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PREFACE

When I first began to study American involvement in
Vietnam, I became especially interested in the Kennedy years.
I considered the escalation decision of 1961 pivotal in that
it seemed to explain a number of factors in the nature and
course of the continuation and intensification of American
involvement. I felt a deeper investigation of the forces
which defined the need and manner of intervention in this
period would help me come to grips with a war I could neither
accept nor understand. Also, growing up with the war on
television and the war at home, my earliest impressions about
polities, about the world around me, were deeply entwined
with the Vietnam war and my incoherent perceptions about it
and about the way the American government seemed to handle
it. Thus when I thought of Vietnam, I thought of the 1960s.

However, as I read more, I saw that the United States
had been involved in Vietnam much earlier than the Kennedy
Administration, and I began to think that this involvement in
the 1940s and 1950s was perhaps far more significant in terms
. of grasping the reasons behind American intervention and the
attitudes which accompanied them. It seems very clear to me
now that the years 1945-1950 were pivotal in that this period
saw the first direct American assistance to Vietnam. This
period is important because the Truman Administration did
not inherit an already inexorable invoclvement. ~ There were

possibilities for some flexibility in policy, which would not



be the case later on, and American credibility at least did
not appear to be completely identified with success in
Vietnam.

I think the postwar years are crucial to the development
of later policies and attitudes toward Southeast Asia, and
saw the origins of a number of strategies, policies,
perspectives, and perceptions which would be either
intensified or perpetuated over the course of American
involvement in Vietnam. Thus I wanted to study this period
in the development of American policy toward Vietnam, so0 as
to better wunderstand the nature and course of later
iﬁvolvement, to gain an understanding of the reasons for the
initial commitment, and to fit American policy toward Vietnam
L1ty S laecger coatads of Aazeican foreign policy after
World War II altogether.

I would 1like to thank Gary Kornblith for his help,
guidance, and, above all, patience, throughout this project.
And many, many thanks to Ellen, and to Josh and Natalie, for

everything.
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CHAPTER I

INTERPRETATIONS OF AMERICAN INVOLVEMENT IN VIETNAM

The American involvement in Vietnam has motivated
extensive scholarship and reflection from diverse segments of
American society. The Vietnamese war for independence and
the dynamics and nature of American intervention have been
approached from the perspectives of many different
disciplines and from all points on the political continuum.
The majority of these works address, either directly or
implicitly, the fundamental issue of how American involvement
cgn be explained and understood.

The historiography of American involvement in Vietnam
covers a wide range of interpretations of the impetus behind
the initial commitment, the reasons for progressive
escalation, and the rationales for why the United States
didn'*t "win." Though categorizing these analyses runs the
risk of oversimplification, 1in the interest of clarity they
are classifiable in terms of the central imperatives behind
intervention which they address. The salient issues these
scholars bring to light can be further subdivided in that
some are concerned with the motivations of intervention and
others with the decision making process. The interpretations
to be discussed herein base the fact or character of United
States involvement on the imperatives of the balance of
power, the capitalist system, American ideology, the

bureaucratic establishment, domestic eieotoral politics, and



the concept of credibility.

The balance of power approach bases American decision
making toward Vietnam in pragmatism and traditional power
politics. Tae proponents of this approach interpret Auerican
actions as the result of realistic coansideration of tne
international situation and of tue necessities of national
security. Tnis dinterpretation takes two main directions:
oneg finds the motivation venind involvement in the need tq
maintain tne balance of world power with the Soviet . Union,
and the other sees the maintenance of Western power on Asia
as the determining factor.

Tne former perspective views the aims of American policy
toward Vietnam as grounded in the perception of a global
Soviet threat and the resultant need to counter this
throughout the world. Tne rise of communism in Asia was seen
as an extension of Soviet power and influence, and tnerefore
seemed to necessitate action on the part of the Uaited
States. George Herring advances this argument, stating that
"gne Uglted States 1intervened ih Vietnam to ©plocx tae
apparent marcn of a Soviet—airécteo Communism across Asia.®
Lecording to Herring, American involvement was Tnen escalated

1
"go halt a presumably expansionist Communist Cnina.” With
the growth of a globalist outlook in American policy making,
it was increasingly considered in the interest of national
security to stop the spread of communist influence in East

Asia as elsewhere so as to maintain the balance of power

petween the 3Soviet Union and the United States. Thus the
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original. American commitment 1in Vietnam and subsesguent
escalations were motivated by the Cold War view of tne world,
anu any perceived snift, or potential saift, in tne palance
of power in the favor of tne 3Soviet Union and its allies was
considered a threat to national security.
in contrast, the otner main interpretation of the
balance of power as the motivation behind American
involvement  Locates the roots of American support for tne
French in Indochina in the need to strengthen and stabilize
the Western powers. Gareth Porter makes this argument, ana
asserts that the origins of the commitment to France
lay not in tne Cold War with the Soviei Union but in a
‘set of attitudes and pesrceived interests regarding Asia
and Africa that American officials neld in coumon with
the French colonialists. While President Franklin D.
Roosevelt's wartime policy was strongly opposed to the
restoration of Frencn colonialism 1in Indocnina, the
State Department tco« a distinctly realpolitik aporoach
in April 1845, It accepted as fact thnat colonialism
would continue in Soutneast Asia and thnat the United
States could not afford to deny France its colonial role
in Indocnina, since France would be "weakened as a world
power. "2
Porter states that these State Department attitudes bpecame
3 .
policy after Fbx's deati. Porter interprets this policy as
geared toward preserving western European colonialism, and
based in ethnocentricity. It can pe argued, however, that
American support of France as a Western gmuropean power
relates to the previous analysis. Tnat is, the United States
sougnt to strengthen France vis a vis the Soviet Union in
order to restore the LZuropean balance of power.

Tne interpretation which views the reasons for American

involvement in Vietnam as primarily economic sees policy



making as equally rational and deliperate, but sees the goal
of intervention as ithe stabilization of the capitalist
system. This view is advénoeu oy Richard Du bBoff, who states
that awmerican foreign policy in general serves tne goals of
the economic ruling class. Pu Boff argues that hixh and
influential positions in ﬁhe policy-making machine are
iargely dominated by memoers of the capitalist class, and
fofeign policy 1is not only molded to the objective of
defending world capitalism, but derives its attitudes largely
from the pusiness outlook.

A central element of this outlook is the value and need
that is felt for expansion. Thus capitalisﬁ is stabilizea
througn the nmnmeans of dominating foreign marketis and
controlling tne resources of overseas economies. According
to this perspective, then, the Unitea States became involved
in ‘V1etnam because of ﬁhe economic imperative of gaining
access ' to Southeast Asian markets and strategic rawv
materials; equally important is the denial of these resources
to the Soviet bloc.

Paul Josepn advocates the ecénomic interpfetation, but
nes states that this approach has osen relatively weakened
pecause of the tendency to reduce internal state policy *to
extzrnal social forces: "'Capitalism' explains U.3.
intervention in Vietnanm. But 'capitalism' did not deternmine

) . i
the specific form of that intervention.® Thus ne expands
his perspective oy recognizing the validity of some elements
of other interpretations in terms of the processes of policy

making, notably tae organization and obgectives of tne



national Security bureaucracy, and tne constraints on
5 .
American intervention.

Tne 1deological perspective bases'American intervention
in Vietnam on less tang;ole motivations. At the heart of the
ideological explanation is the anticommunist consensué of the
Coia Wwar. Advocates of this approach see stabilization of
tne Dbasic American system as the goal of United States
foreign policy, and define tne system as encompassing
political, economic, and social instituﬁions. American
policy -is hignly influencea oy tne imperative of preserving
" the power or the United States ana anmerican-oriented
nations 1in order (o maintain and in a seanse validate the
pasic premises upon winich American society and principles
nave traditionally Osen oased. fThis percelved' need is
exZplained in relation to Vietnam as the result of tne
increasing tendency to view the world as involved in a Kkind
of Manicnean struggle Dvetween the forces of American-
oriented capitalist democracy énd those of Soviet-oriented
communism in the Cold War years. In lignt of tnis, it was
considered increasingly dimportant to defend the American
system against the Soviet tnreat.

By the late 194us, Soviel conmunism was seen not
merely as a vuvnreat to tne stapility and Ylree world"
orientation of wesﬁern Europe, but as a force to be combatted
in the world at large. Since communism was perceived as an
expansionist global threat, American policy makers emdraced

zlobalism in the formulation of policies and strategies. The



anticowmunist consensus was to prevail as an underlying
assumption in United States decision making throﬁgnout the
perioa of American involvement in Vietnam and was therefore a
xey element of tae American ideologioai standpoint in these
years.

The ideological impérative has been analyzed as a
product of the "arrogance of power." Sen. J. William
Fuloright argues that as a result of the position of the
Uaited States in the postwar world, the American approach to
foreign policy oecame arrogant, though Irom a largely
ingenuous outlook. Power corrupts, and from world power
stems a feeling or omnipotence. HFulovright does not see
American policy makers as "extreme practitioners" of the
arrogance of power on a‘level with for instance 1Hao or
Stalin, out does point out that "the provlem of excessivg

o
ideoclogical zeal is our problem as well as the compunists'.®

Wnoile ne argues that this is based in genuine good intentions
and idealism, 1ts effect is essentially the same as that of
expansionist imperialism, and Fulbright sees no place for
this type of cruséding mentality in contemporary foreign
pclicye.

Wnile tais ihterpretation of American involvement in
Vietnam deals primarily with 1ideological concepts and
ideologicali ardor, these naturaily translate into policies.
Principles sucn as containment and tne domino theory, waile
rormulatea in consideration of realpolitik, took on speciadl
significance when approached from the olack vs. wnite Cold

War world-view: Wioing well Deyoud palance~o{~power -



considerations, every piece of territory oecame critical and
every besieged nation a potential domino. Communism came to
be seen as an infeétion to be quarantined rather than -a
: 17
force to be judiciously and appropriately balanced." Thus
policy and self-perpetuating ideological momentum -- in other
words; means and ends -- merged in the Cold War; accoraing to
this perspective, and Viegnam became tne locus of this
ideoclogical power struggle.

These analyses all adaress the forces motivating
American intervention in Vietnam bput do not attempt. to
explain the policy making process itself or tne effects it
had on tne nature of Uniteu otates involvement. The
"quagnirs" theory examines tne role of ths wWasnington
decision making vureaucracy without questioning the oasic
assumptions benind American foreign policyf This approach
focuses on inherent inadequacies and irrationality within the
national security bureaucracy, and is tnerefore a critique of
policy making means independent of ends.

The leading proponent of tne quagmire interpretation is
Arthur M. Schlesingar, Jr. Schlesinger portrayed American
policy toward Vietnam as a series of small steps, eaca
accompanied 0y an optimistlic certainty tunat it would oe the
last escalation necessary:

And 380 tne policy of 'one more step! lured tne United

States deeper and degper into tne morass. In
retrospect, Vietnam is a triumpn of the politics of
inadvertence. e nave achieved our present
entanglement, not after aue and deliberate

consideration, wvut through a series of small aecisions.
i1t is not only 1idle out unfair to seek out gulilty
mer...o.mach step in the deepening of the american

7



commnitment was reasonably regarded at the time as the

last tnat would be necessary. Yet, in retrospect, eacn

step led only to the next, until we find ourselves
entrapped today in that nightmare of American
strategists, a land war in Asia -- a war wnich no

President, including President Jonnson, desired or

intended. The Vietnam story is a tragedy without

viliains.o

Schlesinger located the "villain" in the “"Vietnam story"
witnin the organization of tne decision-making bureaucracy.
Because of the sheer size anad internal dynamics of the
policy-making apparatus, presidents were not given adeguate
information upon whicn $0 ©pase decisons. Tnus in a
prevailing atmosphere of optimism, Uniced States invoivement
was escalated again and again, oecause of miscalculations aand
misrepresentation, resulting from vureaucratic ineptituce.

The reasons for optimism among policy-making bureaucrats
have veen descrived as relating primarily to the maintenance
of personal prestige within the organization, involving such
issues as the tendency to report wnat one's superior wanted
to hear, the feeling thnat reporting ovad news was a personal
failure, the tendency for optimism to breed continued
optimism in subseguent reports, ana the value placed in this

9
country on getcing the job done.

The "military-inaustrial complex" analysis also examines
the role of the national security bureaucracy 1in American
intervention 1in Vietnam, but stands in contrast to the
yuagmire theory's emphasis on inadvertance and irrationality
within the policy making apparatus. Hather, this approach
stresses rational and deliberate control. Advocates of

the military-industrial complex interpretation sec United



States involvement in Vietnam as the result of foreign policy
designed to serve the interests of the Pentagon and certain
national industries, notably defense contractors. According
to this point of view, the military has gained and exercised
substantial power in the making of foreign policy, and the
industries which supply the Pentagon have therefore become
more powerful as well, This in a sense approaches the
economic imperative interpretation, except that instead of
seeing intervention as serving the interests of the whole
capitalist class, this analysis differentiates the industries
which have as their main customer the United States
gavernment with 1its high defense budget. Thus defense
industries are able to spend vast amounts on research and
development. One cost of this constant technological
innovation is its self-generated momentum in terms of
creating the pressures to use new defense technology as soon
as it is developed.10

Richard J. Barnet, one of the proponents of this thesis,
sees the potential for slightly conflicting interests between
state and industrial management, in that corporate goals are
generally short-range economic profits and expansion, and
state goals are usually less tangible long range gains. Yet
he argues that corporate management has a substantial role
"in shaping long-term policies, such as those affecting
investment, availability, and use of resources, which are
ultimately more important.”™ Barnet goes on to state that
"The corporations continue to exercise the dominant influence

11
in the society, but the power keeps passing to the state."



Tnus, this perspective cbnnenas, the United States intervened
in Vietnam because of the péwer and influence of the military
Qitn its brand of foreign policy, and beéause of the pressure
TO demonsﬂrate new defense téchnology and strategies.

The "system worked" argumeht also analyzes the means to
_American involvement in Vietnam, concentrating more on the
{forces that motivated the domestic decision maxihg procéss
than» on those whicn motivated 1its objectives. Tnis
interpretation stands largelyvln agreement with gquagmnire
schicol regarding its depiction of tne . policy making
bureaucracy and the prevalence of deception and sell=-
‘deception in government. Yet this perspective, as presented
by botn Leslie Gelb and Daniel Ellsberg, - refutes of the
quagmire theory. They contend that presidents were given
adequate information, despite the inherent problems within
the decision making apparatus, and made conscious cnoiées tok
perpetuate the stalemate in Vietnam. |

Gelb and Elisberg concentrate in their analyses on the
policy—maxing process, put they agree that a general
anticommunist consensus was tae rfoundation of American
foreign policy in the Vietnam years. T pecame .imperative
that the United States not lose Vietnam to communism Decause
of possible international anu domestic repercussions.
American glooal ctherns were mainly containment ana. the
maintenance of credibility. bomestically, Gelp and Ellsperyg
assert that the potential results of *"losing" Vietnam

involved such 1issues as loss of the president's personal

10



prestige anu his prospects for reelection, loss of public and

congressional support for the president's programs, both

domestic and international, anc increased pfospects for a
12

right-wing backlash.

