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Preface
by Bruce Cumings

Americans know the Korean War as a “forgotten war,” which is
another way of saying that generally they do not know it. A war that
killed upwards of four million people, 35,000 of them Americans, is
remembered mainly as an odd conflict sandwiched between the good
war (World War II) and the bad war (Vietnam). Today most people
will find it diffhicult to connect this war with a modernized South
Korea, host to the 1988 Olympics and exporter of family cars and
computers.

If people do know the Korean War, they usually know the official
story. This presents the war as a simple sequence: in June 1950 the
North Koreans, at Stalin’s order, suddenly attacked an innocent and
defenseless Republic of Korea; the Truman administration responded
by invoking the collective security procedures of the United Nations in
a “police action” designed to restore the status quo ante, the thirty-eighth
parallel that divided North and South. General Douglas MacArthur
accomplished that task by the end of September, after a brilliant
amphibious landing at the port of Inch’on. Thereafter things went
awry, as MacArthur sought to unify Korea through a march into the
North, soon bringing Chinese “hordes” into the fighting; Truman
attempted to limit the war and ultimately was forced to dismiss his
recalcitrant field commander in April 1951. Ceasefire talks soon began,
but seemingly minor issues, like prisoner-of-war exchanges, kept the
war going until July 1953. It ended in a stalemate that left Korea
divided into two states, as it had been before the war began.

Almost four decades ago, 1. F. Stone challenged the official story
with a book that opened and closed on a note of mystery, an inquiry
into what Tacitus called arcana imperii — empire and its method as a
“hidden thing,” shrouded above all from the people it ruled.! Stone

'The reference to Tacitus is from Franz Schurmann, The Logic of World Power: An
Inquiry into the Origins, Currents, and Contradictions of World Politics (New York, Pantheon
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described a war in which “an ephemeral elective occupant” at home
(Truman) jousted with an “ambitious proconsular Caesar abroad™
(MacArthur), “already plotting to turn against the capital the armies
with which he had been supplied to hold distant marches against
barbarian hordes.” Out of print for almost two decades, The Hidden
History of the Korean War now seems to be a book with nine lives,
padding back in again on the cat’s feet of its shrewd author, to
unsettle the scribes of historical and political orthodoxy.

Stone at first accepted the official story, believing as so many others
did that the Korean War was a clear example of unprovoked
aggression, which must have had Moscow’s sponsorship. But in Paris
in the winter of 1950-51, he began to wonder. His new vantage point
enabled him to see America as a foreigner would. The late Theodore
White once said that “Pekingology” is like watching two great whales
do battle beneath the ocean; occasionally they surface and spout a bit,
which is your only evidence of what the trouble might be in China.
But American politics, too, is often like this: we need to do
“Washingtonology” — read newspapers carefully, watch the rise and
fall of key figures, look for power struggles. Stone followed this
method.

Yet to say these things runs deeply against the grain of American
thought, violating our conceptions of politics, of history, of human
action and conjuring up conspiracy theory. People with a built-in
indifference to history are ill accustomed to retrospective digging, to
lifting up rugs, to searching for subterranean forces and tendencies.
Exploring the labyrinth of history is alien to the American soul,
perhaps because an optimistic people find knowledge of the past too
burdensome in the present. This is one reason why Korea has become
a “forgotten war.”

When Stone went from one publisher to another in 1951, he found
warm praise for the quality of his work and off-the-record comments
that it was “too hot to handle” — an interesting example of acommon,
tacit self-censorship that coexists with wide freedom of speech. He put
the book aside, until a chance meeting with Leo Huberman and Paul
Sweezy in New York’s Central Park led to its original publication.

When I first came upon Hidden History as a graduate student,
during the Vietnam War, a professor warned me against the book,
saying it was unreliable and indulged in conspiracy theories. So I read
it all the more eagerly, and found that, indeed, Stone’s method was in
contrast to that of highly recommended scholars: he cared about
truth, he was fearless, he didn’t equate objectivity with silence on the

Books, 1974). This brilliant book takes a page from 1. F. Stone's method, although it is
theoretically more sophisticated; like Hidden History, it quickly went out of print.



PREFACE xiii

great issues of his day. It seemed that I. F. Stone provided a model of
honest inquiry, of which there are all too few examples — particularly
in regard to our recent Asian wars. Hidden History is above all a
truthful book, and it remains one of the best accounts of the
American role in the Korean War.

