiefs reminded Ridgway that it would be necessary to inform the president
before breaking off the talks, and that it was possible the government’s stand
might be modified.'®

On 3 February the Communist negotiators offered a variation of an
all-for-all exchange. Washington gave Ridgway permission to drop all de-
mands for the return of enemy-held ROK civilians who had not lived south of
the 38th parallel, and the enemy negotiators also made some concessions. But
the UN negotiators did not depart from the principle of voluntary repatriation,
even though they changed the term to a possibly more acceptable “‘no forced
repatriation.” Whatever the choice of words, however, free versus forcible
repatriation remained the key issue separating the two sides.'®

State and Defense meanwhile reviewed the question. At a2 meeting on 1
February, Lovett and Acheson agreed to persist in the demand for no forcible
repatriation, to develop a plan for releasing prisoners who would be endan-
gered by repatriation, thus confronting the Communists with a fait accompli,
and to send State—Defense recommendations to the president. Subsequently,
Lovett expressed doubt about the positions taken, Admiral Fechteler withdrew
his previous concurrence, and General Vandenberg firmly opposed the
proposals.'’

At a second State-Defense meeting on 7 February, State maintained its
opposition to forcible repatriation but thought Defense was showing a “‘clear
disposition to agree to return all prisoners of war,” including, if necessary, the
reclassified South Koreans. In fact, however, Lovett, Foster, and Finletter
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remained uncertain. Following the mecting. Acheson sent Lovett a State-
prepared draft of a joint memorandum for Truman declaring that the United
States would refuse to use force to return UNC-held prisoners of war whose
lives were likely to be seriously endangered by repatriation. The policy was to
be so implemented as to minimize jeopardy to cither enemy-held UNC
prisoners or the armistice talks, and key allies were to be consulted. Lovett's
first reaction was noncommitial. '®

Meceting with ‘fruman and Acheson on 8 February, Lovett said that because
of continuing internal Defense differences over the policy he did not want to
sign the joint memorandum. He did not want to make such an important
decision without even knowing how many Chinese or North Koreans in UNC
camps would actually have to be returned forcibly. He asked “whether or not
the risk of loss of the three thousand U.S. POW’s [in enemy camps| and the
possibility of a breakdown in the truce and a consequent enlargement of
conflict did not. in fact. carry with it a greater moral responsibility than any
we owed to Communist POW's who had been shooting at us only a short time
ago.” Accepting Acheson's position against forcible repatriation as more
realistic than the carlier State stand of limiting repatriation to those who
accepted it voluntarily, Lovett also recognized that considerabie flexibility
would be allowed in the procedures for carrving out the policy. He feft that
substantial agreement between State and Detense might vet be reached as more
¢vidence became available.'”

After further discussions. Truman approved Acheson’s position against
forcible repatriation, asserting that the United States would “have to accept
the risks.”” Hoping the number of prisoner retusads would be low. Truman
agreed to leave the method of separating them to the military. Lovett asked the
president not to take any tinal policy position until State consulted kev allies,
and Acheson agreed to this. Finally, Truman told Lovett to direct Ridgway to
continue to opposce forcible repatriation and to take steps to Uidentify and
withdraw in some fashion™ the POWSsS who would not return unless forced to
do so. Lovett told DoD officials that the president was intent on this course
and that it would take @ strong case to change his mind.?"

In a meeting later. Acheson agreed with Lovett that Truman wanted to
begin identifving and withdrawing prisoners but not to take an irrevocable
stand in doing so. From Tokvo, Ridgway had expressed his opposition to
covert screening. but if it had to be done he wanted to do it quickly and in
davlight. segregating those prisoners opposed to repatriation. He attacked the
idea of releasing prisoners unwilling to return as a subtertuge likely to destroy
all chance of getting back enemy-held UNC soldiers and perhaps even of
reaching an armistice. Although willing 1o trade oftf airficlds tor voluntary
repatriation, Ridgway saw no indication that the enemy would agree. Con-
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vinced that negotiations would ultimately be broken off if the UN negotiators
did not consent to forcible repatriation. Ridgway on 27 February 1952 urged
that the authorities in Washington send him a “final position on the POW
question now.” '

Mecting with Truman and State and Defense officials that day, Lovett
finally assented to a policy of no forcible repatriation. A message drafted by
State and approved by Lovett, Acheson, and Truman informed Ridgway that he
already had his final position. The screening procedure could be done openty,
and he was to remove from POW status but retain in UNC custody those
prisoners who would resist returning to Communist control. After Ridgway
prepared revised prisoner-of-war lists hie should then inform the Communist
negotiators of UN willingness to have an all-for-all exchange. These orders
went forward despite the outbreak of violence in the UNC camps.””

Screening, Violence, and Propaganda

In the early davs of the Korean War, the UNC had kept its prisoners of war
in stockades scattered throughout South Korea. After the Chinese became
involved. the UNC moved the camps south and concentrated them around the
port of Pusan. Since the camps were a security hazard, Ridgway removed most
prisoners to the small island of Koje-do off the southern tip of Korea as soon
as he stabilized the front in early 1951, Selected only because no better place
could be found. Koje-do was a barren, mounwinous 150 square miles,
crowded with some 200,000 inhabitants and refugees and lacking suitable flat
land or space for prisoner dispersal. The UNC originally built 32 compounds,
cach group of 8 surrounded by a barbed wire enclosure. By the fall of 1951
they held over 130,000 North Korean and 20,000 Chinese prisoners and were
so overcrowded that there was little space between enclosures. Some 9,000
L2S. and South Korean troops, mostly the latter. many of poor caliber, served
as guards.

With only limited UNC control over the compounds, Communist pris-
oner leaders took over, casily communicating with each other, establishing
strict internal discipline, terrorizing non-Communist prisoners, holding trials,
and meting out punishments including death. Nonetheless. despite sporadic
violence in the fall of 1951, much of it the result of enmity between the North
Korcan prisoners and the South Korean guards, Ridgway thought the guards
could manage. A first screening in late 1951 went forward without undue
incident. In early 1952, however, massive resistance developed when Ridgway
began a more thorough screening of the Koje-do prisoners. On 18 February
more than a thousand prisoners armed with homemade weapons attacked
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U.S. troops entering one compound. In the ensuing violence the toll was high:
1 US. soldier killed. 38 UNC soldiers wounded, 77 prisoners Killed or
mortally wounded., and 140 injured. Enemy negotiators at Panmunjom
immediately denounced the “thorough fabrication of what vou call ‘voluntary
repatriation’.”"

In response the UNC moved some of the prisoners to two other islands,
Pongam-do and Cheju-do, increased the guards at Koje-do, and installed a new
commander, Brig. Gen. Francis T. Dodd. Unrest on Koje-do nonetheless
escalated. and on 13 March South Korean guards responded to stones hurled
by North Korean prisoners by firing without orders. Ten prisoners were killed
outright and 28 were wounded, 2 of whom later died. The Communist
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negotiators formally protested the “*barbarous massacre.”

Despite the heated Communist reaction, when talks returned to the staff
level on 16 March, Ridgway found the enemy representatives willing to accept
the principle of voluntary repatriation for a large number of their captives
who had originally resided in South Korea. But they would not discuss
Chinese prisoners held in UNC camps. They expected the return of around
132,000 prisoners in all.?® When a UNC officer unguardedly indicated that
the total might be as high as 116,000, the Communists suggested an immediate
screening, and UNC negotiators felt a cautious optimism.?

The UNC designed the rescreening that began on 8 April to encourage
returnees, but it soon became apparent that the results would not please the
enemy negotiators. Of the 106,376 screened, only 31,231 (28,421 prisoners
and 2,810 civilians) were willing to return voluntarily. Even by adding to the
repatriation figure some 44,000 Koje-do prisoners who had refused to be
screened and some 12,000 in the Pusan prison hospital who had not yet been
interviewed, the UNC could not meet the Communists’ expectation. Ridgway
himself estimated that only 70,000 would want to return.”® When told the
figures on 19 April, the enemy negotiators were unwilling to consider them.
After they unilaterally ended the staff officer executive sessions on 25 April,
Ridgway felt that negotiations were rapidly approaching a deadlock.?”

In this context the UN representatives on 28 April proposed to combine
all outstanding issues from agenda items 3 and 4, conceding the enemy
demand for airfield rehabilitation in return for acceptance of the UN positions
on the prisoner of war and on Soviet exclusion from the neutral nations’
supervisory commission. As part of this “final and irrevocable effort,” some
70,000 UNC-held prisoners of war would be exchanged for approximately
12,000 enemy-held prisoners. On 2 May the Communist negotiators offered to
accept the proposal if the UNC would agree to exchange 132,000 for 12,000.
On 7 May the two sides agreed to open plenary sessions at Panmunjom.
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Ridgway and Truman issued public statements in support of the UN package
proposal, while Acheson and Lovett prepared to make comments to the
press.*®

These plans came to an abrupt halt on 7 May when the unscreened
prisoners in Koje-do compound 76 captured the UNC camp commander,
General Dodd, tried him for his “‘crimes,” and later pressured him to bargain
the terms of his release with his successor, Brig. Gen. Charles F. Colson.
Ridgway told Van Fleet to take “all necessary action’ to free Dodd. To secure
Dodd’s release on the evening of 10 May, Colson agreed to issue a statement
made to order for enemy propaganda:®'

. I do admit that there have been instances of bloodshed where many
prisoners of war have been killed and wounded by UN forces. I can assure
you that in the future the prisoners of war can expect humane treatment in
this camp according to the principles of International Law. 1 will do all
within my power to eliminate further violence and bloodshed.*?