Vietnam was established as a vitalbsecurity interest,
and, according to ﬁllsberé and Gelo, this assumption was
never Questionec as involvement was escalated. Yet the
presidents and their advisors did not, could not, enact
policies wnich wbuld enable the Uniteu States to "win®  in
Viecvnam; ratner, oecause of aomestic constraints,; tney chose
policies geared toward '"not losingﬁ in tne short run.
Blisberg states this in the form or two overall rules
perceived by United States presidents: 1) "Do not lost the
rest of Vietnam {o Communist control before the next

N

election" and 2), "Do not commit U.3. ground troops to a land
13

war in Asia.™ Gelo concurs that presidents took steps
which were minimally necessary and maximally feasible in view
of the consensus that Vietnam must not be ~"lost" and the
concomitant domestic constraints upon policy. Tne potential
domestic repercussions suggested apove kepl presidents from
acting too aggressively, yet tne consensus necessitated some
form of action; nence tne policy of continuea stalemabte and
postponement of attempts to resolve tihe conrlict. Gelo
states that presidents acted as "brakemen" in oraer to
ameliorate pressures from hawxks and doves, bvpoth within ana

14 :
outside the government. In this respect, *tnis perspective

tends toward a pluralist interpretation of the constraints

11




upon presidential decision-maxing:

The tactic of the minimally necessary decision makes
optimum sense for the politics of thne Presidency. Even
our strongest Presidents have tended to sny away froum
decisive action....Too seldom has there been forceful
moral leadership; it may even be undemocratic. The
small step that maintains the momentum gives the
President the chance to gather more political support.
It gives the appearance of minimizing possible mistakes.
It allows time to gauge reactions.l1s
Thus uelb contends that the political-bureaucratic

system worked tarough tane course of Unitea States involvement
in terms of tne ultmiate goal of preventing the '"loss" of
Vietnam to Commnunism witnin eachi presiaent's tenure in
office. mllsperg basically coacurs with tnis interpretation
of ‘American involvemeni and escalation in Viecnan. He
presents his refutation of the quagnmire interpretation via a
decision model, the "Stalemate Machine," througn which he
argues that escalations were enacted not under the optimistic
assumption that eacn would be tne last necessary step, but in
periods of pessimism when the policies chosen were all that
could be done, given the rules constraining policy.
Iiscalation decisions were oriented toward "the defensive aim

=3

of averting an immediate Communist taxeover" and succeeded
"not in  teras of publicly avowea long-range aims, Dbdut in
terms of the successive short-range aims and expectations .
10

that were actually...salient in the White House."

The issue of credibility figures into most of tne abpove
analyses and serves in this sense to 1link these diverse
arguments. wnile credipility nas differing interpretations

and different roles in both tne means to and eands of American

policy toward vietnam, 1t refers in tne context of American

12




intervention to symbolic politics, and the perceived need to
demonstrate the prudence, power, trustworthiness, or
practicability of Awmerican institutions, poiicies, ana
.intentions.

The imperative »of‘ demonstrating Unitea States
credibility ties in with the valance of power objective in
relation to military strengtn. Jonathan Schell presents the
tnesis that din the nuclear age, power politics became
dependent upon the illusion of power: "Tage suvstance of the
nation's strengtn was useful only insofar as it enhanced the

17

image of streagth." in otner words, trne inabiiity to
paysically demonstrate military capabilaty necessitated' tne -
development of other forms to prove its existence. thus
creaioility became a poiicy directed toward the goal of
acneiving a staole calance of powér, and is seen in this
lignt by advocates of the interpretation of United States
intervention in Vietnam as motivated by realpplitik
considerations.

Symbolic politics has a place in the economic argument
as well. Gaoriel Kolko, one of the toremost proponents of
tnis line of reasoning, sees American involvement in Vietnam
vas motivated in part vy the desire to set Vietnam up as a
test case for otner Thira Worla nations:

That Vietnam itself has relatively little of wvalue to

tne United 3Gtates 1s all the more significant as an

example of America's determination to nold the line as
‘a matter of principie against revolutionary movements.
what 1s at stake, according to tne "domino" theory with
which Washington accuratvely perceives tne world, is tne

controcl of Vietnam's neighbors, Soutineast Asla and,
ultimately, Latin America.l1d

13




ﬁoixo argues that Vietnam was vital not 80 much because of
its economic resources as in terms of its ubtility to the
Unitea States as a demonstration of tne credioility ana
gravity of the American commitment to the maintenance of its
own dominant power in the world. The ultimate imperative of
American intervention is; according to Kolko, the
preservation of American capitalism as the leading political
and economic system; 1in reference to tnis goél, Vietnam
served as a warning of the extent vo which the United_States
would go to secure the position of'this system.

The role of credipility in the interpretétion whicn sees
ideology as tne force oenind american involvement is similar
to this in that it encompasses both the ends and the means to
the objectives of intervention. If Vietnam is viewed as an
mast Asian locus of tne Cold War ideological conflict, then
it foliows that the role of Vietnam would be to: demonstraie
tne preeminence of tne American nation and system. Proving
tne credioility of the American perspective is then a central
policy goal, and is also a strategy for the achievement of
the aim of staoilizing the powér and 1influence of the
American ideological outlook.

The quagmire theory aqd tne system worked analysis
involve a different type of crediopility: personal prestige
witnin - the government of the United States. Both
interpretations point wup the diwmportance to  government
pureaucrats of maintaining and enhancing personal credibility
ana the effects this coacern has towara increasing tne volume

of deception and irrationality within the policy making

4




apparatus. The systen workea thesis furthers tnis theme in
its aiscussidn of the impact of domestic political
impecatives on dmerican intervention in @ Vietnam. This
interpretation places hign priority on the s;gnificance to
the president of maintaining personal prestige toward tne
woal  of reelection. - In general, presidents and tneir
advisors were concerned with buliding up the credioility of
the Administration, in tne eyes of the world, Congress, and
tne voters, 1in order to enhance its position toward handling
tine exigencies of partisan and legislative politics.

Hannan Arenat analyzes American involvement in Vietnam
largely in terms of the issues of credibility and'deception.
Sﬁe discusses two types of deception that are prevalent
withim the policy making bureaucracy: Timage-making" along
public relatiéns lines, an@ decision ﬁaxing methods that
tenceu toward the developmeﬁt of laws anc theories as a means
-t0o policy making. Arendt argues that.tneée factors eanaocleu
decision maxkers to design policies and strategles without
regard to tne ultigate and human reality of intervention in
Vietnam. Arendt sees American goals -in Vietnam as equally
vound to issues of credibility and iwage, anu therefore
equally divorced rrom factual reality. She argues that there
was no need, rrom the policy maker's perspective, to confront
the facts in Vietnam, Dbecause Vietnam was iny seen as a
domino, a test case, or a means to demonstrating Américan
credibility regarding containment and the position of the

19
United States in the world.



Tnere are tunus  certain continuities anong these
different analyses whicn point wup the vdifficulty of
compietely achering to or discarding any éne of them. Wnile
not all of tnese interpretatious have applications to the
period 1yidb to 13oL, they provide a framework for analyzing
the original oommitment in the context of the .course of

American intervention on the wnole.

16
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CHAPTER II

AMERICAN "NHEUTRALITY," 1945 - 1947

In August of 1941, Franklin Delaﬂo Roosevelt mét witin
Winston Chufchill off the coast of Newfoundland. On August
32 they signed a broad declaration -of common aims and
principles, the Atlantic  Charter. Ceniral among. these
principles were a commitment to cppose  any type  of
territorial expansionism, tne right of éll peoples.to choose
the fora of government under which they will live, and tiae
commitment: to see that self—government'is restored to all
peoples denied this by force.

Thne Cnarter nad concrete applications in the‘context of
German expansionism at the time; as it was a general
statement, it would stand as American pbiicy in the postwar
world. The signing of the Charter complicated the American
approach to Western colonialism. Specifically, the
commitment to national self-determination raised the- problem
of what position the United States should take in the eveat
that the Western BEuropean powers attempted to reestablish or
maintain control of their colonial possessioﬁs in Asia.

Tnis issue was first brought to the fore in 1943, in
discussions involving the war effort in French Indochina,
wnich Japan had invaded in 1940. Frénce was against the use
of Chinese troops in Indochina, warning that French troops
migat reagt against the Chinese;, because they might see a
Chinese attack as directed toward motives of self-interest as

opposed to the Allied effort. The United States government,
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nowever, viewed  this as a problem to bs handled by the
military in Indochina, but it was becoming apparent that more
was involved. Assistant Secretary of State Berle noted this
on October 21, 1343, and pointed out that the issue had to be
considered:
This brings us sguarely up to the problem of whether, in
the Far East, we are reestablishing the western colonial
enpires or whether we are letting the East liberate
itself if it can do so. I feel that this matter should-
be discussed on a high level with the President for his
decision.1
President Roossvelt had strong feelings about European
colonialisa. He saw colonialism as a central cause of
Japanese agzreasion in East Asia, "and looked toward

trusteeship for these colonies under the auspices of the

n

United Hations Organization to.be formed afﬁer the war.
During the war, Roosevelt bDrought up the possibility of an
international trusteeship for Indochina at the Tenran
Conferenca.. The goal of such an arrangement would pe to
prepare the people for self-government within a twenty to
thirty year period. At Tehran FDA received complete
. 3
agreement from Stalin and Chiang Kai-shek on the issue.
This did not represent a final decision. Rather, American
wartime policy regarding Indochina was charactgrized bf‘
indecision.
This dis seen 1in the conflicting messages which toe
United States conveyed. On the one hand FDR began to commit
the United States to trusteeship for Indochina; on the other,

the United States was deeply committed to France and Britain,

each of which held colonial possessions in Zast Asia. The
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United States had made a number of statements dating back to
1341 reassuring France of American support for the
reestablisnment of French sovereignty over its colonies after

4 N .

the Wars. Therefore, when FDR began to advocate
international trusteeship for Indochina, the British Dbecane
concerned Dbecause of the implications thnis would have on
their own colonial possessions in Asia. In January 1944, FDR
informed Lord Halifax, the British ambassador to the United.
States; that it was his opinion that Indochina should be
administered by an international trusteeship. - In reporting
this to Secretary of State Hull, Roosevelt stated that

As a matter of interest, I am wholeheartedly
supported in this view by Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek
‘and oy Marshal Stalin. I see no reason to play in with
the Britisn Foreign Office iag this matter. The only
reason they seem to oppose it is that toney fear the
effect it would have on their own possessions and those
of tithe Dutch. Tney have never liked the idea of
trusteeship because it is, in some instances, aimed at
future independence. This is true in tne case of Indo=-
China.

Each case must, of course, stand on its own feet,
out the case of Indo-China is perfectly clear. France
nas milked it for one hundred years. Tone people  of
Indo~-China are entitled to something better than that.5

Roosevelt also strongly opposed the idea of using any French
troops in the liveration of Indochina. But ne hesitated to
present this as an official policy conclusion Decause of
British sensitivity to anticolonialism. American policy
throughout 1944 continued to de ambivalent and the U.S.
declined from stating any definitive policy toward Indochina.
Roosevelt continued to reaffirm his sentiments as expressed

in the Atlantic Charter, but also naturally continusd to

support the Allies. In the face of growing British and
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French concern over the contradictions in American policy for
postwar Indochina, the United States chose to postpone the
problem. As FDR told Secretary of State Stettinius on
January 1, 1945: "I still do not want to get mixed up in any
Indo-China decision. It is a matter for postwar....From both
the military and civil point of view, action at this time is
o

premature.”

President Roosevelt again raised the issue of
trusteesnip for Indochina at the Yalta Conference in
February; once again Stalin agreed and Churchill opposed the
idea. After Yalta pressures from France increased. In March
De Gaulle told Jefferson Caffery, the United States
ambassader in Paris, that the Frencn did  not uanderstand
American policy:

‘YWnat are you driving at? Do you want us to

become...one of the federated states under the Russian

aegis?...If the public here comes to realize that you
are against us in Indo Cnina there will be terrific
disappointment and nobody knows to what that will lead.

We do not want to become Communist; we do not want to

fall into the Russian orvit, but I hope that you do not

push us into it.'7
Very shortly after Caffery reported this converszation,
President Roosevelt seems to have modified his opinion
coricerning Indochina. On Marcn 15, FpR said he would aszree
to France's retention of Indochina witn the stipulation that
g
independence was the ultimate goal, His policy . still of
course excluded unconditional reestablishment of Frencn

control, but Roosevell was moving away from his adherence to

the idea of U.N. trusteeship due to British and French

opposition.




FDR's changing policy devolved to an abandonement of the
trusteeship proposal in favor of allowing France to determine

the future of Incdochina. In a statement on April 3, approved

by the President, Secretary of State Stettinius angounced
that  as a result of the discussions at Yalta, the United
States looked to trusteeship as applicadle to "territories
~taken from the enemy” and "suci otner territories as mignt
voluntarily be» placed under trusteeship.® Witn Indochina
fitting into the latter category, it was really up to France
9

to decide upon the status of Indochina.

American policy was still somewnat ambigzuous at the time
of Roosevelt's deatbtn on April 12. Upon Harry 3. Truman's
accession to the presidency, foreign policy. perspectives
changed rapidly. Certain themes of the considerations of
Indochina poliecy during the Roosevelt Administration would,
however; prevail under Truman. These include mainly the
conflict between the need to support France as a Western
power and the American commibtment to anticolonialism, and the
furtnerence of the attempt to let France determine the future
status of Indochina in order that the United 3tates could
stay out of thne confiict.

Truman nad very 1little previous knowledze of the
workings of foreign poliey upon Roosevelt's death. He had
never been briefed on contemporary 1issues, nor had FDR

informed Truman about his personal approach. This was

especially significant in terms of relations with the Soviet

Union. FDR had used a somewhat bilateral approach in that




wiile nis public statements were of a universalist nature, he
approached hnis personal contacts with Stalin from a wore
12 '

realpolitik perspective. Unaware of the intricacies of
Roosevelt's diplomacy, Truman would approacin foreign policy
from a universalist, black vs. white standpoint. He also in
general assumed a stance of toughness, in part dus to  his
sense of need to assert his authority as thne non-elected heir
to the presidency. Because of his relative naivete, Truman
relied heavily on his advisors in matters of foreign policy,
in contrast to FDR's highly personal approach. These aspects
of the early period of Truman's presidency would have serious
effects on the direction of diplomacy in the imminent Cold
War with the Sovielt Union.