General Mark W. Clark, who had arrived in the Far East on 7 May 1952 to
replace the departing Ridgway,* lost no time in denouncing the agreement,
strengthening the garrison on Koje-do, and replacing Colson with Brig. Gen.
Haydon L. Boatner. Eventually Clark transferred responsibility for prisoners
from Van Fleet to a new command, the Korean Communications Zone.
Meanwhile Boatner moved civilians off Koje-do, reorganized the staff, rebuilt
smaller and stronger compounds, and moved forcefully against prisoner
defiance of authority. On 10 June UNC troops entered compound 76, which
was openly preparing for battle, and cleaned it out after a 2'2-hour fight,
transferring the prisoners to the smaller compounds. The casualties included
1 American speared to death and 14 hurt, 31 prisoners killed, and 139
wounded. After other compounds gave in without major resistance, searchers
found large caches of homemade weapons. Although small-scale incidents
continued, the camp was thereafter under better control and the screening
could be completed.??

The Koje-do incident damaged U.S. prestige throughout the world. At
best, it indicated apparent carelessness and incompetence; at the worst, it
scemed to confirm Communist charges of brutality in the prison camps.
Indirectly, it seemed to reinforce earlier Communist charges of UNC use of
germ warfare, made when Malik spoke at the United Nations of “‘toxic gases”.
fired from UNC guns. North Korean and Chinese radio broadcasts had claimed
that the United States was firing artillery shells filled with bacterial agents and

* Ridgway succeeded Eisenhower as NATO supreme allicd commander in Europe.
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dropping infected flies, snails, and rodents from planes. Ridgway called the
charges “‘fallacious,” and Acheson termed them “‘entirely false.”’ Lovett
advised Truman on 5 March 1952 that some counteraction was called for,
since friendly sources saw the charges as having an impact even beyond
China.>*

Chinese Premier Chou En-lai warned on 8 March that U.S. pilots invading
China with bacteriological weapons would be treated as war criminals. The
Chinese claimed that the United States was spreading cholera, typhus, and
bubonic plague by planes and testing germ warfare weapons on prisoners of
war at Koje-do. The Chinese embassy in India mounted a major anti-American
effort among scientists and intellectuals. Soviet newspapers also devoted
much space to these themes, in an anti-American campaign that George
Kennan, then U.S. ambassador in Moscow, termed unequaled in ‘‘viciousness,
shamelessness, mendacity and intensity.”” The North Koreans ignored a World
Health Organization offer to help control plague, and both the North Koreans
and the Chinese refused Red Cross offers to investigate their charges. Believing
the Communist propaganda might be intended to justify such an attack on the
United States or its allies, Finletter recommended to Lovett that the United
States counter the enemy propaganda, continue its own biological and
chemical warfare programs, and develop defensive measures.>’

The issue came to a climax on 5 May when the enemy produced
“confessions’” by two captured U.S. fliers that they had dropped ‘‘germ
bombs.” New charges of poison gas use soon followed. An indignant Lovett
told the press on 16 May that the allegations were utterly false and that anyone
who claimed UN or U.S. use of bacteriological warfare or poison gas ‘“lies in
his teeth.”” The president also denied the charges. Ridgway, in Washington on
his way to replace Eisenhower as NATO commander, reaffirmed to Congress
that the UNC had never used germ or gas warfare. Anticipating a worldwide
intensification of the propaganda campaign by the Communists in June, when
Malik was slated to become chairman of the UN Security Council, the United
States proposed a UN resolution calling for full investigation of the germ
warfare charges by the International Committee of the Red Cross and by
international scientists. The Soviet Union vetoed the resolution.*®

As Boatner moved to reassert control over the prisoner compounds on
Koje-do in June, Communist propaganda began to switch from emphasis on
germ warfare to the theme of UNC “atrocities” against the prisoners of war.
The international reaction was severe. Without informing Acheson, Truman
told Lovett on 11 June to invite representatives of five neutral nations to
investigate the POW situation. Lovett immediately consulted the Department
of State, which extended invitations to India, Indonesia, Sweden, Switzerland,
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and Pakistan. Although Truman was anxious for a neutral nations’ review, only
Pakistan accepted, and the idea faded away."’

Whatever else the effects of Communist propaganda, it made the lives of
the UN negotiators miserable. When open sessions resumed at Panmunjom on
8 May, they became simply a propaganda forum. Admiral Joy cabled Clark that
it would be far better to suspend negotiations than to continue meeting daily
at the insistence of the enemy, and thus displaying UNC weakness.>® The Joint
Chiefs rejected the notion, since events at Koje-do had “confused and
unsettled public attitudes” and a unilateral breakoff might undermine domes-
tic and international support for the American position. Leaving Korea on 22
May to take up new duties as superintendent of the U.S. Naval Academy, Joy
once more recommended strongly to Clark suspension of the plenary sessions
until the Communists accepted the U.S. position. Nonetheless, although U.S.
public opinion was becoming impatient with the stalemate at Panmunjom, the
State Department felt that Allied opinion in favor of continuing the talks had
to be taken into account.*”

On 23 May, however, when Joy’s successor, Maj. Gen. William K.
Harrison, experienced the “bitter denunciation” of the Communist negotia-
tors, he immediately proposed a four-day recess. Admitting that this action
violated the “spirit or apparent intent” of Washington's instructions, Clark
defended it as necessary and desirable. Daily sessions resumed on 27 May
despite Harrison’s opposition. On 31 May Clark reported that he and the UNC
negotiators unanimously agreed that the ‘“‘only hope for an armistice on
present terms lies in convincing the Communists that our position is firm and
final.”” Reading the cables, Lovett realized that a decision would soon have to
be made. But not yet. There were, in fact, some diplomatic indications that
the Chinese might settie for 100,000 returnees. The Joint Chiefs cabled Clark
on 5 June that Allied confidence in the UNC screening was so shaken by the
Koje-do episode that he should not suspend the talks; Harrison could meet
every three to four days instead of daily.*"

With Boatner in control on Koje-do, the UNC finished the prisoner
screening on 27 June. The final figures showed that, of 169,944 enemy
soldiers and civilians, 83,722, or not quite half, wanted to go home. This
included almost two-thirds of the North Koreans but less than one-third of the
Chinese soldiers. Although the number desiring repatriation was higher than
the earlier 70,000 estimate, it remained to be seen whether it was high enough
to satisfy the enemy. Several rechecks helped little, since the number of
returnees dropped to 82,900, including only 6,400 Chinese. To avoid future
problems over the South Korean civilian internees it held, the UNC released
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nearly 27,000 of them beginning on 30 June. But as June ended Washington
had not decided how or when to inform the enemy negotiators of the
screening results.*!

Recessing the Negotiations

Despite Harrison’s belief in early July that some progress was being made,
the enemy delegates indicated on 6 July that they expected the return of
approximately 110,000 persons, including all of the 20,000 Chinese in UNC
hands—a view that made the latest screening results potentially “‘explosive.”
On 11 July the Joint Chiefs told Clark he could give the enemy negotiators the
round figure of 83,000 returnees, including 6,400 Chinese, and offer a
post-armistice validation by an impartial agency.*” A week later, enemy
negotiators asserted that they expected the return of 116,000 prisoners,
including all 20,000 Chinese. On 25 July they asked for open plenary sessions.
UNC delegates agreed, but Washington wanted to avoid use of the meetings for
abusive propaganda and gave Clark authorization to seek seven-day recesses.
The delegates met only four times during August, but staff officers met daily
and by 29 August had completed a 63-article armistice, all agreed to except for
2 articles relating to the repatriation of prisoners. Nonetheless, Lovett had
little hope of an armistice, since, as he noted, the Communists could have had
one at any time during the past year.*?

Although the UNC negotiators ofticially adhered to the terms of the 28
April 1952 package deal, there were tremendous political pressures on the
Truman administration to find an acceptable end to the unpopular war.
Meeting jointly, State and Defense officials considered numerous alternatives.
However, when State proposed in August that the president publicly offer an
immediate armistice with the exchange of all prisoners desiring repatria-
tion,” Clark objected that the enemy might counter with a percentage
exchange that would leave many UNC soldiers in encmy camps.'” He
suggested offering various alternatives for solving the prisoner-of-war ques-
tion and then recessing to allow time for analysis; if on reconvening the
enemy rejected every proposal and offered none of his own, Harrison should
be authorized to recess the talks indefinitely. At that point, Clark felt, the
military aspects of negotiations would be substantially concluded, and the

* The idea was based on a letter sent by Vincent W. Hallinan, the Progressive Party’s presidential
candidate, to Dwight D. Eisenhower and Adlai E. Stevenson, the Republican and Democratic
candidates, in the summer of 1952, Hallinan's plan was supported by the U.S. Communist Party
and printed in Moscow but given little attention by U.S. media. Ambassador Kennan in Moscow
thought it an excellent idea.
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question of peace in Korea might logically be removed from the UNC. At a
meeting with JCS representatives on 2 September, State officials showed little
enthusiasm for Clark’s plan.*®

The idea of a presidential statement was revived when President Miguel
Aleman of Mexico suggested that each side return the prisoners desiring to go
home and send the unrepatriated prisoners to UN countries agreeing to take
them. State proposed to combine Aleman’s plan with a presidential procla-
mation asking for an immediate cease-fire, followed by specific proposals at
Panmunjom offering a face-saving way to avoid the no forcible repatriation
issue.*® Pentagon officials did not like the new approach, and Clark thought
State’s plan would leave the prisoner issue basically unresolved while releas-
ing the enemy from all military pressure.‘*/ﬁ

When Acheson supported his department’s proposal and Lovett sided
with other Defense officials against it, the issue became more acute. Lovett,
Foster, and returned UN negotiator Admiral Libby visited the White House on
15 September. Libby bitterly told the president that in his seven months’
experience at Panmunjom he felt he was dealing with people with the “quality
of talking animals’’ and that “‘equitable compromises or concessions were not
to be expected.” Lovett added that Defense felt State’s suggestion was unwise
and that they unanimously supported Clark’s position. Lovett felt strongly
that a presidential proposal would be seen as weakness and fail to move the
Communists. Truman said that he would not make such a proposal and that
Harrison should be authorized to walk out at Panmunjom after making one
more overture, with no further meeting until the Communists had made a
constructive offer. He assured his visitors that pressure in Korea would have to
be increased. The president also authorized the release of 11,000 more
prisoners found to be South Koreans caught up in UNC dragnets, an action
acceptable to both State and Defense. The meeting seemed to give Defense all
it had asked.*®

The Joint Chiefs prepared a new draft directive for Clark, but State
representatives, while agreeing to recess the talks indefinitely, refused to drop
the idea of a presidential proposal. The Joint Chiefs asked Lovett to help, and
on 17 September Lovett, Fechteler, and Libby met with the secretary of state.
Acheson argued that a presidential initiative for a cease-fire would not breach
the 28 April package proposal and would considerably enhance the U.S.
position in the UN General Assembly; if the Communists refused, the UNC
could resolve the question of the nonrepatriates by simply releasing them as
political refugees. Lovett disagreed. He thought State’s proposal altered the
package deal and that the U.S. position in the General Assembly was
“perfectly sound without making such an offer.” If the Communists, still
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facing UNC military force, would not accept the proposal on prisoners, Lovett
warned that they “undoubtedly would never do so without military

1149
pressurc.

On 24 September Truman held a meeting in the White House to consider
the problem. Acheson declared that State and Defense had no major differ-
cnces on what to do next in Korea and that they agreed that the principle of
no forcible prisoner return was inviolate. He thought it time for the UNC to
reiterate its negotiating position in the armistice talks and to recess if the
Communists proved obdurate. There probably would be adverse conse-
quences. For one thing, the UN might want to establish a commission to
handle the prisoner question. The United States would have to oppose this
and work to maintain Allied support for its position. Furthermore, in the heat
of the current U.S. presidential campaign, the administration could be subject
to criticism for apparent indecision. U.S. policy, Acheson said, was to achieve
an armistice on the terms already put forward; if an armistice came, ‘‘there
will undoubtedly be strong pressure domestically to weaken our position in
Korea while we are not certain there will be similar pressures on the Chinese
If there was no armistice, could the UNC “increase the

vy

Communists.
pressure without unacceptable casualties?”

The president declared that he was not willing to do “‘anything in the
world™ to get an armistice; the purpose of an armistice was to get peace, but
not if it left the Communists free to take over elsewhere. The Pentagon
representatives defended the idea of making a final proposal, recessing
indefinitely if the Communists would not accept, and increasing military
pressure to induce acceptance. They pressed for an armistice that would
finally resolve the prisoner of war issue and still protect UNC forces on the
battle line.?’

The president made his decision. Harrison would make a final proposal,
the enemy negotiators would have about 10 days to consider it, and the UNC
would prepare to do what scemed necessary. At Acheson’s suggestion,
nothing was to be said to imply an ultimatum. In answer to specific points,
Truman confirmed that the question of repatriation was to be dealt with in the
military armistice and not to be deferred to a political conference. Military
pressure on the enemy was to begin immediately if they refused the package.’'

In accordance with new instructions and Truman’s personal message to
Clark expressing the hope that the UN proposal would be “presented with the
utmost firmness,” Harrison offered the final plan on 28 September. He
suggested five different procedures for exchanging prisoners, each without
resort to forcible repatriation and including verification of the individual
prisoner’s intent. He then asked for a recess until 8 October to give the enemy
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negotiators a chance to analyze the offer. Nam Il found nothing new in the
proposal but agreed to the recess, meanwhile urging the UNC delegates to
reconsider.”?

On 8 October Nam Il rejected the UNC proposal, saying it was “still run
through by your unreasonable demand of forcible retention of war prisoners.”
After a long statement, Harrison indicated that the UNC delegates would not
come to the talks “merely to listen to abuse and false propaganda.” He was
calling a recess, but not ending the negotiations. After nine months spent in
futile negotiation of agenda item 4, the UNC negotiators would be willing to
meet again whenever the Communists had a written proposal that could bring
about an honorable armistice. Despite protests by the North Koreans and
Chinese, Washington held firm. Although the words “indefinite recess” were
never officially used at Panmunjom, the 8 October meeting was the last during
the Truman administration. The only contact from then on would be between
liaison officers. As secretary of defense, Lovett did not see the Korean War
ended by negotiation. The question was whether he would see it concluded
by military pressure.’’



Cuapter VIII
The Final Round

The major argument that underlay the proposal of the Department of
Defense in the fall of 1952 to make a final offer on the prisoner of war issue
and then recess the Panmunjom talks was that such action, coupled with
increased military pressure, appeared to offer the best chance of forcing the
Communists to accept an armistice and acquiesce in the U.S. position on
prisoner repatriation. In support of this policy, Lovett declared at the
State-Defense meeting on 17 September 1952 that the UNC was prepared to
maintain military pressure on the enemy in Korea indefinitely.' So while the
armistice talks seemed to drag on endlessly, the fighting in Korea also
continued, at a heavy cost in lives, greatly intensifying the frustration and
bitterness in Washington and probably in Peking.

The Protracted War

During the fall of 1952 the intractable nature of the ground war clearly
demonstrated the high cost of relying on UNC ground forces to maintain the
required pressure on the enemy. Earlier, in April, Ridgway was able to shrug
off the Communist troop buildup as more defensive than offensive in nature.
In May there occurred only small-scale operations—probes, patrols, and raids.
But by June actions had begun to grow perceptibly in size and number
although engagements were still confined to fighting over relatively minor
terrain features. In July, the UNC estimated opposing ground forces at
947,000—267,000 North Koreans and 680,000 Chinese—almost a doubling
of their troop strength since the start of armistice negotiations. The limited
tactical objectives of the summer and fall—known by such names as Bunker
Hill, Old Baldy, Capitol Hill, Outpost Kclly, and Jackson Heights—became for
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the UNC forces “a savagely contested, seemingly endless struggle for control
of another hill.’? Concerned by the increased enemy activity, Van Fleet
decided to improve his defensive line in an operation expected to take 5 days,
involve 2 battalions, and cost about 200 casualties. Approved by Clark on 8
October 1952, the day the Panmunjom talks recessed, Operation SHOW-
DOWN lasted over a month, involved 2 divisions, and cost 9,000 UNC
casualties, the heaviest in a year. Although the Chinese lost an estimated
19,000 men, Clark, upset about the UNC’s “heavy and excessive casualties,”
told Van Fleet there were to be no repetitions.” With the advent of cold
weather in late November, the fighting subsided; each side stocked supplies
and sent out patrols and probes. The winter months through February 1953
remained generally quiet, although participants in any given small unit action
might not have thought so.*

Because Washington was unwilling to accept the heavy casualties result-
ing from large-scale ground action, the UNC relied on air power to exert the
pressure necessary to induce the enemy to accept an armistice. For this
purpose, continuing control of the air over Korea remained a first priority.
Increasing enemy air strength had been causing concern for a long time. By
June 1952 the Chinese had a 22-division air force consisting of 1,830 aircraft,
including about 1,000 jets; the Soviets, potential foes, had approximately
5,360 planes in the Far East. After June, the combined force stabilized at about
7,000 aircraft, a ‘“‘vastly overwhelming theoretical air superiority.” Still, the
Chinese and North Koreans had relatively few expert pilots and continued a
mainly defensive air strategy. By mid-September Lovett happily noted that the
monthly U.S. aircraft production rate exceeded a year’s losses in Korea from all
causes. The much-improved F-84G Thunderjet fighter-bomber was beginning
to replace the F-84E in the Far East Air Forces, and the modified F-86F, “‘the
most suitable fighter-bomber employed in Korea,” would replace the F—86A
Sabre in 1953. Better planning, training, and management and the construc-
tion of more modern airfields also increased Air Force operational capability.’