On the day fter FDR's death, Truman requested an
outline of the principal dissues in foreign policy fron
Secretary Stettinius. Regarding France, Stettinius reported
that "the best interests of the Unitea States reguire that
every effort be made by this Government to assist France,
morally as well as physically, to regain her strength and hner
influence." He continued to state that tne French were then
niznly preoccupied with national prestige, and

They have conseguently from time to time put forward

reguests whicn -are out of all proportion to their

present strength and have in certain cases, notably in
connection with 1Indochina, showed itsic] unreasonable
suspicions of American aims and motives. t is believed
that it is in the interest of the United States to take
full account of tnis psychological factor in the French
mind and to treat France in all respects on the basis of
her potential power and influence rather than on the

basis of ner present strengtn.il

Tnis overriding concern with strenzgthening France was a prime



motive - behind United States policy toward Indochina, the
result of wnich was a shift in focus from FDR's
anticolonialism and the trusteeship concept to policies whnica
would aelp to streagthen Western Euﬁope psychologically,
economically, and militarily vis a vis the Soviet Union.

shortly after Truman wés sworn in, the State Department
conducted a revie& of policy toward Indocnina. Wnile the
resultant document was never given to President Truman, ‘tne
drafts drawn up by the Far Zastern Affairs (FE) and European
Affairs (BUR) desks of the State Department are significant
for tneir revelation of attitudes and opinions abocut the
direction of Indcéhina policy.

Tne

]

UR draft noted Stettinius' statement of April 3 and
asserted that there was '"not the slightest possibility" that
france would Yolunteer to give control of Indocnina over +to
an internatioconal trusteéship. It went on to saj tnat if
pressure were applisd to France in tnis context, it would
have to be through unilateral action by the United States,
s;nce the other colonial powers would suppori France. 1t
also pointed out tnat sucn a policy would éontradict the
Yestablished American policy of aiding France to rezain her
strenzgtin in order thal she may be better [itted to snare
rezponsibility in maintaining the peace of Europe and the
world." Tas draft concluded that the U.3. should not>oppose
tné restoration of French sovereignbty over Iadochina unless
it was prepéred to take similar action toward tha other
colonial powers; rather,  the U.S. should try to influeace

12
France toward liveralizing its policies in Indochina.
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In response to this, the F£ division redrafted the EUR.
memorandum_witb some modifications. FE was in agreement with
EUR that the U.3. should not oppose ﬁhe reestablishment of
French control in Indochina, but recommended a conditional
ofrer of compliance that woﬁld guarantee some degree of self-

13

governnment. These drafts illustrate the predominant view
within tna State Department. Roosevelt's concepnt _of
international trusteeship was discarded and policy choices
tended away from tne consideration of ultimate independence
for Indechiina. Ratner, the proposed rscommendations were for
some measure of self-governauent under French auspices or
trying to influsnce France toward this. Potential Aanerican
policy c¢hoices were constrainsd by the fear of allenating
France and the otner Western Allies.

Very soon after Truaman came‘into office, then, there was
a definite snift in Indochina poliey toward recognition and
support of Frencn control over the area upon the conclusion
cf the war. At the VUnited Nations Coaference in San
Franciseo in  late April 1945, Secretary of 3tate Byrnes
reassured the Frencia that the Q.S. did not in any way

14
question Freach sovereligniy over Indochina.

But this policy shift did not arffect American military
acbions in Indochina. In the susmer of 1945, the Office of
Strategic Services (03S), precursor to the CIA, sent teams of
North Vietnam to wérk ostensibly with French and Vietnamsse
“troops in g&errilla operations against Japan. Bsut the

Vietnamese nad refused to collaborate with French troops, so




tne Americans-worked exclusively with tne Viet Minh, as toey
constituted the only effective guerrilla gorup in the aresa.
Relations became guite warm and the 0SS teams developed
substantial respect and esteem for Ho and the Viet Minh.
Tney also saw the Viet Minh as a widely supported popular
movenant. After the DRV had proclaimed indepeadence, Hajor
Allison K. Tnomas, a leader of the 0SS "Deer" mission,
raported that "thne new zoveranment seens to be
enthusiastically supported by the majority of the population
. 15

in every province of Indocaina.m" Overalli, Thomas' report
illustrates tine positive response of the QSS teams to their
close workings witn the Viet Hinh.

Consiceration of the status of Indochina  nas Deen
dramatically sccelerated Dy tne Japanese surrender on  August

15, 1345, after the atomic bombs were droppad on Hirosnima

y

i Nagasagi oa August 5 and 9, respectively.  The decision
to use the bomb, aside from increasing the mounting strains
pebtween tne United States and the Soviet Union, found France
somewnat unprepared to recover control in  Indocnina. The
Frenchh were also upsel by their relative impotence 1In that
British ana Chninese troops -&ould be used to liberace
Indochina fpam Japan.

the Viet Minh, however, had been prepared for
mobilization almost immediately upon the‘end of the war ia
tiie Pacific. They had succeeded in gaining effective control
by ths end of August. Bao Dail abdicatec oan August 30; and

the Democratic Republic of Vietnam was 2stablished on

27



Septémber 2. Througnout this period and subsequent montis,
Ho Chi #Minh looked to the United States for support and aid.
Ho's desire for American recognition and assistance wés
doubtless part of the reason for his wérm reception of the
053 teams. According to Ha;or Archimedes Patti, Director of
the 0SS in Hanoi at tne time ;Ho was able to use the "heer®
mission as a "fantastic psycnological factor"® ﬁo conVince
rival parties that his pariy had Ameridan backing and should
therefore be the one to formulate the provisional governmeab.

1

nese rumors of American support were widely circulated, and

s

affectad Bao Dai's decision to abdicate to the "American-
1o '

packed" Viet Min¢5

o hoped o be able to utilize sucihh proanouacements of
thne aAumerican commitmentvto anticolonialism as the Atlantic
Charter ©o ennance his position. In a conversation with
Hajor »Patti, Ho expressed his nope that the United States
would cpntinue to condemn colonialism in Indochina. concern
that the U.S. would continue {o condemn colonialism in
Indochima; He also told Patti that he wanted to dispel the
notion that he was an agent of tne Comintern, calling himselfl

a ‘"progressive-socialist-nationalist," and smphasized above
17 .

Ho  Cnl Minh also aimed at receiving some U.S. suppore
throwsn the DRV Declaration of Independence, drafted by to in
the five days prior to Inuependeuce Day, SeptegOeP 2. Tase
Declaration bezan with tne words: "yde nold truthis that all
men are créated equal, tnat they are eandow=2d by their Creator

. wWith certain unalienable Rights, among th

e

32 are Litfe,
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Liberty and tne pursulb of Happiness." The Declaration also
included an appeal to tne Allies in gzeneral: "Je are
convinced that the Allies whno nave recognized tne principleas
of equality of peoples at the Conferences of Teheran and San
rrancisco cannot but recognize the Independsace of Viet
14
dam." Also, 1in a speech made directly after Ho read toe
Declaration - of Independence on Septewder 2, Vo Hguyen Giap
. 19

appealed directly to the Allies not to abandon Vietnam.

Tiile United States became aware of the DHEV's independence
soon after September Z. American policymaXkers were also made

aware of the seriousness of the situation in Indochina. The
bnited 3States did not oftficially respond to the existence of
tne Vietnamese governmeal until October 5, at which point
Acting Secretary of State Dean Acheson made the following
statement to American officials in East Aasia concerniag
American policy toward Indochina:

U3 has no thought of opposing the reestaolisnmeant
of french control in Indochnina and no official statement
by U3 Govt has questioned even by implication Freach
sovereignty over Indochina. However, it is not ‘the
policy of this Govt to assist the French to reestablish
their control over Indochina by force and the
willingness of the Us to see French control
reestablished assumes that French claim to have the
support of the population of Indochina is borne out by
future events.20

Tnis statement would, in various forms, constitute the basis
of American official policy toward Iondochina until 1349,
This was a policy of non involvement -- "aeutraliity" in tnat -
tne U.S. did not want to become directly involved -~ French

claims to. sovereignty over Indochina. The United States

would urge France Lo liberalize its policies  toward the




native population, but essentially abandoned 1its earlier
insistencs on guarantees of eventual independence for
indocnina.

Because of tne desire to stay ocut of the conflict, the
U.S3. did not recoznize the DRV or its appeals for American
support. Between October 17, 1945, and February 10, 1946, Ho
Cni Minh sent a series of communications to President Truman
and Secretary of 3tate Byrnes, znd also to the heads of state
of the otner zreat powers.

The first of these was a telegram to Truman on Octobef
1T, at whichh point nostilities had been taking place for soume
wa2eks between French and Vietnamese forces in Soutnh Vietnam.
Ho Dbrougnt to Truman's attention both the de jure and de
facto legitimacy of the DRV Provisional Government. He
invoked the Atlantic Charter andlthis national legitimacy as
gualifications for Vietnamese representation on the United
Hations Far Zast Advisory Commission in place of the French,

"

who were 1in the commission as the representatives of
21
Indochina.

The next of do's communications was avletter to Byrnes
of Uctober 22, 1945, with wnien ha enclosed the DRV
beclaration of Indepsndence, the rescript of Bao Dai's
abdication, a declaration of DRV foreisgn policy, and an
explanation of the DRV position on the war in South Vietnam.
Ho égain the Frencn betrayal of the Allies in World Waf IL,
and the conclusion of the Atlantic Charter, wnich Ho saild was
viewsed by the Viet Minn as "the foundation of future

Vietnam." He also cited the U.N. c¢harter, and asked for

10
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recoznition and intervention by the United Nations.

Ho continued to send communications to the UeSey
requesting American and U.N. aid to fignht starvation, and tne
establishment of cultural relations between the 0.S. and
Vietnam. He also ¢ontinued to invoke the Atlantic and San
Francisco Charters and appeal for recognition by the U.3. and
other great powers, and reiterated the nefarious deeds and
intents of the French in collaborating with Germany and Japan
and the the Vietnauese effort with the Allies against Japan.
o cited iniaadition President Truman's HNavy ﬁay Spes=ch pf
October 27, 14945 as indicative of the American position
toward to national self-determination.

This speech, while unever referring specifically to
Indocnina, included a number of broad statements of American
foreign policy goals, dirscted mainly toward the Sovist

23 ‘
Union. Among the principles set downm Dy Truman were the
American belief in "the eventual return of soversign rights
and self-government to all peoples who have been deprived of
them Dby force®™ and a pledge that the United States would
"refuse L0 recognize any government imposed upon any nation
244
by the force of any foreign power.® Clearly, Truman's
reaffirmation of the principles of the Atlantic and U.d.
Cnarters could be wused oy Ho to zain leverage over tLhe
American position.

The United States never in any way responded to Ho's

appeals. Winen Major Patti inquired at the State Department

as to whether the U.3. had acknowledged or was planning to



acknowledge receipt of tne communications, he was informed
- that because the U.3. did not recognize the DRV government,
it would be "improper" for anyone in authority to respond to
Ho» He was also told that the U.S. was "committed" to look
to France, and not the Vietnamese nationalists, for actions
25
toward Vietnamese independernce. The American refusal to
acknowledge Ho's letters znd telegrams explains the tone of
Ho's last letter to President Truman of February 16, 1946, in

which he said tnat Frencn aggression in Vietnam "implies the

rcomplicity, or ‘at least, the connivance of @ the Great

Democracies.” Ho continued to pusph for aid,stating that

“ghe United Nations ought to keep their words® in,peace-time

as well as in wartime, and cited the example of tihe

inéependeﬁée granted the Philippines by the U.5. as  the
20

course the Vielnamese wished to follow.

But Dby this time it was even less likely that the U.3.
would =xtena aid or recognition to Ho. Tne DRV was alreédy
negotiating with France, encouraged by the potential for
support from the growing strengtnh of the Frenen Communist
Party; this, conversely, wotivated the U.3. to increass its
suppoft of France to avert tne threat of the govefnment

2
falling into the hands of tne communists.

3tilli, through this period, American support of France
was restrained by the overriding American concern with
remaining “neutrai." The United States was reluctant to
support Frencin cocloanialism but also did not want to alienate
the Frencih. This policy not‘only disappointed Vietnamese

hopes for American support but disappointed French



expectations as well, 1in that France had hoped for ‘more
direct support froam the U.S. The imperative to shors wup
France as a major power in Western Europe became more vital
to United States interesﬁs as Cold Wa} tensions began to
mount. Tne U.S. would continue to be critical of French
policy in Indochina, but the priority to create a sirong
bulwarx against the perceived Soviet threat to the European
balance of power ﬁould far outweign tﬁe American anti-
imperialist commitment.

This priority was intensified upon the receipt in the

™

State Department of George F. Kennan's loaz telegram from
Moscow on February 22, 194%. Kennan was one of the foremost
Anerican experts on theSoviet Union, and had by this "time
built a sirong career as.diplomat and advisor. He also had a
particularly vehement anti-Soviet viewpoint. The telegran
included an analysis of Soviel behavior and recommendations

or American policy in 1lignht of this analysis. The

Hy

fundamental point of Kennan's analysis of the Soviet
perspective was that Soviet hostility in foreign affairs was
the result of the need perceived among 3Soviet leadsrs to

PN

Justil

BN

their approaca toward domestic affﬁirs; Kennan saw
communism as a means for advaacing tn;s perspective more than
creating it.

in his recommendations for American policy, Kennan
suggested tnat the best way to approach Soviet paranoia and
nostility was torough realpolitik. His emphasis was on

vuilding up security rather than attempting to eradicate the




Soviet threat through coafroantation. This 1implied a
glovalist outlook, in that Xeanan anticipated covert Soviet
policy on a.globél scale. He predictea that the Soviet Union
would make "particularly violent efforts" of a subterranean
nature "{o weaken power and influence of #Western Powers on
colonial bacxkward, or dependent peoples.™ de foresaw that
the Soviet Union would agitate resentments among dependeat
peop}es, and that while‘these peoples were "béing encouragsad
to seex indspendence of wWestern Powers, Sovieti dominéted
puppet political machines will De undergoing preparation to
take over domestic power>in respactive colonial areas when
iandependence 1is achievad." Hencebtne task for tine U.S,, as
Kennan envisioned it, was to provide guldance and a positive

eiample tions, = and above all to promote their

e
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security.