One continuing problem was interservice friction over close support
operations. The Navy and Marine Corps planes, controlled by on-the-spot
observers and accustomed to operations within a confined area, seemed to
ground commanders to give more effective support than Air Force planes.
Although 30 percent of all offensive sorties during the last two years of the
war were for close support, the Army was never completely satisfied with the
Air Force effort, and the Air Force seldom felt the ground targets worth the
planes and crews lost.®

Air interdiction operations constituted an important element in the use of
military power to bring the enemy to the negotiating table. From May 1951
through May 1952, UNC attempts to cut the enemy’s lines of communication
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from its supply base in the north to the battlefront in the south proved less
effective than expected against both roads and railroads as the enemy learned
to counter the attacks. Aerial interdiction continued but on a reduced scale
because of high losses.’

To increase pressure on the enemy, UNC air expanded its attacks in May
1952 to include important target complexes. In June Air Force and Navy
planes struck the North Korean hydroelectric power complex, with telling
results and no air casualties. When the British complained about lack of prior
consultation, Acheson apologized, Clark accepted a senior British officer on
his staff, and thereafter the Americans notified the British beforehand of such
operations. Some congressmen asked why the power complex had not been
attacked earlier. On 10 July FEAF prescribed a new “‘air pressure’ policy aimed
at making the war more costly for the enemy and reinforcing the UN
negotiating position at Panmunjom by the maximum selective destruction of
enemy equipment, facilities, and personnel. Such operations during July-Sep-
tember proved expensive in UNC planes, however, as the enemy concentrated
flak and searchlights against the attacks.®

Beginning in October, UNC planes made the Communist armies a major
target; massed fighter-bomber groups sought out and attacked troop and
supply positions in and near the battlefront and far to the enemy’s rear.
“Choke” operations in December 1952 and January 1953 created bottlenecks
and destroyed accumulated equipment and transport. Although no one type
of air operation proved a military panacea, the Joint Chiefs notified Lovett in
November 1952 that UNC air superiority had largely prevented a major enemy
buildup of supplies; combined with the naval blockade of North Korea, it had
denied a still greater increase in enemy troops and helped Eighth Army to
maintain itself against stronger enemy forces. Moreover, air power undoubt-
edly represented the best means currently available that “might impel the
Communists to agree, finally, to acceptable armistice terms.”” It was clear by
the end of the Truman administration, however, that air power alone could
not end the war and that the United States was unwilling to pay the price in
lives that much enlarged ground operations would entail.

The Ammunition Problem

During the very period when military pressure was expected to play an
important role in bringing the Communists to terms at Panmunjom, reports of
artillery ammunition shortages increased noticeably. Ammunition expendi-
ture rates had always been high in Korea, especially after Van Fleet took over
in May 1951. Even after negotiations began in July and combat tapered off,
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heavy artillery usage continued, and shortages had occurred during the battles
late that summer. The use of artillery ammunition peaked in October. That
month Lovett, becoming alarmed by the situation, asked Pace for information
about shortages but went no further, since the Army was fully empowered to
handle ammunition procurement. Van Fleet’s extraordinarily high ammuni-
tion usage, however, threatened to deplete ammunition reserves in the theater,
then set at 75 days of supply. In October Ridgway requested and received an
increase in the authorized theater stock level to 90 days; in December he
authorized Van Fleet to raise the reserve level in Korea from 30 to 45 days.'’
As Lovett well knew, ammunition for Korea came mainly from leftover
and refurbished World War II ammunition stocks, which were large but
unbalanced—plentiful for some rounds and short for others. Before Korea,
there had not been money to rehabilitate and balance the stocks, while new
production was suspended because of the size of the stockpile. The services
made deliveries of ammunition to Korea in 1950, in fact, by drawing upon
supplies intended for countries receiving military assistance and by limiting
shipments to U.S. forces in Europe and elsewhere. This created a global
problem for the Army. Even after Congress appropriated new funds for
ammunition in January 1951, plants needed 18 to 24 months to start up again.
Large amounts of new ammunition could not be expected before late 1952."!
With Ridgway plainly worried about ammunition usage rates in Korea by
early 1952, Van Fleet that spring made a 20-percent cut in interdictory fire,
which constituted two-thirds of all Eighth Army fire, although both men
agreed that heavy use of ammunition helped to keep down the UNC casualty
rate. Then suddenly enemy fire jumped from approximately 1,200 rounds
across the front in February 1952 to 3,300 rounds in April and 6,250 in June.
In July Van Fleet ordered that 155-mm. shells, now very scarce, should be
used only on the most remunerative targets during quiescent periods.'?
When Lovett became aware in February or March 1952 of a shortage in
five types of ammunition (105-mm. and 155-mm. howitzers and 60-mm.,
81-mm., and 4.2-in. mortars), he directed his special assistant for production
expediting, Clay Bedford, to investigate. Bedford’s discovery that administra-
tive action consumed five months of production lead time and that delivery
schedules seemed overly optimistic disconcerted Lovett, but Pace and Collins
assured the secretary that the Army was accelerating production. By mid-April
1952, however, Bedford learned that currently scheduled production could
barely meet, and in some cases would not meet. Eighth Army requirements
under current usage rates if the war lasted two more years.'® A major steel

* This was a planning term defined as the average number of rounds a given type of weapon was
expected to fire daily, computed on the basis of World War Il experience.
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strike in June and July seriously threatened the production of steel casings for
ammunition and aggravated the problem before it was settled.”

In July Lovett learned of the large increase in enemy artillery fire and
again asked Pace for information about ammunition stocks. When Pace
blamed the ammunition shortage mainly on the lack of funds,t Lovett
consulted with Defense comptroller McNeil and sent Pace a strongly worded
note on 15 August. Asserting that money had been more than ample and
putting the blame on the Ordnance Corps, Lovett told Pace that he should get
the facts and make it “difficult or impossible for the empty and evasive excuse
of ‘no funds available’ to be given to you, as Secretary, to divert attention from
a failure to get production.” Unrestricted and very heavy use of all types of
ammunition during the heavy ground fighting in Korea during the fall made
the situation increasingly serious. "

With high Army officials still maintaining that lack of funds was the basic
cause for the ammunition shortage, Lovett agreed on 7 November to ask for a
$50 million supplement to the current budget, but he told Pace that the Army
needed to place contracts at once for the still unobligated $1.75 billion
available for ammunition. When Army officials continued to plead money
problems, Lovett placed ammunition procurement on a mobilization basis and
gave Hugh Dean, who had replaced Bedford, the “full authority of his office
on a liberal interpretation basis to take such action as he deems necessary to
overcome both supply and production deficiencies.” Lovett wanted current
production emphasized without regard to longer range concerns, usual
procurement practices, or minor price differentials.'>

On 21 November, Lovett asked Clark for a report on the ammunition
situation and his recommendations. Believing that he owed Clark an expla-
nation, Lovett in a personal letter three days later went into more detail on the
Army’s “‘sorry showing’’ and outlined the steps he had recently taken. Clark,
who felt he had just received “‘the first firm indication” that Washington
appreciated the ammunition supply problem, replied to Lovett that the 90-day
theater stock level would be adequate for all except one item, providing the
stocks were actually on hand. He considered the current situation critical in
seven categories: 105-mm., 155-mm., and 8-in. howitzers; 60-mm. and
81-mm. mortars; 155-mm. guns; and fragmentation grenades. Clark told
Lovett that he had had to restrict firing rates and that the shortages had

* See Chapter XXIII
1t Much later, Pace claimed that in the fall of 1950, in response to General MacArthur's
announcement of the war's expected end by Christmas 1950, he had cut ammunition production
by a quarter and 1 could not get that ammunition [production] back up.” (Statement. Pace, in
Kenneth W. Thompson, ed, The Truman Presidency: Intimate Perspectives, vol 11 of Portraits of
the Presidents, 151.)
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prevented launching a major ground offensive, seriously curtailed limited
attacks, and caused worry even in small-scale defense operations. His field
commanders wanted to fire ammunition at greater rates, and their inability to
do so had brought them higher casualties. Clark urged increased U.S.
production.'®

Lovett directed the Army to place $57 million in a fund to be used only
for accelerating ammunition programs approved by Dean. The latter explored
the possible use of World War II ammunition stocks in the possession of
wartime allies, and the Army converted some battalions in Korea to weapons
using less critical ammunition.'”

Although these actions helped, even more important, increased produc-
tion began to vield results by November 1952. As Lovett later recalled,
ammunition production “bulged’” that month and continued to improve
rapidly thereafter. By Christmas, only the 81-mm. mortar round was below
the “safety level” of 60 days of supply in the Far East theater. For the five
categories where Lovett considered shortages particularly serious, the stock
level in the Far East theater grew steadily in terms of days of supply.'®

TaBLE 1

Ammunition Supply
(days of supply on hand in theater)

Max Authd 27 Nov 52 25 Dec 52 13 Feb 53 25 Mar 53

60-mm. mortar . ... .. 90 74 84 112.3 107
81-mm. mortar . .. ... 90 37 39 61.3 78
4.2-in. mortar .. ... .. 90 — 122 128.2 150
105-mm. howitzer. . . . 90 82 74 70.5 71
155-mm. howitzer . . . . 90 58 63 78.0 91

In April 1953, shortly after the changeover in administrations, Collins
testified that ammunition was ‘“‘pouring off the lines right now.” The full
authorized rates could be fired in Korea, and the Army was beginning to build
up a general reserve.'”