Kennan's message nad an immediate izmpact on the American
fereign policy outlooxk. It emphasized the importance of the
Emeprican roie throughout ths world in acting to tne control
Soviet exparnsionism. The U.S. pezan to formulate policies

whicn were global in scope, and would therefore impact local

e

volicizs as well. Policy planning toward Indochina, in part

]

15 a result of Kennan's projections coacerning Soviet policy
toward Western colonial areas, began to reflect this
apprenension of Soviet global policy and the growing American
tendency toward a global outlook.

As globalism grew, so zrew the perception of pipolarity
in the world. American ties to the Western Allies were

fortified in the face of greater strains oetween tine United
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States and the Soviet Union. The Bast-dest split was
accelerated Dy Churchill's famous "Iron Curtaia® spesch of
March 5, 1946 in Fulton, Missouri. _ Despite President
Truman's claim that he hac not been aware of what the message
of tne former Prime Minister's speech would oe Dpeforeanand,
his presence oan the dais gave the appearance of American
concurrance with Cnurcnill's position. The effect was that
the speechh was interpreted by many as a’ statément of tne
Anglo-dnerican oubtlook. The speacn would have significant
' international and donestic repercussions. Churchill
essentially sgquated Soviel. doaestic policy ang foreign policy
objectives with those of anotaer totalitarian state, HNazi
Germeny, and tiiis had an obvious impact less than a  year
after the concliusion of World Har II. He also warned of the
presaace in Fraance and most other nations of Moscow-oriented
communist "fiftn columns™ which constituted, he asserted, "a
23

srowing challenge and peril to Christian civilization.®
Tue day after Churcnill's speech, Francé and Vietnam
~agread -to a pre;iminary accord. Difficult negotiatioas had
veen initiated as a result of Vietnamese apprehension due to
the agreemenl between Cn;na and France in February ‘1‘35
allowing Frencn troops to replace Chinese occupation troops
in North Vietnam. Apparently, the DRV felt that they might
erfactively buy some time through negotiating to prepare for

3G

the struggle wiih France. Because of the Frencn refusal to
use the word “independence" in tine document, the Republic of

Vietnam was recognized Doy France in the agreement as an
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ambiguous "free  state” within the French Union.

Practically speaxing, this accord did not produce any change
in the status of thne DRV, but Ho felt pressured in that he
had quite narrow optiong stemaming from his failure to secure
any assistance whatsocever from the United 3States and tne U.N.
Thus Ho continusd to negotiate with France tnrougn Septexbder
1540 in. order to gain the necessary psace-time to build wup
tne political, military, and economic strength of the DRV.

In the meantime, the United States perpetuated the
policy of non involvement beyond vocal support of France. On
Aprii 12, Secretary of State Byrnes informed the Freach
ambassador to the U.S., Henri Bonnet, that the United 3tates
approved the replacement of Chinese forces wiih Frenci troops
in nortnera Indochinag in accord with the policy of
"neatrality,”® tﬁis was viewsd as Ya matter for determination
oy tThe Governﬁénts of rrance and China." ind, in accord with
the. desire to strengtinen American relations with rrance,
oyroes? note mentioned Lhat the‘ Sino—?henca agreesment
"cémglétes the reversion of all 1Indo-China to Frenca
control.™ Tnus the U.S. implicitly supported tnis feversion,
despite the fact that 1t contradicted of @ the Franco-

32
Vietnamese agreement of March 6, wnich was not meationed.

Yet - througnout 1340, Ameyican officials continued to
volee concerii over Frencn ﬁotives aﬁd policies in interﬁal
communications. i4s Franco~Vietnamese negzotiations at the
Dalat Conference in April and May progressed with difficulty,

the U.3. Consul at Saigon, Charles Heed, reported that:

Frencn insistence witadrawal Chinese from north and




all-over procrastination to Dalat may have -ulterior
motives as it is nof impossible French military coup may
q be brougnt off as. soon as Chinese gone. Some Frencin
civilians have spoken of this "Yas putting Vietnamese in
their place." In any event over-all picture 1is not
nappy one and much compromise, good faith and tolerance
needed to effect peaceful settlemenkt.ss :

Similarly, during the next Franco-Vietnamese
negotiations at Fontainebléau betwaen July and September,
Abvot L. Morfat, the Cnief of the State Department's
Southneast Asian Affairs desk {SE4), reported his suspicions
about Frencn wmotives and (supported) the Vietnamesé claim

-

that France was not living up to the agresment of March 6.

e

Moffat asserted that the French wers moving to regain control
of Indochina "in violation of the spirit of the March &
convention," and felt that since Vietnamese resistance was
iixely, the ultimate result could very well bé ‘widespread
nostilities. He also reported that the French might be

34
paring to secure control through a resort to force. "The
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the Fontainebleau Conference was btne modus vivendi

Yy

esult o

b

of Septeuber 14, whicn, while it didn't settle the wmost
eruciél issue of the status of Cocnincihina, reiterated_ the
importance of perpetuating the spirit of tne Mareca o
preliminary agreement and anticipated continuation bf
negotiations in Jaauary 1947.

While American officials were quite critical of French
policy and actions in Indocnina, the Cold war foreign policy
perspactive was heading increasingly in directions which
would soon lead to stronger efforts tq shore up France in
both Europe and Soutneast Asia. On Septembver 24, 1346 Clark

Clifford, Special Counsel to the President, reported to

37




Truman on United States relations with the Soviet Union.
While never circulated outside the White House, Clifford's
report is important in that, bullding on the foundation of
Kennan's "Long Telegram," it recommended policies which would
gain more currency as the Cold War accelerated. Among the
more significant suggestions Clifford made was that the U.S.
should "support and assist all democratic countries which are
in any way menaced or endangered by the U.S.S.R." He
recommended economic rather than military support in that
this would strengthen ties with friendly nations and would
also effectively demonstrate "that capitalism is at least the
aqual of communism."™ Clifford also stated that U.S. policies
must be global in scope.35 The report illustrates the growth
even at this early date of the tendency to view the world in
bipolar terms.

This viewpoint increased American concern with Ho Chi
Minh's communist affiliations. 1In the fall of 1946, the
French claimed to have proof that Ho was receiving direct
instructions from  Moscow. There were also alleged
connections between the DRV and Chinese communists, but none
of this was verified. At this point serious clashes had
broken out between France and Vietnam, and Americans again
questioned France's intentions, in this case in reference to
Ho's Moscow connections. James 0'Sullivan, the American Vice
Consul at Hanoi, reported that "French concern over Communism
may well be devised to divert Deptfs attention from French

36
policy in Indochina."”
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But - regardless of their doubts about France, American
policy makers became coacerned with their allegations. In
instructions to 3:zA Chief Moffat, who was going to Hanoi,
Acting Secreatary of 3tate Acheson cautioned nim to

Keep in mina Ho's c¢lear record as agent

international communism, absence evidence recantation
Moscow affiliations, confused political situation France
and support Ho receiving French Communist Party. Least
desirable eventuality would be estadlishment Communist-
dominated, Moscow-oriented state Indochina in view DZPT,
which most interested INFO strengta non-communist
elements Vietnam.37

After visiting Ho, Morfat reported that Ho indicated ais
government was first and foremost a nationalist group.
Moffatl said tnis went along with the well-informed French
view Ho's group was interested in bullding up an effective
nationalist state first as a prereguisite to the scecondary

30 ,
aim of building a communist state. In reporting Moffat's
view to the London, HMoscow, and idanking Missions, Secretary
syrnes stated that, apart from the strengtn of Vietnamese
nationalism and anti-~Freanch sentiment, "Frenecn influence is
important not only as an antidote to Soviet influence but to
protect Vietnam and 324 from future Chiinese imperialism.”
Tnis indicates the relatively hizgh priority given to France

a Amsrican natlional security concerss.

P

Awmerican policy toward Indochina after the outbreax of
the Franco-Vietnamess War on December 19, 1945 increasingly
reflected this ranking of priorities. On December 30, Consul
Read reported to the Secretary of State that the Freanch might

be willing to negotiate with Vietnam, but ne=ded to fiad

someons wWith whom to treat without Miosing f{ace.® Re=ad




suggested Mereation new Vietnam Government,” pernaps under

former emperor Bao Dai, with whicn France could deal without

embarrassment and which could exert influence over the native
40

population. This 1is a relatively early suggestion of the

idea of supplanting the existing Yextremist" Vietnamese

government with one more compatipble to french and American

interasts.

ne year 1347 saw crucial snifts in the American foreign

3

policy outlook, but as of Feoruary 3, Iandochina policy was
essentially the same. In the first policy statement made oy
tne gnew Secretary of State George C. Marsball on this day,
the main themes found in Iandocnlaa policy since the war years
wera basically reiterated. Marsiall resaffirmed tue Azmerican
concern with sirengthening France: "we are anxious in every
way wa can Lo support Fraace in aer fight to regain Aer
@ooncmic, political  ang umilitary strength and - to restore
nerself as in fact one of major powers of world." He also
reaffiraedq ‘United States recognition of France soveraiganty.

Marsnall also brouzgnt up the American.  policy of

-

n  the

ot

ted

anticolonialism, polnting out that France persis
usz of a "dangerously outamousd colonial outlook and methods,™
and that nineteenth ceatury style coloaial empires wWere a
thiag of the past. Tyia“.in anotier strand of previous U.S3.
policy toward Indcochina, Hdarshall notes do's commuailst
affiitiations and eﬁpnasized that "we ace not interested in
seeing colonial enmpire administrations supplanted D}
onilosopny and political organizations emanating from and

controlled by Krealin.® #arsnall also made note of the
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rising globalisa in American foreign policy by stating tnat

the situation in Indochina could no longer be vieswed as of a

loca cnaracter. Seeretary of State Mérshall concluded by

reaifirming tihe policy of non-involvement: "Frankly w2 have

no  solution of problem fo sﬁggest. If is basically matter
i1

for two parties to work out thamselves."

Marstnall's .appointmeét as Secretary of State brings up
i1is earlier role as mediator ocetwesen the natiopmalists and
communists in Calpa. American policy toward Coina would have
a very strong impact on Iadocnina policy in 1349. daile tns
efrects ware not yet felt in 1947, tne course of" American
involvement in China up to this point is relevant in teras of
the similarities between the two conflicts.

Tae state@ American goal in China after World War Il was
the creation of a unifiea, stable, and friendly state.
Toward this end, tthe United >States sponsored negotiations
cetwazn Cunlang Kai-snek's Hatlonalist government and tne

Chinese Communists in 1945 and 1346, But the American

ediation, first under Ambassador Patriex J.

ot
3

eifort a
durlesy, and later under {eneral Marshall, wa3 curtailed in
Jcetober 1340 froa frustration and with the pessimisiic
preaiction tnat Mao's group would inevitaoly gain coatrol in
B

the foresesavlies [future.

Marsnali's February statement that tne Indochina
cenflict was no loager to pe considered a local <concera

vecame especially apt in February and March of 1947. dritain

had been providing sudbstantial military and economic aid <o




botn Greecé ana Turkey in hopes of nalting communist attempts
to gain control 1in Dboth nations. In Feoruary Britain
informed the United States that it could no longer afford to
support Turkey and Greece and would have to witadraw its
troous ana terminate all aid to tnsse countries in ordar to
fortifly its own uastable economy. The U.5. felt it crucial

L

tnat the American government extend =military and economic
assistance to Gresce and Turkey, but this entailed receiving

Qonzressional approval. Thus on darca 12 President Truman

addéressed a joint ssession of Congress to reguest $400 million
in aid for the couatries. This came to be xnown as the

Truzan Joctrine.

v

The

{

message of Truman's speecn constituted a  turning
point in  American foreiga policy. The speecih estaoliished
zlopalism as policy and defined American national security to
pe involved in any strugsgle waere aggression of any typs
threatened the peace. After presenting tine  critically
unsiacle nature of the situation in each couniry in rathsr
dramatic terms and stating that the U.S. was tie only nation
to  whnich Greece and Turkey could turn for mucn neesded
support, Truman discussed American foreign policy in géneral.
He stated tne creation of conaitions under wiicn ihe U.3. and
other count:ies could live ""free from coercion™ as ons of ths
primary aiams of American foreign poliey. However, Truman
asserted, we would not be able to realize this zgoal '"unless
we are willing to help free peoples to maintain their free
institutions and their national integrity against aggressive

movements that seek to 1impose upen them totalitarian
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regimes. " te continued that the direct or indirect
imposition of totalitarianism would Pundermine tie
foundations of interpational peace and Qeﬁce the éecufity of
the United States.® |

Truman stated that U.S. policy must be to support
nations 1n resisting tnis kind of pressure, and that this
should ve acnieved primarily tarough economic aid. He also
warned of tne potential daager tfo neighboring countries
snouid' eitner Greece or furxéy "fall under tne coatrol of én
armed minority.m" Truman stated that "3Should we fail to aid
Greece and Turkey in this fatefgl hour, the effect will. e
far reaching to the West as well as to the East.® fle
concluds by asserting that the free nations of the globe
looked to theru.S. for leadership, and that if the United

tates failed to take that responsipility, repercussions
4
would be felt not only in America but throughout tne world.

L

The Truman Doctirine speecn was a turning point Dbescause

¥

"t

it as a definite statement of American foreign policy geoals
and straﬁegf- It essentialliy codified american anticommunist
#iobalism, -suppliementing the oullook suggested by Kennan in
tne  long  telegram® wibh universallst ractoric, One can
speculate as to wnat extent tne speecn was mere riletoric and
Lo wnat extent it was actually believed Dy the
Administration. »There is l;ttle doubt that vthe main
immediate objective of the adaress was ©0 pusi Truman's
44

foreign aid programs tihrough Congress. Thus the lofty

rhaetoric was employed as a means to gain Conzgressional and



pudblic support for these costly programs.

it is zlso clear that Truman himself had a fairly hard-
iine wvision of foreign policy, .and wanted to take a Ytougn®
- stance toward the Soviet Union. Before deliveringz tne
spaech, the Pfesideat reqﬁested that it b= rewrittea to
include a statement of general policy, then revised it again
himself in order to make the language stronger: "I wanted nc
nedging in this speech. This was America's answer to  the

45

surge of expansion of Communist tyranay.? Thus rhatoric of
fhe sort used in tas Atlan;ic Charter was émployed, tnis.time
dirscted toward the threat of Soviet aggression in peace-tine
as opposed to the aggfession of the Axis powers during the
war. Tne declaration of policy in the Truman Doctrins spsech
suggestad that it was America's role to protect the rignt to
national self—determinatlon in the face 6f conmmunist
expansionism, as distinct from the right to national self-
determination in general. Whatever tne main purpose of the
speech, and regardiess of neow much American policy masers
actually believed in its message, the Truman Doctrine had tne‘
isnediate erffects of neralding the Cold War in tie United
3tates and disseninating anticommunist ideology througnout
the American public. And, the effects of tnis policy
attitude would scon be felt in American 1ocal policy toward

Indochina.
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CHAPTER III

FROM PERIPHERAL TO VITAL INTEREST, 1947 - 1950

The universalism broadly pronounced 1in the Truman
Doctrine speech was not immediately echoed in internal
foreign policy discussions. This indicates that the Truman
Doctrine was in fact designed mainly as a means to
Congressional support for the aid proposal for Greece and
Turkey, and not as an official statement of policy. Rather,
policy makers concentrated at this point on setting
priorities in terms of potential recipients of United States
ald because it was plainly impossible to provide aid to the
éntire globe,

An  example of this is the report to the Joint Chiefs of
April 29, 1947, by a Pentagon policy planning group, the
Joint Strategic Survey Committee. Written relatively soon
after President Truman's speech, the report emphasized that
"the mere giving of assistance to other countries will not
necessarily enhance the national security of the United
States," The report pointed up the 1limits of American
capabilities, and ranked possible recipients of aid in terms
of areas of vital and peripheral interest to the national
security of the United States.