Just as the production of ammunition became more plentiful, congres-
sional investigators, seeking to make political capital out of the shortages,
tried to fix responsibility on the departed Truman administration. Returning
home for retirement in early 1953, Van Fleet fueled the controversy by
claiming that there had been serious and critical shortages for the entire 22
months he was in Korea; at times, he said, the “‘stockpiles in Korea went to
zero behind the line.”” Lovett, now out of office, took a more measured view,
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although he agreed that at times there had been shortages in five particular
rounds and that sometimes the shortages had been critical. Bradley and
Collins, on the other hand, contradicted Van Fleet’s claims and Collins spoke
of the “‘many inconsistencies” in Van Fleet’s testimony. According to Collins,
the ammunition available in Korea was adequate for Van Fleet’s mission
despite difficulties in its distribution within Korea. The shortages, Collins
maintained, had not been in Korea, but in the theater reserves, the general
reserve of the United States, and the supplies needed for U.S. missions in other
areas of the world. Clark, too, took a position that discounted Van Fleet’s
allegations. "

The welter of conflicting testimony makes it difficult to assess the effect
or even the extent of the ammunition shortage.- That Van Fleet wanted more
is true; that at times he may have used too much is possibly also true. That the
use of more ammunition would have made a major difference in the UNC
military fortunes in Korea seems doubtful, since political and military
objectives rather than ammunition supply determined the nature and extent of
UNC offensive operations. It is debatable, in fact, whether lack of ammunition
affected the tactical situation in any except limited and short-term situations.
The shortage, however, held the potential for great danger, both militarily and
politically, especially if the enemy launched a major offensive, and as such it
fully warranted Lovett’s strong actions.

Finding Substitute Troops

With the armistice negotiations recessed after 8 October 1952 and
military operations in Korea stalemated, the prospect of ending the war any
time soon by either negotiation or military action seemed dim. As the conflict
dragged on, Lovett and others in the Pentagon began to think of how to
extricate some or all of the American troops. Since U.S. forces could not
simply be withdrawn—in such an event Chinese and North Korean soldiers
were likely to pour down the peninsula and conquer the South—it became a
question of what could be substituted for U.S. divisions. The Allies would not
augment their forces to any major extent; deployment of Chinese Nationalist
troops remained unlikely; any use of Japanese forces would be repugnant to
the Koreans.

One source for a substitute fighting force that was available and cager to
play an enlarged role was South Korea itself. Initially, 30,000 South Koreans
had been given three weeks of training, placed in the ranks of the first four
U.S. divisions to reach Korea, and thrown into the fighting in 1950. As the
Korean Augmentation to the United States Army (KATUSA), approximately
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13,000 South Koreans continued to serve in U.S. units~ even after the first
desperate days.?' Many other South Koreans joined or were drafted into their
own armed forces. The United States supported only a small South Korean
navy, marine corps, and air force, but it financed a Republic of Korea army
(ROKA), which with Rhee’s consent fought under UNC command, up to a
ceiling of 250,000 men and 10 divisions. When Truman approved this level of
support in November 1950, Marshall questioned the ability of South Korea to
maintain so large an army. Indeed, its early combat record—it faltered in the
face of the Chinese offensives in late 1950 and again in April 195 1—left much
to be desired.??

U.S. policy (NSC 48/5, May 1951) called for the development of depend-
able South Korean military units as rapidly as possible and in sufficient
strength to take a major share of the UNC burden. But the size of the forces
and the rate of buildup came under frequent review, in large part because of
the volatile and unstable political and economic conditions in South Korea.
President Rhee, bent on reunification of the two Koreas under his leadership,
pressed for creation of a huge South Korean Army that he claimed would
allow the withdrawal of U.S. troops. He opposed the start of the armistice
talks in July; in September he suggested terms obviously unacceptable to the
enemy and subsequently hinted that his government might not observe the
terms of any armistice. Rhee’s aggressive and intransigent attitude on most
issues relating to the war and unification caused Lovett and Acheson concern
about the consequences of equipping him with a large military machine that
might defy UNC control and pursue an independent military course. Still,
there seemed to be no feasible alternative to South Korean manpower, and a
steady buildup of ROKA continued.””

The woeful South Korean economy, violently disrupted by the war and
wracked by high inflation, could not hope to support a large military
establishment without heavy U.S. assistance. The potential cost to the United
States of such a burden, together with the extensive economic assistance
afforded South Korea, influenced U.S. consideration of underwriting the cost
of a continuing expansion of the ROK military. The political and economic
uncertainties created a dilemma for U.S. policymakers that continued even
after the armistice was signed.”*

As the armistice talks opened in July 1951, U.S. advisers began a program
of upgrading and training of the ROK army. Van Fleet believed that training
and a dependable and able South Korean officer corps were the army'’s greatest
needs; he also recommended that South Koreans should officer ROK divi-

* From 60,000 to 100,000 other South Koreans served in the Korean Service Corps, acting as
laborers for UNC units.
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sions. Nonetheless, U.S. KMAG advisers remained at all training bases and at
all ROKA headquarters levels from army to battalion, performing supervisory
functions close to those of command. In November the U.S. Army augmented
KMAG by 800 spaces, to a total of 1,800 officers and men. In March 1952
Ridgway approved giving the 10 South Korean divisions the full U.S. artillery
complement of 4 battalions, and by January 1953 half the ROK divisions had
received their artillery.”®

By early 1952 Ridgway expressed concern that his control over South
Korean forces might be ended once an armistice was negotiated, since his
authority rested simply on Rhee’s July 1950 letter to MacArthur, which limited
UNC command to the duration of hostilities. Although Ridgway urged
negotiation of a formal agreement, Truman followed State-Defense advice to
depend on U.S. military and economic leverage. Increased U.S. anxiety about
possible South Korean adventurism seemed justified because Truman, in
approving NSC 118/2 on 20 December 1951, had sanctioned a policy of
developing and equipping sufficient South Korean military forces to “deter or
repel a renewed aggression by North Korean forces alone” and to assume
eventual responsibility for South Korea’s defense.*®

The Joint Chiefs advised Lovett in January 1952 that they believed the
most appropriate ROKA mission for the immediate future would be only to
resist and delay the advance of any North Korean attack until external forces
could arrive, while those South Korean forces currently being trained might
relieve U.S. troops after an armistice ““if and when practicable.”” Although this
post-armistice mission was much more limited than that envisioned in NSC
118/2, the JCS considered it “‘more in consonance with ROK capabilities.”
Taking into account also the heavy U.S. materiel commitments elsewhere, the
JCS recommended for FY 1953 planning purposes a 16,000-man, 50-vessel
South Korean navy; an 8,000-man, 1-division marine corps; and a 4,000-man,
406-plane air force. They proposed to maintain the South Korean Army at its
current level of 250,000 men and 10 divisions.?’

When the Armed Forces Policy Council met on 8 April, Navy secretary
Kimball, back from a Far East trip, reported that Van Fleet wanted to train 20
ROKA divisions. Surprised and somewhat embarrassed, Pace replied that a
10-division increase had never been reported through channels. In response to
a query from Washington, Ridgway also disclaimed knowledge of such a
request and emphatically disagreed with Van Fleet, who had already made his
position public in a magazine interview. Although Washington made no
change at that time, a need soon developed for manpower to fill out
additional South Korean artillery and tank units and to provide for 10
additional infantry regiments suitable as possible expansion cadres. In early
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May Ridgway asked for logistical support for over 360,000 ROKA spaces, but
still within the 10-division framework.*®

General Clark, who replaced Ridgway in May, favored expansion of the
Korean army. Following the prisoner-of-war emergency at Koje-do and a
South Korean constitutional crisis,” he asked in mid-June for approximately
19,500 men to form 6 more regiments and a bulk allotment of 92,100 spaces
to provide for trainees, patients, interpreters, general prisoners, and others for
whom the Koreans had no separate arrangements. On 23 June he requested
two more ROK army divisions and an increase in logistical support troops.
Worried about shortages in artillery equipment and ammunition, the Joint
Chiefs in late June recommended holding the ROK army to 10 divisions and
250,000 combat personnel.*”

Support for a sizable increase in South Korean forces came soon from the
service secretaries who, pointing to ‘‘staggering differences’’ between the cost
of a U.S. soldier abroad and a “‘local native fighter,” asked Lovett on 8 July
whether sufficient consideration had been given to replacing Western
troops.T Requesting JCS comments on 30 July, Lovett succinctly noted that the
idea was to replace U.S. troops, not just to train additional local forces. In
August General Collins, apparently convinced that the South Koreans were
developing into ‘‘good fighters,” approved Clark’s request for the 92,100 bulk
personnel allotment and supported his request for two more South Korean
divisions. Having achieved this much, Clark followed up with additional
requests to increase the ceiling for KATUSA personnel to 28,000 and the ROK
marine corps to 19,800. The South Korean government also wanted to enlarge
its air force.*”

On 26 September the Joint Chiefs reversed their earlier position, recom-
mending to Lovett a 12-division ROK army with 6 separate regiments, an
enlarged ROK marine corps, 2 combined army-marine strength of 463,000,
and a KATUSA increase to 28,000. Lovett, however, did not approve the
request immediately, for the JCS had also indicated that equipping enlarged
South Korean forces would impair other programs: delay by two months the
delivery of critical items to NATO countries, Japan, and Southeast Asia; extend

* Rhee provoked the crisis on 24 May 1952 by placing Pusan under martial law and arresting on
treason charges some of his political opponents in the National Assembly. The crisis prompted
widespread criticism, and on 2 June Truman wrote Rhee asking him to defer further such action.
Rhee, however, held fast to his demands. During June he secured a constitutional amendment
from the National Assembly prescribing popular election of the president and vice president and
a second legislative chamber, thereby assuring his reelection and his greater ability to cope with
the assembly.