The report indicates the growth of bipolarity in the
policy making outlook. It made recommendations in reference
to the potentiality of "ideological warfare," and viewed the
"primary rule™ governing American aid as the exclusion of

aid to all countries under Soviet control. The
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recommendation was to extend aid on the basis of importance
to national security before urgency of need -- "excepting in
those rare instances which present an opportunity for the
United States to gain worldwide approbation by an act
strikingly Thumanitarian." The report is thus much more
pragmatic than the policy announced in the Truman Doctrine
gpeech of assisting free peoples the world over, but it also
indicates the prominence within the Pentagon at this early
date of the viewpoint of a world divided into two camps. The
Committee stressed the need to strengthen friendly nations in
strategically wvital areas in order to be prepared "in the
§vent of war with our ideological enemies.“?

France was high on the list of areas of vital national
interest. But French policy in Indochina was still viewed
quite critically by State Department officials in Southeast
Asia. The United States retained its neutrallty in the
Franco-Vietnamese War through 1947 but searched at the same
time for possible alternatives and compromises to what
appeared 1ncreasingly to be a policy planned toward the goal
of returning Indochina to its prewar status on the part of
France. In May, the Southeast Asia desk (SEA) tried to
influence a more progressive policy outlook of urging France
to negotiate with the DRV, the result of which was success in
getting Secretary of State Marshall to send a telegram to
Ambassador Caffery warning of the pessible effects of a

2

French attempt to maintain control of Indochina.

In these instructions to Caffery, Secretary Marshall

1
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pointed out a fact which would be central to American policy
making in the period: while poliecy makers were concerned
with the direction of French strategy, they were very aware
that any setbacks to French interests 1n Southeast Asia would
be setbacks to American Interests as well. Thus the United
States would try to influence French policy but would not,\
all in all, be able to exert much pressure because of 1its
dependence on the French to facilitate the aims of American
policy without necessitating direct United States involvement
in Indochina. Marshall warned in this connection of the
possible repercussions of protracted war in Indochina:

s Plain . fact is that Western democratic system is on
defensive 1in almost all emergent nations southern Asia
and, because identified by peoples these natlons with
what they have considered former denial their rights, is
particularly vulnerable to attacks by demagogic leaders
politiecal movements of either ultra-nationalist or
Communist nature....Signs development anti-Western
Asiatic consclousness already multiplying....We fear
continuation conflict may Jjeopardize position all
Western democratic powers in southern Asia....

Marshall suggested that Caffery express the American hope for
a concerted effort by France towards ending .the war soon.
Marshall's concern that the French desire to find more
conciliatory Vietnamese leaders with whom to negotiate would
lead to the creation of a puppet government or the
restoration of Bao Dal is quite significant; Secretary
Marshall rejected the latter because it would imply
"democracies reduced resort monarchy as weapon against
3
Communism.® Thus the United States was concerned with

building up strong democratic Western-oriented nations in

Southeast Asia, but France was more interested in regaining



colonial control of Indochina.

American policy makers felt that the installation of a
French puppet government and/or the restoration of the former
emperor would definitely not be acceptable )to the native
population*u It was becoming increasingly clear that Ho Chi
Minh was the only Vietnamese leader with extensive popular
support in 1947, and the State Department therefore began
conaidering the viability of unification under Ho from the
standpoint of American national interests. On July 17,
Marshall requested that Consuls Reed in Salgon and O'Sullivan
in Hanol appraise the likely repercussions upon American
interests should France be feorced to treat with the DRV,

5

leading eventually to DRV control in all of 1Indochina.

Thus Marshall was considering the viability of national

communism as a solution in Indcchina. The concept that a

communist state could be free of Soviet domination challenges
the bipolar view of the world advanced by the Pentagon.

In their responses a few days later, both Reed and
0'Sullivan expressed the belief that under these prospective
circumstances, 1t was quite possible that Vietnam could exist
independent-of Soviet control. Both stressed the commitment
among Vietnamese first and foremost to independence, and felt
that the United States could exert influence if it were to
extend aid to Vietnam. Reed and 0O'Sullivan contended that
the primary sentiment among Vietnamese nationalists was anti-
French, and that the possibility of strong Soviet influence
was unlikeiy, at least for quite some time. They asserted

that Ho was a nationalist first, and would align his
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government with whatever nation offered aid toward the goal
of independence. Reed did point out, however, that there was
no way of knowing exactly how influential .Ho's communist
affiliations would be once independence was achieved, whether
facilitated by the United States or not: A willy
opportunist, Ho will take any aid coming his way to gain his
ends without disclosing ultimate intentions."6

The view that France would most likely have to deal with
Ho eventually was relterated by Chinese foreign ministry
officials a few months later. Significantly, the Koumintang
officials who spoke with American Ambassador Stuart veoiced no
serious concern with the possibility of a communist state on
6hina’s border, and rather strongly disagreed with the idea
of restoring Bao Dai,.7

While the State Department was considering the
possibility of a communist-directed government over
Indochina, American foreign policy on the larger scale was
meanwhile taking crucial steps toward the expressed goal of
fortifying Western Europe against the spread of Soviet
communism. It became increasingly apparent early in 1947
that the economy of Western Europe was in critiecal shape, and
the United Statesbegan to draw up plans for large scale
economic aid for the Western Allies. The resultant program
for assistance, the Marshall Plan, was propopsed for the
first time by Secretary Marshall in a speech at the Harvard
commencement on June 5. Marshall presented the grave

condition of the European economy and the necessity for
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extensive aid in order to prevent total economic, social, and
political collapse. He then stated the clear humanitarian
responsibility of the United States to support reconstruction
in Europe in terms similar to those employed by President
Truman in the Truman Doctrine speech:

Our policy 1s directed not against any country or

doctrine but agalnst hunger, poverty, desperation, and

chaos. Its purpose should be the revival of a working
economy in the world so as to permit the emergence of
political and social conditiona in which free
institutions can exist...governments, political parties,
or groups which seek to perpetuate human misery in order
to profit therefrom politically or otherwise will
encounter the opposition of the United States.8

With this speech the United States began to work

comprehensively toward European recovery.

One of the most important foreign policy making bodies
in this period was the Policy Planning Staff (PPS), formed by
Secretary Marshall early in 1947. It was designed to create
and develop 1long-range policy programs, and Marhsall
appointed George F. Kennan as its first director in May.
Kennan's '"long telegram" had created for him a reputation
within the government as its foremost Soviet expert and a

9
very able and incisive strategist. Because of his position

in the foreign policy establishment, Kennan published his

article for Foreign Affairs, "The Sources of Soviet Conduct,"

under the pseudonym "Mr. X" in July, 1947. However, when the
author's true identity was leaked, the article began to be
taken by some as a statement of United States policy. This
was unfortunate, as Kennan's analysis in the "X" article did
not reflect the entirety of his thinking on the subject, nor

did he intend it as a statement of official strategy. The
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ultimate result would be confusion over Kennan's true
perceptions due to contradictions and inconsistencies between
the "X" article and the policies and StrategieQ formulated by
~ the Policy Planning S3taff.

Kennan used the term “containment' for the first time in

the Foreign Affairs article, which was intended mainly as a

public restatement of the analysis in his "long telegram."
Kennan argued that

the main element of any United States policy toward the

Soviet Union must be that of a long-term, patient but

firm and vigilant containment of Russian expansive

tendencies. It is important to note, however, that such

a policy bhas nothing to do with outward histrionics:

with threats or blustering or superfluous gestures of

outward "toughness."
Kennan believed that Soviet pressure upon the West could be
contained "by the adroit and vigilant application of counter-
force at a series of constantly shifting geographical and
10

political points.® It can be seen, then, how this could
produce confusion if taken as an official policy statement,
in that the Administration's policy did not conform with the
"X¥% article, nor did it employ "containment™ as described in
the article.

The "X" article was quite significant because it brought
the concept of containment into foreign policy considerations
and into the public eye. Kennan's true perceptions about the
implementation of containment can be clarified through
examining some of the internal PPS studies he directed. For

example, in a paper for Secretary Marshall on November &,

1947, Kennan emphasized that "our policy must be directed



toward restoring a balance of power in Europe and Asia.® He
stressed the use of economic assistance for the objective of
containment, and pointed out that psychological and
pélitioal factors were also important as means to restoring
the balance of world power.11 This is a different approach
from that of the "X" article, which advocated a somewhat

militant stance. Kennan did not suggest the use of military

force in Foreign Affairs -- he believed the Soviet Union did

not intend to start a war -- but did favor a militant
approach to the Cold War. Altogether, Kennan's concept of
containment was approached from a realpolitik standpoint, and
he recognized the limits of American power, something which
wés not so0 apparent in the ¥X¥ article.

The policy of containment, although it would, over time,
. tend in different directions from Kennan's original idea, was
a very central aspect of American Cold War policy making. In
terms of the policy planning apparatus itself, the State
Department's Policy Planning Staff was supplemented with the
creation of the National Security Council (NSC) in the
National Security Act passed in July 1947, The NSC would
become very influential in the forming of foreign policy in
relation to national security interests. There was now a
body involved in policy formulation which was dominated by
the Pentagon.12

By mid-1947, the United States had begun to take
significant action toward the aim of restoring stability to
the world through fortification of the Western powers and

Western~ori=nted nations. Through the European Recovery
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Program {(the Marshall Plan) and other general policies being
formulated in 1947, the United States sought to encourage
the stability that would enable the West to ‘take a less
defensive posture toward Soviet policies.

This was also true of American policy toward Indochina.
American officials were still hesitant about the idea of the
Bao Dal solution, but an article published in Life magazine
in December of 1947 was widely interpreted in France as an
American endorsement of the proposed solution. The article,
written by the former American ambassador to France, William
C. Bullitt, advocated the policy of creating a movement
around Bao Dal which Bullitt felt would attract substantial
numbers of Vietnamese nationalists away from Ho and his
government. In France, Bullitt's article was taken as a
statement of American policy and a pledge of American moral
and economic support fpr Bao Dai.13

The prospect of American support was apparently
encouraging to Bao Dai, who sensed that American involvement
by way of pressuring France for Vietnamese independence was
inevitable. On December 7, Bao Dai and Emile Bollaert, the
High Commissioner of France for Indochina at that time,
signed the first Ha Long Bay Agreement. This rather
ambiguous accord associated Bao Dai with a Vietnamese
nationalist movement sponsored by France, and included a
vague promise for eventual independence within the French
Union. The document was essentially meaningless, however,

because it extended only a negligible amount of autonomy to
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Vietnam. Bao Dai soon became skeptical of French sincerity

and dissociated himself from the agreement.

While the United States did not yet agree to endorse the
Bao Dal solution early in 1948, American attention was
increasingly directed toward the strategy of installing
"truly nationalist" (meaning noncommunist nationalist)
leadership in Vietnam in order to win support away from Ho
and his government. This indicates a heightened concern with
avoiding the prospect of communist controlover Vietnam. It
also reflects the view of Ho as primarily an agent of world
éommunism; his commitment to nationalism was seen as
sgbordinate in the long run. This trend c¢an be better
understood in the light of global policy planning in early
1948.

Kennan's perceptions of the application of his
containment concept in East Asia were put forth on February
24, 1948, 4in PPS 23. In accordance with the basic ideas of
PPS 13, Kennan emphasized the limits of American power and
the need to differentiate between areas of vital and
peripheral interest to the national security. In relation to
the East Asia in particular, Kennan also stressed the limits
of American strength as a moral or ideological force. He
stated that the American political philosophy and general
outlook were not viable for the Asian peoples, and pointed up
the enviable position of the United States vis a vis East
Asia in terms of the ratio of wealth to population. Kennan
believed the task confronting the United States was to

maintain this position without causing detriment to the



national security, and that this entailed leaving behind the
“sentimentality" and "the luxury of altruism®™ which the
United Statesrealistically could no longer affo}d.

Therefore, Kennan asserted the need above all for
restraint in approaching East Aslia. He noted frankly that in
the course of adapting to modern technology, it was probable
in Asia that “many peoples will fall, for varying periods,
under the influence of Moscow, whose ideology has a greater
lure for such peoples, and probably greater reality, than
anything we could oppose to it." Continuing in this
pragmatic vein, Kennan argued for a policy of economic and
military aid, extended primarily to Japan and the
Philippines.15

The National Security Council's perception of the
application of containment was quite different, reflecting
more the tone of the "X" article. NSC 7, completed on March
30, 1948, discussed American policy toward the world
communist movement. This document viewed the interests of
all the nations within the international movement, including
the Soviet Union, as basically equivalent. It stated that
"The ultimate objective of Soviet-directed world communism is
the domination of the world." Another point emphasized by
the NSC was the presence of communist fifth columns
throughout the world, and that this implied a threat almost
as grave to the United States as the external threat. All in
all, the study advocated a "counter-offensive" rather than

defensive stance. This concept of containment expanded on the
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interpretation in the "X" article, and also involved
increasing the military capabilities of the non-communist
nations.16

These two perspectives on American foreign policy help
to explain Indochina policy in early 1948. The United States
observed a policy of restraint toward involvement in East
Asia, recognizing Western Eurcpe az a higher priority to
American national security. But American vpolicy alsc
exhibited a heightened awareness of the perceived need to
prevent the area's coming under communist control. This led
to the search for "truly nationalist" leaders within Vietnam
with the intention of directing Vietnamese nationalism away
f;om Ho Chi Minh and the DRV.