1 McNeil later put the cost of initial equipment for a U.S. division at about $175 million, for a
South Korean division at $40 million. He figured the cost of a South Korean division operating in
combat at $100 million a year, compared with a U.S. division at $200 million to $300 million.
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by two months the 50-percent equipment ceiling on U.S. units in the United
States; cause further delays in military assistance shipments; and possibly force
continuation of reduced ammunition allotments for U.S. and ROK training.*'
Nonetheless, a larger South Korean force seemed the most feasible answer to
demands to reduce U.S. manpower in Korea. Pace and Assistant Secretary of
Defense Anna Rosenberg supported a larger ROK force. Lovett strongly
recommended the ROK increase, estimated to cost about $431 million, to
Truman on 25 October. The president’s approval on 30 October set a
12-division, 6-regiment ROK army limit and an overall army-marine man-
power ceiling of 463,000.%*

At the request of General Collins, Clark in the meantime had sent to
Washington a plan, about which he had serious doubts, for reducing the U.S.
manpower ceiling by 50,000 and allowing the phased withdrawal of 4
(including 2 U.S.) UNC divisions from Korea during 1953-54 and for
assumption by ROKA of responsibility for the entire front line by mid-1954,
at the earliest. The plan assumed that the military stalemate in Korea would
continue and that a 20-division ROK army with a manpower ceiling of more
than 639,000 (including 104,200 noneffectives) would be on hand by August
1953. Pointing out that the U.S. Army lacked funds for the ROK increases and
would have to divert equipment from other programs, particularly military
assistance, Pace asked Lovett on 17 November for basic decisions on force
goals, priorities, and fiscal support for South Korean forces.** Lovett knew
that the JCS had doubts about the complete substitution of local for U.S.
divisions because they had already told him on 29 October that—despite
lower costs, potential savings of U.S. casualties, and public relations bene-
fits—U.S. forces in Korea had to be kept at “levels commensurate with the
threat to U.S. security interests in that area.” They referred primarily to Japan,
Formosa, and the Philippines. On 5 December Lovett asked for JCS comments
on Clark’s plan, but, with president-elect Eisenhower on record in support of
more ROK divisions, the Joint Chiefs did not formally respond until the new
administration took office.**

End of the Fighting

Truman’s 30 October 1952 decision to increase ROK forces by two
divisions reflected increasing U.S. awareness that any new UNC military
initiative in Korea at current force levels would be expensive and possibly
counterproductive. A JCS committee had already calculated that, if the
armistice talks broke down, 11 more U.S. divisions, 54 more ships, 2214 more
air wings, and the use of atomic weapons would be required to clear Korea of
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all enemy forces. Unhappy with this forecast, the Joint Chiefs sent the study
back for review and in September asked Clark for advice.?*

In his reply on 29 September Clark blamed the failure thus far to reach an
armistice agreement on the inability of the UNC to exert sufficient military
pressure on the enemy, but he doubted that he could win a military victory in
Korea given his available forces and the probable losses. To compel the enemy
to accept an armistice on UNC terms, Clark thought it would be necessary to
bomb targets in China and Manchuria and to impose as well a naval blockade
of China, possibly mounting a major ground offensive, including an amphib-
ious assault. In October Clark notified the JCS that his plan for a drive to the
Wonsan—P’yongyang line would require 3 more U.S. or UN divisions, 2 South
Korean divisions, 2 Chinese Nationalist divisions, 12 artillery battalions, and
20 antiaircraft battalions. Clark also urged giving serious consideration to the
use of atomic weapons, particularly against air bases in Manchuria and North
China. In the Pentagon, however, Pace advised Lovett that a major military
offensive in Korea was unrealistic in terms of money, forces, and equipment
and would completely undermine all efforts to reduce U.S. manpower
requirements. He pressed for a decision on future ground operations in
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Korea.’® No decision was made, however, pending the outcome of the
presidential election. Eisenhower’s victory confirmed the extent of the war’s
unpopularity with the public. Keeping a promise made during the campaign,
Eisenhower visited Korea in early December but predictably showed no
interest in a renewed ground offensive.*”

After the election, Collins informed Clark that the Joint Chiefs would
consider his views on the use of atomic weapons. Although the United States
was already stockpiling small atomic bombs capable of delivery by tactical
aircraft,” the Truman administration opposed their use. The Joint Chiefs
continued to feel there were no sufficiently rewarding targets inside Korea.
Furthermore, there remained a tacit U.S. agreement to consult the British
prior to using atomic weapons in Korea.*®

Late in 1952 the Indian government pressed for a UN resolution on
prisoner repatriation.”” Defense objected to it because of the absence of
sufficient guarantees of UNC troop safety and for the disposition of nonre-
turning prisoners of war. Nonetheless, Allied support for the resolution
persisted.*® On 24 November, however, the Russians suddenly denounced the
Indian resolution. Then on 3 December, with U.S. support, the UN General
Assembly passed the resolution as revised to meet U.S. concerns. Affirming
that force should not be used against the prisoners, it set procedures for their
return and declared that the fate of those prisoners still unwilling to go back
after a period of consideration should be decided by a political conference
and implemented by the United Nations. The Chinese and the North Koreans
flatly rejected this version.*' Then more riots erupted in the prisoner-of-war
camps in Korea, and UN support again declined for the U.S. position on no
forced repatriation.*?

By the end of 1952 no new initiatives remained open to the “'lame duck”
Truman administration. Utterly frustrated by the course of the armistice
negotiations, Lovett and Truman also had no success in their efforts to bring
about a truce through force. The next steps would have to await the coming
of the new administration.

Eisenhower as president played an even more dominant role in Pentagon
affairs than had Truman. More familiar with European problems than Truman,
Eisenhower seemed both more sympathetic to the Europeans and simulta-
neously less concerned about European reactions to Korea, where he was

* In mid-1951 the JCS had considered the possibility of using atomic weapons “if necessary to
prevent disaster to our forces in the Far East” and endorsed a recommendation for testing the
teasibility of providing tactical atomic support of ground operations. In late September and early
October U.S. forces carried out several simulated atomic strikes during a limited UNC ground
offensive. See James F. Schnabel and Robert ). Watson, The Korean War, vol Ul of History of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff: The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, pt 2:613-14.



168 THE TEST OF WAR

ready to take a tougher line even while seeking an honorable armistice. When
a new Communist ground and air buildup in the neutral negotiating zone of
Korea threatened UNC positions in February 1953, Clark received permission
to abrogate the neutrality agreement and to strike Kaesong in the event of an
enemy attack. Unwilling to approve a large-scale UNC ground offensive,
Eisenhower seemed inclined to increase military pressures by other means and
stood ready to explore the use of atomic weapons in Korea, particularly the
new small tactical bombs. If the Europeans objected, Eisenhower suggested
that they might be asked to provide more troops for Korea.*3

Approval for a large increase in South Korean forces proceeded by stages
over a period of four months in 1953. Soon after taking office Eisenhower
accepted a JCS recommendation for an immediate 2-division increase in the
South Korean army to a total of 14 divisions. In response to requests from
Clark, supported by the Joint Chiefs, the president approved in May an
immediate buildup to 16 divisions and an ultimate 20 divisions for the ROK
army with U.S. support levels of 655,000 men, plus a 23,500-man marine
corps, 2 9,000-man air force, and a 10,000-man navy.44

The death of Premier Joseph Stalin on 5 March 1953 created a political
void in Moscow that apparently diminished Soviet interest in continuation of
the Korean War. A major break in the armistice impasse came on 28 March
when the Chinese and North Korean military commanders, Peng Teh-huai and
Kim II Sung, accepted a UNC offer to exchange sick and wounded prisoners
and suggested the renewal of truce negotiations. On 30 March Premier Chou
En-lai endorsed both ideas and proposed a solution to the prisoner-of-war
problem similar to the Indian UN resolution. On 1 April Soviet Foreign
Minister V.M. Molotov publicly approved the Chinese suggestion, and Eisen-
hower accepted the Communist proposal. Between 20 April and 3 May, in
Operation LITTLE SWITCH, the UNC handed over 6,670 sick and wounded
prisoners of war and civilian internees and received 684 enemy-held prisoners
in exchange.*®

When armistice talks resumed on 26 April, the Eisenhower administra-
tion continued to insist on no forcible return of unwilling prisoners, but the
president did not wish to prolong the negotiations indefinitely. When the talks
appeared to be stalemated again in May, UNC air attacks on North Korean dams
caused floods and damaged rail lines and farm crops. Clark planned to
maintain a strong ground defense, carry out a limited offensive, and make
heavy air attacks on critical targets. The enemy also initiated and intensified
ground action throughout May.*®