Meanwhile, the somewhat reluctant Bao Dai met again with
Bollaert on June 5, and witnessed the signing of the second
Ha Long Bay Agreement by Bollaert and General ﬁguyen Van
Xuan, head of the Republic of Cochinchina. In this accord
France recognized Vietnamese independence and established the
State of Vietnam with Bao Dai as Chief of State. But this
did not signal a real cahnge from the first Ha Long Bay
Agreement, because France specifically retained control over
foreign relations and the Vietnamese army, and put off any
further transfers of power to future negotiations.17

June 1948 was a turning point in the Cold War. It saw
not only the Berlin blockade late in the month but, more
relevant to Ihdochina policy, the Tito-~Stalin break in mid-
June. Tito‘s guccessful resistance to Stalin's attempt at

subjugating Yugoslavia to Soviet control led tc Yugoslavia's
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expulsion from the Soviet bloc for "taking ' the route of
nationalism,“TB Thus 1t could no longer be sald that the
world was divided in two camps. Tito's break néc&ssarily led
to a reevaluation of American policy.

PPS 35, submitted to Secretary Marshall on June 30,
evaluated the Tito-Stalin split and recommended the approach
the United States should take in view of this. ‘The Policy
Planning Staff asserted that it would probably be possible
for the United States to take advantage of this rift and of
potential rifts between the Soviet Union and 1its other
satellites as well. The document stressed continued caution,
in that Yugoslavia was still a communist state, "dedicated to
an ideology of hostility and contempt toward the Dbourgeois
capitalist world." The paper stated that the American
attitude toward Yugoslavia would depend upon the approach
Tito would take toward the United States and its allies, and
that 1f this turned ocut to be cooperative, the United States
would have no problem in developing economic relations with
Yugoslavia. The nature of Yugoslavian domestic government,
whether or not it was acceptable to American tastes, need not
have any bearing on the development of international
relations.19 The Policy Planning Staff viewed Tito's
defection with a degree of optimism, implying that it was
conceivable for the United States to coexist with communist
states which were not controlled by the Soviet Union.

Tito's break with the Soviet Union would lead to

consideration of the viability of a Titoist soclution for
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Vietnam, but the United States largely continued to see more
value 1in attempting to locate a noncommunist indigenous
solution. In trying to ascertain thne extent'of communist
bloc influence in Ho's government, the State Department in
July 1948 was able to find evidence that Ho was definitely a
communist, but found nothing to indicate that he had direct
ties with Moscow. The Department saw also that "Ho seems
quite capable of retaining and even strengthening his grip on
Indochina with no outside assitance other than continuing
procession of French puppet govts."zo In light of this, the
United States urged France to give the government formed on
June 5 "every chance to succeed by the granting to it of such
concessions as will attract greatest possible number of non-
communist elements."21 It was really too soon to tell
whether Titoism would work in Yugoslavia, much 1less in
Vietnam, so the United States directed its efforts toward a
"truly nationalist® solution.

In this connecticn, Secretary of State Marshall advised
the U.S. Embassy in Paris on July 14 that, provided the
French government approved the June 5 agreement and the
change in the status of Cochinchina from a colony to a part
of the new government, the United States would consider
public approval of the French action as a forward looking
step. Marshall felt this policy would be helpful in
strengthening non-communist elements in Indochina.22 This

shift in thinking in terms of American willingness to support

French policy indicates the growing importance to the State
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Department of finding an alternative to Ho's form of
governmeﬁt. Marshall apparently believed that this "truly
nationalist" group would be able to induce Viet Minh
supporters over to its position given greater French
concessions.

On September 27, the State Department produced its first
extensive policy statement on Indochina. The document stated
the short-term goal of American policy as assisting 1n a
solution which would result in ending the war. Foremost
among the long-term objectives advanced by the Department
were to eliminate Communist influence in Indochina and see
installed an independent nationalist state friendly to and
co;patible with Western conceptions of democracy. The
document stated that Ho was probably supported by a
"econsiderable majority," but that the United States had not
urged the French to negotiate with him because of his record
as a communist. This along with the frequent allusions in
State Department documents to true nationalists suggests that
the Department assumed that the majority would prefer a non-
communist government but supported Ho for lack of a better
option. The policy statement also indicated a desire to
arrange for trade relations with Indochina, once the
political situation was stabilized.

But all in all, the State Department paper had no
solution to suggest. It stated that the Department was
hesitant to pressure France too much because the United
States was unable to present a solution and unwilling to

intervene. The Department also pointed up the fact that

63



France and Europe were higher priorities to United States
security than was Indochina. The Department saw French
military reconqguest as highly undesirable but a}so saw French
withdrawal as unworkable; thus the United States was left
with a policy of essentially acqlescing to French strategies
with which it did not agree.23

Within the next year American policy toward East Asia in
general and Indochina in particular changed radically. This
was due in large part to the American reaction to the course
of events in China. Through 1948, however, policy toward
China was somewhat indecisive. A number of parallels exist
between American policy toward China in 1948 and current and
esbecially future policy toward Indochina. In this context,
a brief examination of China policy in 1948 shows the irony
of decisions made toward Indochina shortly thereafter.

Although the United States considered Chiang Kai-shek's
prospects for success highly unlikely, aid was extended to
the HNationalist regime in 1948 because of the strong pro-
Chiang faction in Congress and constant pressures from
outside the government in the form of a very powerful China
lobby. The China Aid Act was passed in April 1948, even
though most policy makers did not think it could appreciably
alter the course of events in Chiang's favor. Truman had to
extend the aid in order to receive the support he needed fronm
the Congressional China bloc for Marshall Plan aid to Europe.
China did not become a high national security priority until
control passed completely to the Communists in October 1949;

this was largely because of the attitude that it would be
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impossible for the United States to influence the course of
the civil war without enormous assistance to China. Mao had
become too powerful, and Chiang's government wés esgentially
bankrupt; therefore, the aid the U.S. would have to extend
under these circumstances was beyond its means in view of the
higher importance of European recovery at this point.zu

The Administration was unable to come up with a coherent
China policy in 1948. There was no organized bloc in
Congress which could effectively counter the pressures of the
China bloc and the China 1obby¢25 The Joint Chiefs also
advocated continued support to Chiang in order to postpone a
communist takeover in China, though they admitted that this
would not in all likelihood change the ultimate result,26
This pessimistic reasoning would be reasserted in relation to
Indochina very shortly.

The State Department, on the other hand, favored working
to facilitate a Titoist solution to the conflict 4in 1948,
The Department saw the possibility of a Sino-Soviet split
along the lines of the recent Tito-Stalin split as the most
realistic U.S. objective.27 In NSC 34, submitted on October
13, 1948, and based on a previous study, PPS 39, the
Department advanced this argument. The paper pointed out the
vastness of the task of asserting control over all of China
for the Kremlin, noting Mao's love of power and his firmly
entrenched position in the Chinese Communist movement. The

Department advocated a policy of trying to prevent China from

falling under Soviet control, but did not consider it
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practicable to expect or work toward the unification of China
under Chiang Kai—shek.28 But the State Department was
sqmewhat reticent in asserting its views, because the Titoist
hypothesis was met by skepticism from President Truman, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Congress.

Until 1949, then, the United States had no single
defined policy toward China, but rather continued to provide
ald to the Nationalists, knowing full well that this was not
sufficient to turn the tide against the Communists. There
vere essentially very few options for China policy,
considering the strength of the China 1lobby and the
angressional China bloc, the skepticism ocutside the State
Department toward the viability of encouraging a Titoist
solution, the 1limits of American military and economic
resources, and the overriding importance of strengthening
Western Europe in the light of the perceived Soviet threat.

As with China policy, Indochina policy still suffered in
late 1948 and early 1949 from lack of clarity due to
conflicting interests within the policy-making apparatus and
to the dearth of options which were perceived as workable.
The State Department, while dinterested in finding a
noncommunist solution to end the war in Indochina, continued
to hesitate in its support of Bao Dai. In January of 1Gig,
Truman began his second term in office and brought with him a
new Secretary of State to replace Marshall, who had resigned
due to ill health. The new Secretary was ex-Under Secretary
Dean Acheson, a strident anticommunist with an approach at

least as tough as the President’'s.
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A few days before the inauguration, Acting Secretary of
State Robert Lovett voiced his concern about the progressing
French negotiations with Bao Dal in a telegram to the Embassy
in Paris. As noted above, his feeling was that while State
supported a "truly nationalist" solution in Indochina,

we cannot at this time irretrevably [sic] commit US to

support of native govt which by failing develop appeal

among Vietnamese might become virtually puppet govt,
separated from people and existing only by presence

French military forces.29
Similarly, Acheson told the Ambassador in Paris a month later
of his doubts regarding the extent of French concessions. He
remarked that the State Department was aware that "over past
thFee years Fr have shown no impressively sincere intention
or deslre make concessions which seem necessary solve
Indochina question." The United States would need stronger
evidence of progress before it would agree to support the Bao
Dail regime publicly.30 Acheson frankly admitted his
awareness of the emptineas of French policy, but given the
alternatives of allowing Ho to win control or direct U.S.
involvement, he persisted Iin trying to pressure France to
concede more ground to Vietnamese nationalism.

This points up a problem with American policy through
the late 1940s in general. Through 1its policies of
"neutrality” in Indochina and financial support of France in
Western Europe, the United States hoped to achieve its main
goal: the bullding of strong and friendly noncommunist

states to work toward the containment of communism. But

France, it can be argued, was more concerned with retaining
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its colonial possessions than with containment. The United
States hoped to persuade France to act toward the fulfillment
of American aims in Southeast Asia yet was not willing either
to intervene directly, or to threaten France with sanctions,
because of the more serious repercussions these actions would
have on national security.
On March 8, lengthy negotiations between the French and
Bao Dai were concluded with the FElysee Agreements, which
reaffirmed Vietnam's status as an independent state within
the French Union, but again gave control of foreign relations
and military affairs entirely to France. Apparently, Bao Dai
felt he had few options i1f he was to have any role -in the
gévernment, and was counting on support and assistance from
the United States.31
March 1949 also saw the formation of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). This was an important step
toward increasing the American global role. As Acheson
stated it on March 18:
...the =ecurity of the United States cannopt be defined
in terms of boundaries and frontiers. A serious threat
to international peace and security anywhere in the
world is of direct concern to this country. Therefore
it is our policy to help free peoples to maintain their
integrity and independence, not only in Western Europe
or in the Americas, but wherever the ald we are able to
provide can be effective.32
Using these terms feminiscent of the Truman Doctrine, Acheson
suggested that the collective security pact was geared toward
"waging peace."™ This is interesting in view of the fact that

militarily, the pact did not enhance American security too

significantly. Rather, because FEuropean recovery had

68



progressed quite well through the Marshall Plan, the United
States could now, through the means of the NATC military
alliance, work toward strengthening its politigal bonds with
33

and influence upon Western Europe.

Meanwhile, on the question of extending support to Bao
Dai, the WE (Western European Affairs) and EUR desks of the
State Department recommended that, in light of repeated
French requests for American economic aid for Indochina, the
United States should provide assistance to Bao Dai. WE and
EUR  advised this even though they still had serious
reservations concerning the chances for the new regime's
success:

While we obviocusly do not wish to get ourselves
involved 1n a repetition of the painful Chiang Kai-shek
situation, we must realize that the only alternative to
a Bao Dai regime is one led by the Communist Ho Chi
Minh. It is therefore believed that Bao Dai, although a
very weak reed, represents the only solution to France's
problem in Indochina and we should give him such support
as we can without getting ourselves involved with him in
case he turns out to be a failure.34

This clearly pessimistic appraisal recommended American
support for Bao Dai while gilving all the reasons that it
would most likely not succeed. The fact that the Chiang
situation is mentioned is quite significant, for the
recommendation is essentially for a repeat of American policy
toward Chiang: extend nominal support, but not enough to
implicate American prestige in the likely event that it will
be a losing proposition. This is especially significant in
view of the imminence of the fall of the Kuomintang at ¢this

point. It indicates a heightened perception of the communist

threat in East Asia, and a resultant intensification of the
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perceived urgency of American action toward a temporary
solution. American officials began to push for the Bao Dai
solution with no illusions about its prospects for long ternm
success.

The State Department did not, however, Iimmediately
follow the recommendation of the WE and EUR desks. Rather,
Acheson instructed the Salgon desk to be very careful not to
endorse Bao Dal prematurely in order to retain freedom of
action.35 But a few days later, George Abbot, the American
Consul General in Saigon, sent Acheson an extensive review of
the Indochina situation; prepared for the New Delhi Foreign
Service conference the previous Februaryf In this study,
Abbot restated the belief that the only alternatives to the
Bao Dai solution were "either continued costly colonial
warfare or French withdrawal leaving a Communist-controlled
government in a strategic area of Southeast Asia."36

As a result, on May 10 Acheson stated that the State
Department did in fact desire the success of the Bao Dal
experiment, since it seemed to be the only resolution apart
from communist control. Acheson also stated that the U.S.
would recognize the Bao Dai Government and consider extending
economic and military aid to Indochina, provided that France
offered concessions "to make Bacdal solution attractive to
nationalists.® Acheson also emphasized the importance of
making concessions in view of the "possibly short time

remaining before Commie successes Chi are felt Indochina."

Acheson introduced the possibility of getting support for Bao
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Dai from noncommunist Asian nations so as to avoid the
appearance of the Bao Dal solution as a "gambit engineered by

37
FR, US and UK a3 part strategy of West-East conflict.”
This gives the impression of a kind of public relations
approach 1in order to win the support of noncommunist
nationalists to the Bao Dai government.

Acheson reiterated his conviction that a non-communist
solution was the only solution a few days later in a telegram
to the Consulate in Hanoi. On the subject of communist
nationalists in Vietnam, Acheson stated that

Question whether Ho as much nationalist as Commie is

irrelevant. All Stalinists in colonial areas are

nationalists. With  achievement natl aims (1.e.,

independence) their objective necessarily becomes

subordination state to Commie purposes and ruthless
extermination not only opposition groups but all
elements suspected even slightest deviation....It must
be conceded theoretical possibility exists estab Natl

Communist state on pattern Yugoslavia in any area beyond

reach Soviet army....while Vietnam out of reach Soviet

army it will doubtless be by no means out of reach Chi

Commie hatchet men and armed forces.38
This certainly clarifies the vehemence of Acheson'’s
anticommunist attitude. He saw the possibility of a Titoist
solution as only “theoretical." Alsc significant is the
growing threat felt by the proximity of Chinese Communism.

While specific policy toward Bao Dai was being
formulated, the Policy Planning Staff had begun work on a
paper designed to develop United States policy toward
Southeast Asia in general. The drafting of PPS 51 began in
February, 1949. The study considered Southeast Asia the

target of a Soviet-directed offensive and viewed the region

as vital Dbecause it was located at a crossroads in global
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communication and was a source of important raw materials.
PPS 51 viewed the possibility of communist control in the
area especially in terms of the domino effect tﬁis would have
upon the Middle East and Australia. The paper also viewed
Southeast Asia as "a vital segment on the line of
containment, stretching from Japan southward around the
Indian Peninsula."39 This was a crucial shift in thinking in
regard to the application of containment {in East Asia;
previously, policy had adhered to Kennan's notion of a line
of containment composed of island strongpoints, especially
Japan and the Philippines. Now the Planning Staff drew the
line of containment on the Asian mainland itself.

While the paper suggested the importance of noncommunist
victory in Southeast Asia and called for a more activist
American policy in the area, it did not recommend extensive
stepping up of the involvement of American economic and
military assistance, though 1t called for these in small
amounts. But in the end, PPS 51 was only sent to the field
as an information source, and its recommendations were not
used, The difficulty the United States continued to have in
finding a viable solution or course of action which would not
imperil American prestige resulted in a policy somewhere
between supporting France and doing nothing. Thus by July
1649, PPS 51 "had become, in effect, a non-policy paper.“uo
The paper's failure reflected, for one thing, the ascendancy
of the FE and EUR desks over the PPS. These offices and
their subordinates generally worked out policy among

themselves, following PPS strategies only when this was
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expedient in terms of their own attitudes and strategiles.

Later in July, Congress ratified the NATO treaty, and
President Truman sent Congress the Mutual Deferise Assistance
Bill, the main purpose of which was to appropriate military
aid to the Pact nations. The bill was also to authorize
Military Assistance Program (MAP) funds for East Asia. The
bill was debated in Congress through September, and
controversy erupted because of demands by the China bloc that
the bill include funds for aid to Nationalist China. Some
MAP funding would have to go to Asia in order to get the
desired amount for Europe through Congress, and finally in
September it was agreed that $75 million would be authorized
for the ‘'Mgeneral area of China." This wording left the
President options in terms of deciding how to use the money.

The Mutual Defense Assistance Act was passed at long
last through Congress immediately following Truman's
announcement on September 22 that the Soviet Union had
exploded its first atomic bomb in August. The abrupt end of
the American atomic monopoly was a great shock to many, and
would have far-reaching repercussions on American policy
making in the next months. It had the immediate effect of
allowing the MDA Act to pass through Congress. In the eyes
of the Congressional China bloc, the $75 million contingency
fund was to be used to assist Chinese Nationalists. But the
actual result of the vague wording of the Act was that most
of the funding would be used in Southeast Asia.)42 The

authorization of this funding would soon stimulate planning



for 1its use, which ultimately led to an activist American
containment policy in Southeast Asia.

The formation of NATO and the authorization of MDA
appropriations {1llustrate a major shift in 1949 toward
militarism in the application of containment. The concept of
military preparedness became increasingly important in the
planning of American strategy; at this point the United
States began to consider rearming West Germany against the
growing Soviet threat. The Marshall Plan had been fairly
successful in shoring up Western Europe economically, but by
the middle of 1949, this was not enough.

American insecurity was helghtened by the Soviet bomb
tést in August because of the clear implications this had on
the Dbalance of world power and on the perception of Américan
invulnerability to a military threat. Insecurity was
compounded by the success of the Chinese Communists through
1949, culminating in the formal establishment of the People's
Republic of China on October 1. This was a much changed
world, a different Cold War, and one in which the old
containment policy did not appear to be an adequate defense
of the West and its economic and political systems. As
tensions mounted late in 1949, policy was reevaluated, and
the American approach toward Southeast Asia and toward the
Franco-Vietnamese conflict in particular changed
substantially.

The result of the reassessment of American policy toward
Asia was the NSC 48 series written late in December 1949,

Through NSC 48, policy makers aimed at formulating a coherent
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general statement of American policy goals and strategies in
East Asia. NSC 48/1, presented by the National Security
Council on December 23, stated that the ultimate American
objective 1in Asia was the development of independent and
self-gufficlent nations friendly to the U.S. It viewed the
Soviet Union as the foremost threat to Aslan independence,
and conecluded therefore that the short-term objective of the
United States '"must Dbe to contain and where feasible to
reduce the power and influence of the USSR in Asia to such a
degree that the Soviet Union is not capable of threatening
the security of the United States from that area."

In reference to China, NSC 48/1 advanced the view that
in the near term, Soviet influence would grow stronger, but
allowed for the possibility of a Sino-Soviet split later in
time, depending on the success of the Chinese communist
regime. It also noted that the U.S. could not expect to
lessen communist control of China, but U.S. policy could have
an effect on the development of Sino-Soviet relations.
Another strand of policy regarding China in the study was
that the U.S. should not restrict trade between friendly
nations and China, provided this excluded items of possible
military use against the Western powers in Asia. The paper's
discussion of Southeast Asia basically served to restate
earlier general policy goals, but did point out the
importance of Asia as a source of raw materials of strategic
value, especially tin and rubber, and as a market for the

43
United States and Western powers.
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On December 30, President Truman approved the document
with certain changes. Among the significant additions in the
resultant paper, NSC 48/2, was the objective of developing
"sufficient military power in selected non-Communist nations
of Asia to maintain internal security and to prevent further
encroachment by communism." This indicates once again the
attention being given by this time to military preparedness
in the face of the communist threat. Regarding Vietnam, the
modified paper stated that "particular attention should be
given to the problem of French Indo-China and action should
be taken to bring home to the French the urgericy of removing
the barriers to the obtaining by Bac Dal or other non-
Cémmunist nationalist leaders of the support of a substantial
proportion of the Vietnamese." Finally, NSC 48/2 stated that
the "sum of $75,000,000 for assistance to the general area of
China, which was wmade available under Section 303 of the
Mutual Defense Assistance Act“zf 1949, should be programmed
as a matter of urgency." Thus while the policy
reevaluation of December essentially invelved a consolidation
of earlier statements on separate regions, 1t pointed up the
priority being given to devising plans for using the newly
authorized MAP funds.

While American policy goals regarding Indochina were not
altered early 1in 1950, the immediate importance of their
achievement and the zeal with which this was approached were
substantially intensified. The greatly increased activism
was largely the product of the communist victory in China and

its domestic as well as international repercussions, and the
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creation of funds with which to finance an activist policy.

The "fall" of China had a serious impact on domestic
politics. A heated debate arose over "who lost China," and
the China bloc and China lobby began to criticize the
Administration, especially the State Department. Secretary
Acheson addressed the National Press Club on January 12 and
attempted to focus attention away from China and toward the
issues of general importance to American interests in Asia.
Acheson stressed the development of the two 1lines of
containment in Fasgt Asia: the Pacifilc perimeter off the
Asian coast, and the line through the Southern and Southeast
Asian mainland.us The emphasis on broader policy issues didé
not, however, succeed in diverting the attention of the China
bloc. This led to a perceived need on the part of the
Administration to demonstrate American willingness and
ability to act decisively in Asia. It also led to the
shuffling of personnel within the State Department in order
to attract less attention to certain officials who were
suspected of not having done everything in their power to
avert the Communist victory in China.

Another factor which intensified the felt need to act in
Southeast Asia was the recognition of the Democratic Republic
of Vietnam by the People's Republic on January 18. The two
nations also concluded a trade agreement for military aid.
It should also be noted that Chinese Communist troops had

been stationed since late in 1949 at the Sino-Vietnamese




border. The Soviet Union also extended recognition to the
DRV on January 30. This accelerated the push within the
United States toward recognition of Bao Dai's government.
Acheson stated on February 1 that the Soviet recognition of
the DRV "should remove any 1llusions as to the 'nationalist?
nature of Ho Chi Minh's aims and reveal Ho 1n his true colors
as the mortal enemy of native independence in Indochina."h7
The next day, Secretary Acheson recommended to the President
that the United States extend diplomatic recognition to the
Three Assoclated States of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.
Truman complied with this, and United States recognition was
announced on February 7, at which time Britain also extended
recognition to Bao Dai.

This clarifies the position of Vietnam as a Far Easter;
locus of the worldwide East-West struggle. This approach
toward Vietnam was Intensified by the advent of fervent
domestic anticommunism early in 1950. On February 9, Senator
Joseph R. McCarthy made his first charges of communist
infiltration of the State Department in his famous speech in
Wheeling, West Virginia. These and later accusations toward
State Department officilals were in large part an outgrowth of
the search for an explanation to the question of who Ylost®
China. The mass hysteria provoked by McCarthy and his
Congressional allies would have serious effects on public

opinion. Mounting anticommunist fervor on the domestic front

would naturally only further advance the anticommunist

tendency in American forelign policy making.




In connection with the growing interpretation of events
in Vietnam as part of a global struggle, Acheson reported on
February 16 that the French, on the basis of this view, were
requesting American military aid to France in Indochina
through Section 303 funding.u8 The United States was already
planning to send a mission to Southeast Asia to study the
appropriations of these funds. But even with American
recognition of Bao Dal and plans to extend economic and
military aid to Vietnam, the United States could not secure
the alliance of the noncommunist neighboring states.
Ambassador Stanton in Bangkok reported to Secretary Acheson
that

It 4is transparently clear that Asiatic neighbors of

Indochina consider Bao Dal a French creation and a

French puppet; despite current and anticipated actions

of support by US and western powers they prepared sell
his regime short, if status Bao Dai remains

undrasticlaly modified; even if such changes made
promptly, he must exert effective leadership comparable
to Ho's.

Stanton continued, saying that the "missing component" was
not American assistance, but was, as earlier, further French
concessions.gg But this would not prove to be a deterrent;
the course of events continued to intensify the American
perception of the urgency of combatting communism in the

area.

At the end of February, the State Department submitted

NSC 64, a draft on Indochina policy. The paper presented the




threat of communist aggression in Indochina as part of a
larger communist plan to eventually "seize all of Southeast
Asia." Pointing up the importance of proximityito Communist
China, 1t asserted that a "decision to contain communist
expansion at the border of Indochina must be considered as a
part of a wider study to prevent communist aggression into
other parts of Southeast Asia." Altogether, the salient
point of the position paper was 1its interpretation of
Indochina as a vital area in terms of its place on the 1line
of containment on the Asian mainland; it also asserted the
likelihood of a domino effect in Southeast Asia if Indochina
were controlled by a communist government.so By this time,
thén, Southeast Asia was decisively viewed as a vital area in
the interests of United 3States national security. This
change was a result of the need to contain Chinaj; the threat
to Europe was no longer the utmost American concern in making
policy toward East Asia.

The United States began constructively in March to plan
the implementation of contalnment in Southeast Asia. This
involved both economic and military assistance, and a little
public relations work as well. Secretary Acheson suggested
to the Embassy in France that the U.S. extend aid to France
in Indochina, but stressed that it was important to "make Bao
Dai appear to be the overt recipient" so as to help in
s0lidifying his political position.51

On March 6, the first official American economic mission

to Southeast Asia, headed by R. Allen Griffin, was dispatched
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with the main objective of deciding upon appropriate projects
to be financed by Section 303 funds. Between March 6 and
April 22, the Griffin mission visited Indochinq, Singapore,
Burmé, Thailand, and Indonesia. Its findings helped in
directing American economic aid in Southeast Asia, but the
mission seems to have had the additicnal objective of
demonstrating the American interest in and commitment to
constructively countering communism in the region. The
concluasions Griffin formed regarding the political situation
and the role of the United States in Southeast Asia
essentially conformed to the Department's established policy
line. Thus the well-publicized mission served as a public
reiations venture to enhance public reception of the
Administration's decision to send aid to Southeast Asia.52
The growing trehds in the late 1940s toward globalism
and military preparedness in the face of the threat of
communist aggression, and the changing interpretation of the
strategy of containment came together in April 1950 with the
completion og NSC 68. The study was written by an ad hoc
group from both the State and Defense Departments, under the
supervision of Paul Nitze, George Kennan's recent successor
as director of the Policy Planning Staff . NSC 68 was a
broad reevaluation of national security goals and strategies,
stimulated partly by the unexpected Soviet atomic bomb test
and the resultant greater possibility that the Soviet Union
would choose to start a war with the United States. Another
major stimulus was the communist victory in China. Because

of these events, the study indicated that the global balance
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of power had shifted in the favor of the Soviet Union, and
that action must be taken to reverse this.

Setting up the basic conflict between the hfree" socliety
of the United States and the "slave" society of the Soviet
Union, NSC 68 viewed the world situation in terms of this
polarization imposed upon the United States by Soviet
communism: "The assault on free institutions is world-wide
now, and in the context of the present polarization of power
a defeat of free Institutions anywhere 1is a defeat
everywhere." Implicit here, and throughout the study, is the
definition of American interests based on the world communist
threat. This constitutes a shift from Kennan's original
concept of containment, whereby the United States would
defend selected areas deemed vital rather than accord equal
importance to all nations threatened by communism.53
Kennan's strategy was no longer considered adequate in view
of the events of 1949,

There are a number of other points where NSC 68 shows
the evolution of the containment concept from Kennan's
original idea. For example, 1in defining the policy itself,
the document greatly stressed the importance of military
strength, almost to the exclusion of the role of political,
economic, and psychological strength, which Kennan had seen

as central to the building of self-confidence in the Western-

oriented world. NSC 68 stated that ‘'without superior
aggregate military strength, in being and readily
mobilizable, a policy of ‘containment' -- which is in effect
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a policy of calculated and gradual coercion ~- is8 no more
than a policy of bluff."

The paper continued to build the case for military
preparedness: "the Soviet Union 1s widening tﬁe gap between
its preparedness for war and the unpreparedness of the free
world for war." It alsc cited the communist victory in China
and the "politicb»eoonomic gituation in the rest of South and
South-East Asia' as an asset to the 3oviet Union regarding
communist expansion. No mention of a possible Sino-Soviet
split was made. Because of the emphasis on military
strength, NSC 68 did not suggest any strategy for taking
advantage of possible rifts within the communist movement, in
contrast to Kennan's thought. This omission can perhaps be
explained 4in part by the overall concern in the paper with
the short term importance of appearances; any Qommunist
victory, whether or not it eventually worked to the advantage
of the Soviet Union, would appear to be a short term loss for
the United States.su

In conclusion, NSC 68 advocated the rapid build-up of
political; economic, and military strength in the "free
world" in order to regain the initiative in the Cold War.55
The document was to become the blueprint for American policy
making in the Cold War. It illustrates the evolution of the
concept of containment since the term was coined by Kennan in
1947 toward a more militaristic interpretation, incorporating
a "zero-sum" approach, whereby every Soviet gain implied an

American loss, and vice versa. This in turn implied that

virtually every area outside the Soviet bloc was vital to
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American national security. NSC 68 effectively legitimated
the broad public rhetoric of the Truman Doctrine by writing
it into policy; this universalist rhetoric ;as employed
largely in order to mobilize Congresséonal and public support
IS
for the proposed military build~up.3 But NSC 68 was not a
speech, it was a policy plan; this indicates the extent to
which American globalist anticommunism was accepted by policy
makers.