With NSC 118/2 more than a year old, Eisenhower began a review of U.S.
policy on possible courses of action if the talks failed. The question of using
atomic weapons came up again prominently during the policy deliberations,
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particularly since Eisenhower thought that several North Korean airfields
would provide good targets for testing their effectiveness.?” The Joint Chiefs
believed there were no especially good atomic targets in Korea; they thought
a large number of atomic weapons would be needed if action had to be taken
outside of Korea.*® On 19 May they wrote that ending the war by military
means would require a coordinated ground drive toward the narrow waist of
Korea north of P’yongyang, air and naval operations against China and
Manchuria, and “‘extensive strategical and tactical use of atomic bombs.”” The
NSC made no decision but agreed on 20 May to adopt the JCS recommenda-
tion as a general guide if “more positive action in Korea” was required.*”
Determined to convince the enemy of U.S. resolve to conclude the war,
Eisenhower let it be known—in India, China, and Panmunjom—that the
United States would “move decisively without inhibition in our use of
weapons’’ and not necessarily confine hostilities to the Korean peninsula.>”

UN allies continued to pressure the United States to conclude an armi-
stice, especially after Chou En-lai’s apparent acceptance of the general
principles of the Indian resolution. Despite Rhee’s objections, the UNC
negotiators on 25 May made a new armistice offer closely related to the Indian
version—a five-nation custodial commission to accept both Chinese and
Korean nonrepatriates, safeguards against prisoner coercion, a 90-day period
for explaining to and persuading prisoners, and finally a political conference
with a 30-day time limit to deal with disposition of nonrepatriates, or
alternatively, reference of the matter to the UN General Assembly. At Panmun-
jom on 4 June the Communists basically agreed to everything except the UN
role, offering a complete draft of a prisoner-of-war accord. On 8 June the
delegates signed an agreement on item 4 that implicitly accepted the principle
of no forcible repatriation. Work started immediately on revising the demar-
cation line and marking the boundaries of a demilitarized zone.?'

While the final touches were being put on the armistice, the enemy
launched his heaviest attack in two years, concentrating on South Korean
troops. Eisenhower once again brought up the possibility of using tactical
atomic weapons in Korea, but Collins discounted their value. Although the
president maintained that their use would be tactically effective and hold no
implication of mass killing, he emphasized that he was “just exploring the
problem orally” and in no sense making a decision. On 16 June the two sides
in Korea agreed on the demarcation line. By 18 June the military situation
stabilized as Communist attacks subsided.*?

Agreement on a final settlement was still jeopardized by President Rhee’s
open hostility to any truce plan that did not provide for Chinese Communist
withdrawal from North Korea, that permitted foreign Communist custodial
forces on Korean soil, or that turned over Korean nonrepatriates to a neutral
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state. Despite U.S. efforts to reassure him, Rhee ordered his troops to release
non-Communist North Korean prisoners of war from the prisoner com-
pounds, and 25,000 escaped on the night of 17-18 June. Escapes continued
on a reduced scale over the next few days while UNC troops brought in from
recent heavy fighting tried to cope. The possibility of clashes between U.S.
and South Korean forces at the compounds caused much concern in the
theater and in Washington. By the end of the month, only 8,600 of the 35,400
North Korean nonrepatriates remained in UNC custody, and Eisenhower
remarked that the United States seemed to have acquired “‘another enemy”—
although he admitted the United States had recently considered the release of
prisoners.>> The Communist negotiators, apparently convinced of UNC
connivance in the escapes, did not walk out of the talks, but on 20 June they
did ask how the armistice terms could be carried out if the UNC could not
control the South Koreans.>*

While the Americans reasoned with a stubborn Rhee, Chinese Commu-
nist forces again attacked ROK units on 24 June. Attesting to the intensity of
the fighting, UNC forces expended 2.7 million artillery rounds in June, more
than in any other month of the war, and Eighth Army suffered more than
23,000 casualties, mostly among the South Koreans. UNC estimates placed
enemy fire at approximately 12 percent of its own rate and enemy casualties
at over 36,000. On 29 June Clark replied by letter to the Communist protest
of 20 June, and on 8 July the Communists, although not completely satisfied,
agreed to resume talking. When the negotiators returned to Panmunjom on 10
July, two years after their first meeting, the main problem was to convince the
enemy that Rhee would honor an agreement without the UNC promising to
use force against him. But after several days of meetings, the enemy seemed to
be stalling, presumably to see how far his new military offensive would get.>®

Beginning on 6 July, the Communist offensive forced UNC troops to fall
back. When some South Korean units retreated beyond their ordered limits,
U.S. units had to fill the gaps in the line; it was 16 July before the South
Koreans could return to the line they were supposed to occupy. The enemy
had penetrated six miles, cut off and disorganized many ROK units, and forced
the use of nine U.S. and ROK divisions to stop his advance and regain some
ground. Firing more than 375,000 rounds, enemy artillery achieved its
greatest volume in the last month of the war, while the UNC returned more
than 2 million shells. UNC casualties in July amounted to almost 30,000;
Communist losses were estimated at over 72,000. There were still more than
a million Chinese and North Korean troops in Korea, and they seemed ready
to continue the war indefinitely.>®

When the negotiators met again on 19 July the enemy’s assault was
slowing, and Communist delegates proceeded with the remaining tasks—to
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revise the line of demarcation, define the demilitarized zone, plan for the
exchange of prisoners, form the various commissions, and conclude the truce
arrangements. The final line was near the 38th parallel but geographically
easier to defend than the 38th parallel boundary; it involved somewhat greater
territorial concessions on the part of the North Koreans than of the South.
General Harrison and General Nam Il formally and silently signed the
armistice at Panmunjom at 10:00 a.m. on 27 July. General Clark and a ROKA
representative countersigned it that afternoon. Ground activity had already
stopped, and artillery fire and air sorties ended at 10:00 p.m.*’

Some loose ends remained. On 27 July the UN allies signed a joint policy
statement—over which State and Defense had labored for more than two
years—promising retaliation if the Communists renewed their attack in South
Korea. It was not issued immediately, however, for fear that Rhee might
deliberately provoke renewed enemy action; Clark finally included it in his 7
August summary report to the United Nations.>®

The two sides exchanged prisoners of war in August and September 1953
during Operation BIG SWITCH. Each side delivered to the Neutral Nations
Repatriation Commission those who wanted to go home—more than 75,000
(including 5,640 Chinese) from the UNC camps and more than 12,000
(including 3,597 U.S.) from enemy camps. The two sides then delivered
nonreturning prisoners to the commission, which held them for 120 days. Of
22,604 enemy nonrepatriates (including 14,704 Chinese), 628 decided to go
home, 86 went to India, 51 escaped or died in custody, and 21,839 were sent
back to the UNC, which simply released them.” Of 359 UNC nonrepatriates,
2 (of 23) Americans and 8 Koreans changed their minds and returned home,
2 Koreans went to India, and 347 were sent back to the enemy command.>”

After three years of devastating war, Korea remained divided in July 1953
roughly along the 38th parallel, the line that had divided it since the end of
World War II. In North Korea, wasted by aerial attack, estimated military
casualties numbered over 500,000, while millions of civilians had fled to
South Korea or vanished. In South Korea, casualties were estimated at
approximately 300,000 military plus about a million civilians; Seoul was
about 50 percent destroyed, and some 5 million persons, about a quarter of
the population, were destitute and homeless. The last 4 of the 20 ROK army
divisions were activated at cadre strength before signing of the armistice. The
U.S. Senate and the ROK National Assembly in January 1954 approved a
bilateral mutual defense treaty, signed on 1 October 1953, effective 14
November 1954.

Of the other major participants in the Korean War, the Communist

* The Koreans returned to South Korean control; the Chinese went mainly to Formosa.
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Chinese were thought to have sustained between 1 and 1.5 million casualties,
among them many highly trained troops. American losses included 33,629
dead, 92,134 wounded, 21 nonrepatriates, and 24 still listed as missing as late
as September 1954.°° Charges of collaboration made against enemy-held U.S.
soldiers resulted in investigations of about 500, a few convictions of miscon-
duct, and a national debate that produced a new Code of Conduct for U.S.
prisoners of war.®!

The Military Armistice Commission, responsible for overall supervision
of the demilitarized zone, met on 28 July 1953 in an initial atmosphere of
harmony, but accusations of violations soon surfaced and became recurrent.
The Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission and its inspection teams
stationed at the 10 ports in North and South Korea also began work but could
not prevent a renewed Communist military buildup. A political conference,
provided for in the armistice, met between 26 April and mid-June 1954 in
Geneva, Switzerland, but it achieved no tangible results toward Korean unity.
The problem of how to unite Korea remained unsolved.®?



CHaPTER IX

Formosa: A Reversal of Policy

Even before the Korean War, the fate of the island of Formosa had become
a major political issue in the United States. In June 1950 the island was under
the control of Chiang Kai-shek, recently defeated and driven from mainland
China by the Communists under Mao Tse-tung. Long a part of China, the
island had been ceded to Japan after the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-95. At
the Cairo Conference in November 1943 the United States had promised the
return of the island to the Chinese Nationalist government, and in 1945 the
Nationalists reoccupied Formosa. At the beginning of the Korean War, in the
absence of a formal peace treaty with Japan, both the People’s Republic of
China (Communist) and the Republic of China (Nationalist) claimed Formosa.'