The general tone of NSC 68 and its policy
recommendations was reflected in American policy toward
Vietnam and the heightened need which policy makers felt for
an : active policy there. On April 10 the Joint Chiefs of
Staff reaffirmed the ‘Yeritical strategic importance'™ of
Southeast Asia to the United States in terms of its location
as a crossroad of communications, the presence of important
raw materials there, and its position as "a vital segment in
the 1line of containment of communism stretching from Japan
southward and around the Indian Peninsula." The Joint Chiefs
also pointed out the inevitable domino effect the fall of
Indochina would have on the other Southeast Asian states, and
recommended the ‘Vearly implementation of military aid
programs for Indochina, Indonesia, Thailand, the
Philipplines, and Burma." In addition, the establishment of
an American military aid group in Indochina was

57
recommended.
On May 1, President Truman approved the allocation of

$10 million for military aid to Indochina, and the decision
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to extend this aid was announced by Secretary Acheson on May
8. The planned establishment of an American military and
economic mission to the Three Associated States of Indochina
was publicly announced on May 25. This policy had therefore
been firmly established some weeks before the North Korean
invasion of South Korea on June 25. The outbreak of the
Korean War did, however, stimulate an acceleration in the
allocation of military aid to Indochina, as well as the
dispatch of the Military Assistance Advisory Group to
Vietnam. This was announced by the President on June 27.

The outbreak of war also had the effect of 1mmediately
va}idating the policy directions and attitudes advanced in
NSC 68. As Secretary Acheson remarked later, the document
had been a policy in search of an application to confirm 1its
viability wuntil June 25, when "Korea came along and saved
us."58 As President Truman stated on June 27, "the attack
upon Korea makes it plain beyond all doubt that communism has
passed beyond the use of subversion to c¢onquer independent
nations and will now use armed Ilnvasion and war.“59 Indeed,
the outbreak of the Korean War did seem to justify the course
of American policy toward what was seen as a global communist
threat. It served to confirm the direction of American
foreign policy toward globalism and increased military
preparedness.

Throughout the postwar period, American policy makers
had been aware that the economic aid the United States
extended to France was being used in various proportions for

the Fren~' effort in the war with Vietnam. The first direct



U.S. aid to Indochina was allocated in 1650, but this was not
so much an abrupt change in policy as the culmination of
indirect American involvement in Indochinese affairs since
the conclusion of World War II. The increasing lack of
flexibility in American foreign policy across the late 1940s,
both toward Indochina and toward the communist world in
general, led the United States to direct involvement in
Vietnam. French unwillingness to grant real concessions to
Vietnamese independence compounded by American unwillingness
to see a communist government in power in Vietnam made it
impossible for the United States to approach 1its national
seéurity objectives in Southeast Aslia without becoming
directly involved.

The possibility of the existence of Vietnam as a
communist state independent of Soviet influence was discussed
within the State Department between 1947 and 1950, but the
acceleration of the Cold War with the Soviet Union made this
appear to be too risky. Also, Titoism was still quite new,
and did not have an appreciable impact on foreign policy
planning by 1950. The growth of fervent anticommunism in
America reached a peak in that year with the beginning of
MeCarhtyism; altogether, the prevalence of the Cold War view
of a global Soviet-directed communist threat precluded
approaching Ho Chi Minh as a strong and effective nationalist
leader first, and a Moscow-trained communist second.

Thus the United States felt forced to some degree to

support French policy in Indochina for want of more promising




options. Events in 1949 served to catalyze active American
economic involvement 1in Vietnam. The "fall" of China and the
ensuing accusations of weak American policy there resulted in
a ﬁerceived need to act decisively somewhere in the Far East.
This was due to pressures from the military establishment,
the Congressional China bloc, and the China lobby. This
perceived need was compounded by the authorization of funds
for the area, largely due again to pressures from the China
bloc, which 1led to the creation of ways to utilize these
funds through a policy reagsessment late in 1949, And this
in turn led to the push for a more activist policy in
Southeast Asis early in 1950.

| In broad terms, the extension of direct American aid to
Indochina in 1950 can be considered an outgrowth of the Cold
War and the attitudes and strategies it produced. By 1950,
United States policy toward Vietnam was already established,
and while the stakes for the United States would change in
subsequent administrations, the ultimate underlying goal of
preventing a communist victory in Vietnam would remain

constant.
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CHAPTER IV

EPILOGUE AND CONCLUSION

The development of American policy toward Vietnam
between 1945 and 1950 can only be understcod in the context
of Cold War concepts and decision making. Vietnam policy
grew out of general principles and global strategles directed
toward the Soviet Union and its allles. But it was also a
specific policy constructed for a particular area, and must
be analyzed as such as well. While none of the standard
interpretations of American involvement in Vietnam can by
itself sufficiently explain the nature of or impetus behind
Aﬁerican policy between 1945 and 1950, taken in combination,
these analyses provide a comprehensive framework for
understanding changes 1in this crucial period of Vietnam
policy making.

A reexamination of the decisive shifts in American
policy toward Vietnam between 1945 and 1950 demonstrates the
applications of different interpretations to the actual
course of events. The first major policy shift of the
period occured in 1945, when Roosevelt gave up his concept of
international trusteeship for Indochina because of French and
British opposition. This change was motivated largely by
realpolitik imperatives. Roosevelt was truly opposed to
colonialism, but Indochina was simply not important enough in
the larger scheme of things to risk a breach with the Western
Allies. Economic motivations apply to this decision to the

extent that the concern for continued cooperative relations
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with Western Europe tock priority over access to the economy
of Scutheast Asia.

The nature and course of American policy toward Vietnam
through 1946 continued to reflect the high priority given to
European recovery more than the direct importance of
Southeast Asia. A stable and confident Western Europe was
crucial to maintaining the balance of power with the Soviet
Union, and therefore the United States felt pressured to
support France to the extent of affirming French sovereignty
in Indochina (although the United States did not support
French policy in the region). This policy of noninvolvement
bgyond tacit acceptance of the French role in Indochina was
based on a pragmatic assessment of the relative lmportance of
strengthening France toward the aim of enhancing American
national security.

Ideological and economic motivations influenced the
realpolitik approach in Ameriecan policy at this time, because
the American idea of a Dbalance of power assumed the
importance of stabilizing capitalism and stabilizing
democratic institutions in Western BEurope. In other words,
these goals served as the foundations for American
realpolitik under Truman, because Soviet power was a
potential threat not only mnmilitarily, but politically,
economically, and socially as well. Building a strong and
confident Western Europe indicated by definition
strengthening the Western economic and political system.

American policy toward Indochina began to shift again in

1947, The United States maintained a policy of "neutrality"
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beyond basic support of French sovereingty, but American
officials became more critical of French policy and conduct
in the Franco-Vietnamese war and the United Stétes began to
try to exert more pressure on the French to make an effort
toward resolving the conflict. France seemed to be
increasingly intent upon recovering complete control, and
this was not in the American national interest. The United
States began to search in 1947 and 1948 for a viable
solution. The State Department briefly discussed the
possibility of wunifying Vietnam under national communism
through Ho in this period. But the suggestion of a communist
regime independent of Soviet influence received little
attention, even after Tito's break in 1948. Apart from the
fact that the outcome for Yugoslavia was not decisive as
yet, this 1is best explained by the growing 1iedological
influence in American policy making. Cold War tensions were
on the rise, and the United States tended increasingly toward
a globalist outlook in response to the perception of a
rapidly polarizing world. The United States continued to
base its actions on the lmperative of maintaining the balance
of power, but in a less and less traditional form. As the
Soviet threat seemed to grow, so grew American anticommunism,
and American policy makers began to view the global balance
of power through an ideological lens.

Since the anticommunist consensus was spreading within
both the United States government and American society at

large, officials considered it increasingly vital to find
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some viable form of Ytruly nationalist" leadership in
Indochina through which French control could be supplanted,
and communist control could be avoided. The fact that policy
makers felt there was potential for such a leader to draw
support from Ho's nationalist following 1s best explained by
the arrogance of power concept within the ideological
imperative. According to this interpretation, Americans saw
democracy as inherently superior to communism as a national
system. This indicates the growing significance of ideology
as a motivating force in policy making. Anticommunism was
becoming the basis wupon which Indochina policy was
fqrmulated.

Another crucial policy shift was the push to support Bao
Dai in the spring of 1949, Before this point, the United
States had been consistently pessimistic about Bao Dai's
chances for success. But having found no viable ‘"“truly
nationalist" leadership, the United States opted for the Bao
Dal solution as the only alternative to Ho Chi Minh. This
decision 1is reminiscent of the consistently unenthuslastic
support the United States extended to the French in
Indochina: in both cases the credibility imperative
influenced predominantly realpolitik motivations in that the
United States was unwilling to extend direct support in the
interest of American prestige. Since neither the French
throughout the late 1940s nor Bao Dai in 1949 was considered
to have much likelihood for success, the United States was
reluctant in both instances to become involved because of the

probable negative impact on national credibility.
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With Bao Dal as with France, the United States
nevertbeless agreed to extend some measure of support for the
purposes of a more vital national interest. With the French,
this had Dbeen European recovery; with Bao Dai, it was
containment of the spread of communism in Southeast Asia.
The balance of power imperative was involved in relation to
the imminence of communist success in China. Because of the
assumption that communist nations would align with the Soviet
Unlon in a monolithic power base, the expected Chinese
Communist victory, and Ho's potential victory would cause a
shift in the balance of power in the Soviets' favor. Thus
the avoldance of a communist success in Vietnam was a primary
national security concern. This illustrates the extent to
which realpcolitik and anticommunist ideology had merged in
American policy considerations. The concept of national
security was being redefined in response to the perceived
communist threat. This represents a declsive shift in
thinking, because it contradicts Kennan's previously accepted
division of the world into vital and peripheral areas. The
inherent pragmatism of the balance of power approach was
being progressively eclipsed by ideclogical irrationality.

The circular reasoning of this approach would be
legitimized in NSC 68: an area was vital to national
security if it was perceived as threatened by communism, so a
peripheral area that was potentially endangered became a
vital interest. There was no differentiation involved, no

rational structuring of the world according to priorities.
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Rather, the tendency among American policy makers to view the
world as involved in a global bipolar struggle prompted a
widely expanded redefinition of national security. American
policy toward Vietnam began to be transformed by the
imperatives of a worldwide ideological struggle.

This dinterpretation of the motivation behind Vietnam
policy planning explains the key decision in mid-1949 to
redefine containment in East Asla. Because of the imminence
of the communist victory in China, the Pacific perimeter was
no longer adequate defense for East Asia. Policy makers
began to feel the need to build a line of defense on the
Asian continent in order to contain Chinese communism. This
iilustrates the evolution by this time of the policy of
containment to include military means. There was a marked
military bias in foreign policy making by 1949, and Pentagon
influence would become much more extensive in 1950. This
acted mainly to influence the nature and timing of American
intervention in Vietnam, but does not explain its underlying
themes.

The policy outlook underwent significant changes in
1949, but actual American policy continued to be non-
involvement with a measure of support for France. The United
States refrained from direct intervention out of concern for
the maintenance of credibility. Events in the fall of 1949
precipitated the 1last and most crucial shift in Vietnam
policy between 1945 and 1950: the decision to Dbecome
directly involved.

The Soviet bomb test in August led to the passage of the
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Mutual Defense Assistance Act in September, which authorized
funds to be used for military aid in "the general area of
China." And the victory of the Chinese Communiéts by October
resulted in the policy reassessment which suggested the use
of MAP funding for Asia; ¢this in turn led to the dispatch of
the Griffin mission. These events indicate the growing
stregnth of the military bias in foreign policy by 1950.

Domestic politics were alsc influential in the decision
to extend direct aid to Bao Dai's government in 1950. Many of
the domestic factors that the "system worked" argument points
up acted to constrain presidential decision making at this
point. The allocation of MAP funds for Asia was the result
of pressure from the China bloc and the China lobby for aid
to Chinese Nationalists. Nationalist Chinese. Truman was
forced to succumb to that pressure to some extent in order to
get his European ald program through Congress without heavy
opposition from the China bloc. Popular and Congressional
criticism of the Administration's handling of China policy
led not only to this legislative pressure but to the
beginning of McCarthyism as well. These domestic
repercusgions of the Administration's policy toward China
influenced the timing of intervention in Vietnam in that they
created the necessity to act in some greater capacity in Asia
in order to placate anticommunist critics.

The stalemate machine has some relevance to the decision
to intervene in 1950 in terms of the Administration's

pessimism about the outcome of the Bao Dai solution. In
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contrast to the quagmlre thesis, Truman did not decide to
increase American involvement under the optimistic assumption
that the relatively small step of extending military aid
would resolve the conflict in Vietnam. Rather, this step was
taken in a period of pessimism and with full knowledge that
it would most likely only perpetuate the stalemate. It was an
lmmediate response to a perceived shift in the balance of
power, and was gseen as a viable way of staving off a
communist victory in Vietnam in the short run. This was the
Administration's immediate aim in the face of what was
perceived to be a greatly increased Soviet threat. An
activist American policy in Southeast Asia was not embarked
up;n in 1950 with the illusion that it would end the war or
eliminate the communist threat in any permanent sense.

Domestic political factors affected the timing of the
decision to extend direct aid to Bao Dai, but the balance of
power was a wmuch more influential congideration. The
immediate cause of intervention was the dangerous shift in
the balance resulting from the Soviet atomic capability and
the Communist unification of China. The Chinese and Soviet
extension of recognition to the DRV in January intensified
American anxiety, and motivated immediate recognition of Bao
Dal and the decision to support his governnent.

The decision to aid Bao Dai was fundamentally the result
of the alteration of the containment strategy in East Asia.
It was enacted toward the aim of restoring the balance of
power as redefined by the influence of anticommunist

ideology. The way policy makers perceived the role of the
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United States in Southeast Asia was a function of the
polarization and globalism engendered by the Cold War. The
effect of this was the development of policies based on

an ideological vision of the balance of power.
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