The dispute over Formosa forced the United States to reappraise the
island’s role in U.S. security policy in the Pacific. From late 1949 on, Formosa
became an important issue that steadily engaged the time and attention of the
Department of Defense. Even those officials who saw Chiang’s government as
weak and corrupt preferred Chiang to Communist control over the island.?
Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff had declared in 1948 that a Communist
Formosa would be “seriously unfavorable” to American interests, they re-
jected then and in 1949 the use of U.S. military forces to prevent such a
takeover.® Shortly before the end of 1949, alarmed at the prospect of
Communist domination of East Asia, the JCS were moved to recommend a
“modest, well-directed and closely supervised program” of military aid for
the Nationalists on Formosa.*

At a meeting with the Joint Chiefs on 29 December, Secretary of State
Acheson opposed sending military aid, arguing that because of deep-seated
internal problems no short-term assistance was likely to save the island from
the Communists. Looking to the long term, he wanted the United States to ally
itself on the side of Asian nationalism, strengthen mainland China’s neigh-
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bors, and wait until Sino-Soviet differences created an opportunity to detach
the PRC from Soviet domination. In Acheson’s view an independent China,
even if Communist, would be much preferable to an isolated Chinese
Nationalist Formosa.® The president supported Acheson, publicly declaring
on 5 January 1950 that the United States had no territorial designs on Formosa
or other Chinese lands; sought no special rights, privileges, or bases on
Formosa; would have no military involvement in the Chinese civil conflict;
and, while continuing economic aid, would provide no further military aid or
advice to the Chinese on Formosa. The Nationalists would have to purchase
any military items they might want, subject to U.S. approval. On 12 january
Acheson’s speech to the National Press Club did not include Formosa within
the U.S. defensive perimeter in the Pacific.®

This U.S. policy, which implied that Formosa was ultimately expendable,
became a major political issue, particularly in Congress, where a powerful
group of Republicans and some Democrats looked on the “loss of China” in
1949 as evidence of foul play or at least poor judgment on the part of the
Truman administration. The “*China Lobby” of politicians, commercial inter-
ests, and other groups supported the Chiang Kai-shek government to the hilt
and kept Formosa in the forefront of debate over U.S. Far Eastern policy.
President Truman thus had to reckon constantly with the domestic political
repercussions of his Formosa policies. Within the administration Louis
Johnson and Dean Acheson were at loggerheads over the matter. Johnson
gained support for his position of helping Chiang during his visit to Japan in
June 1950, when General MacArthur presented him with a paper contending
that in enemy hands Formosa would constitute a strategic salient, an *
sinkable aircraft carrier and submarine tender,” in the center of a U.S. line
sweeping from the Aleutians through Japan, Okinawa, and the Philippines.
MacArthur pressed for a U.S. survey of military aid requirements for Formosa
but did not suggest using U.S. military forces to save the island.”

un-

Neutrglization and Assistance

Acheson’s long-range China policy became one of the first casualties of
the Korean War. Viewing the North Korean attack as a “clear-cut Soviet
challenge” and with advisers such as George Kennan warning that Formosa
might be the next target, Acheson proposed at the first Blair House meeting on
25 June that the U.S. Seventh Fleet be used to prevent both a Chinese
Communist attack on the island and a Chinese Nationalist attack on the
mainland. But he did not want the United States to ‘‘tie up with the
Generalissimo.” The president approved Acheson’s proposal the next night.
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Truman also rejected Chiang’s offer of 33,000 troops for Korea, accepting
Acheson’s argument that the Nationalist troops were needed to defend
Formosa and that their deployment to Korea might provoke Chinese Commu-
nist intervention there.®

On 27 June the president publicly declared that PRC control of Formosa
would constitute a direct threat to U.S. forces in the Pacific area and that
consideration of the island’s future status would have to “‘await the restoration
of security in the Pacific, a peace settlement with Japan, or consideration by
the United Nations.”? Reacting quickly, Peking pointed out that Truman'’s
latest statement contradicted his earlier declaration. Premier Chou En-lai,
calling on Chinese to unite and take back Formosa from the “American
aggressor,” on 6 July condemned the U.S. stance. The Indian ambassador to
Peking, Kavalam Modhava Panikkar, reportedly thought that the Chinese
Communists were preparing to attack Formosa, and the Soviet ambassador in
Peking was reported to have toasted the island’s *“‘early liberation.” '’

George Kennan, who believed that the Chinese Nationalists could not
repel a Communist assault on Formosa and that State should avoid incurring
later charges of inhibiting U.S. military preparations, suggested on 17 July that
Acheson warn the president and the Pentagon that the island’s fall would
damage the United States politically and that U.S. forces would have to be used
in its defense. In a special message to Congress on 19 July, Truman tried to
calm the Chinese Communists. He emphasized the U.S. neutralization policy
for Formosa and declared the United States desired no territory or special
privilege, preferring a peaceful settlement of all Formosan questions.'"

In the UN the United States was drifting toward diplomatic isolation on
the issue of Formosa. Unlike the Americans, the British and some other
nations recognized the PRC, construed the Cairo declaration to mean the
return of Formosa to whatever Chinese government controlled the mainland,
and sought to give Nationalist China’s UN seat to the PRC. Nations currently
urging the Soviet Union to end its UN boycott and help restore peace in Korea
seemed quite ready to meet the Soviet demand to seat the PRC.'?

In the meantime, the United States moved to make it easier for the
Nationalists to purchase U.S. military equipment, including tanks and jet
aircraft.'? The Joint Chiefs advised Johnson on 27 July that loss of the island
would be “seriously detrimental’ to U.S. security and urged approval of grant
military assistance and dispatch of a military survey mission to Chiang.'*
Acheson agreed, provided that Chiang’s forces were strengthened only to
serve as a defensive backup for the Seventh Fleet. Truman approved.'®

In response to a MacArthur request for immediate shipment of ammuni-
tion to the Nationalists, Truman allocated more than $14 million in MDAP
funds for Formosa, and the Department of State approved a $9.8 million



176 THE TEST OF WAR

Defense program, with a special priority rating directly below that for
Korea.'® In September a U.S. military survey mission, under Maj. Gen. Alonzo
P. Fox from MacArthur’s headquarters, recommended arming Chiang’s forces
for the defense of Formosa. The first delivery in response to MacArthur’s
request was loaded by the end of October, but the items in MacArthur’s list
constituted the only materiel sent to Formosa in 1950. Washington took no
final action in 1950 on the Fox recommendations.'”

Meanwhile the growing Chinese Communist threat against Formosa
tested U.S. policy. Chiang’s government, reportedly deeply resentful of U.S.
restrictions it had accepted on 28 June 1950, raised several questions about
what it could do to defend itself prior to an actual attack.'® Johnson and
Acheson concurred in the Nationalist plan to continue air and naval recon-
naissance, provided there was no armed offensive action against the China
mainland, and agreed to Nationalist communication with the Seventh Fleet.
Acheson declined, however, to raise questions with the British about the
shipment of military supplies from Hong Kong to Communist areas, and
Johnson went along.”) As for the defense of the offshore islands, Johnson
concurred with MacArthur and the JCS that there should be no U.S. respon-
sibility for areas beyond Formosa and the Pescadores. The offshore islands
were thus strictly a Nationalist responsibility.*°

On 14 July the Nationalists asked permission to bomb airfields and troop
concentrations on the China mainland as a defense measure against purported
Communist preparations to attack Formosa. Acheson responded with an
emphatic no, but the Joint Chiefs pointed out to Johnson that the Chinese
Communists could transport an estimated 200,000 mainland troops to
Formosa and had already announced their intent to capture the island. Noting
the high political cost that Acheson had placed on Formosa’s loss, they
recommended that the president allow Nationalist forces to mine mainland
staging waters and attack amphibious concentrations directed against For-
mosa. MacArthur agreed, and Johnson forwarded the request to Acheson and
Truman, who referred it to the NSC. Acheson did not object to mining but
considered preventive bombing attacks unacceptable.?"

At this point MacArthur’s visit to Formosa complicated the situation.
While he was on the island on 31 July and 1 August, the Nationalists tested the
U.S. policy of neutralization by launching an attack in mainland waters. The
world press suggested that by dealing directly with Chiang Kai-shek MacAr-
thur had rejected neutralization and opted for 2 more aggressive approach.??

Despite a caution against doing so from Army Secretary Frank Pace,
Johnson decided to push the president to allow preemptive Nationalist attacks
on amphibious concentrations if positive intelligence warned of an imminent
assault on Formosa or the Pescadores. But Truman was unwilling to entrust
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MacArthur with such an important decision and firmly rebuffed Johnson. "2
On 14 August the JCS directed MacArthur that, in the event of a2 Communist
attack on Formosa, the U.S. defense would be confined to ‘“‘practicable”
actions that did not commit any U.S. forces to the island itself. By this time,
as it turned out, MacArthur no longer thought that the PRC plan