Mary McCarthy once slandered Lillian Hellman by saying every-
thing she said was a lie — down to the last “a, an, and the.” We may
reverse that with Stone, and say everything he says is the truth (as he
sees it)—to the last “a, an, and the.” But what is his model, his
teaching? It seemed to a graduate student that the task of honest
inquiry into the contemporary history and politics of America was a
relatively straightforward matter, following Stone, of subjecting the
available literature — newspapers, books, official documents —to a
careful, critical reading. (Among its many virtues, Hidden History is a
textbook on how to read.)

Instead one discovers that his method is difficult. Not that close
reading is necessarily hard; no, there is something else that is hard: to
disabuse oneself of received wisdom is hard, as it bombards you in
various forms; to find and ask unasked questions is hard; to confront
authority is hard. The hardest thing is to tell the truth, because desire
hinders perception and quashes memory.

For example, our desire to love our nation and love justice: Harry
Truman was a good and honest man; Stone’s sympathetic portrait of
him (“as honorable and decent a specimen of that excellent breed, the
plain small-town American, as one could find anywhere in the
U.S.A."”) is right; how could Harry Truman have allowed the provo-
cation of a war by the Republican right (something Stone hints at), or
the terror-bombing of a defenseless people, or taken us to the brink
of World War I1I? We have an often unintuited desire to trust our
leaders: since they hold high position, ergo they must deserve it (even
when their names are Joseph McCarthy or Curtis LeMay).

This is part of what makes critical reading difficult and makes
remembering even harder: a faculty of repression, honed by our
desire to live at peace with our liberal system and our American
brethren, wins out. Indeed, a remarkable aspect of contemporary
America is its ineffable capacity to forget those secrets that do happen
to penetrate the media, salient facts that surface but quickly drift to
the briny deep, owing to an absence of context or the absence of a
political sensibility that likes to seek out patterns in the events of the
day. Freedom of speech and a fairly extensive disclosure of foreign
policy secrets obtain in the United States, but one sometimes wonders
if anyone is listening or, if listening, remembering.

Stone’s discoveries about the gaps, distortions, and outright lies
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in the official record should not surprise a person familiar with, say,
the American record in Vietnam, beginning with the assassination of
Ngo Dinh Diem and the Tonkin Gulf incident in 1964, the latter used
to gain Congressional backing for the war. In the 1970s the Water-
gate episode and a spate of revelations about the CIA were merely
prelude to the truly Byzantine covert activities during the Reagan
years — ranging from the Contra war in Nicaragua to the Oliver
North/William Casey dealings with shady Iranian arms merchants to
the unmasking of General Manuel Antonio Noriega of Panama as a
major drug-runner, who just happened to have been on the CIA
payroll for many years. But somehow such events are not connected
to form a pattern, and remain episodic outrages that come and go
inexplicably.

Let us take an example from Stone’s book, apparently a small one.
A soybean conspiracy occurred just before the Korean War began,
according to Stone — but also according to Dean Acheson. During the
MacArthur hearings in 1951, a Senator asked Acheson if he had
heard anything about a corner on the soybean market in June 1950.
Acheson replied blandly, “there was, I recall, a very serious situation
created by a group of Chinese buying and taking delivery of a certain
amount of soybeans, which gave certain controls over prices.” How-
ever, Acheson did not quite recall who might have been involved,
could not really say if perhaps the China Lobby had something to do
with it, and so the Senators went on to a new line of questioning. Since
we are not supposed to think about conspiracies, no one but Stone
followed this story up.2

Someone had dumped large amounts of soybeans on the Chicago
market to force the price down, while holding bigger amounts in
soybean futures. The speculation began in mid-June and was targeted
specifically for big selloffs at the end of the week before that fateful
Sunday, June 25, 1950. The Commodity Exchange Authority later
said that by June 30, fifty-six Chinese held nearly half of all open
contracts for July soybean futures — all “on the long side,” meaning
they were playing for a rise in price (p. 352).

Although it still seems impossible to get the full list of names behind
this scam, I. F. Stone at the time correctly named T. L. Soong, brother
of fabulously wealthy T. V. Soong, and brother-in-law of Chiang
Kai-shek.® Furthermore, according to several sources, Senator Joe

MacArthur Hearings, vol. 3, p. 2187; New York Times, June 9, 1951. The Times noted that
the corner had “aroused official suspicion that they had advance knowledge of a war
that caught this country wholly unprepared” (New York Times, July 6, 1951).

3For declassified information backing up Stone, see Office of Chinese Affairs, box 4223,
Anne B. Wheeler 10 A. G. Hope, July 25, 1950; Hope to Magill, Aug. 1, 1950.
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McCarthy profited from the soybean corner. Drew Pearson wrote in
his diary, “McCarthy was buying soybeans” at the time when “the
Chinese Nationalists did just about corner the market before Korea”;*
Stone said McCarthy had “a successful flier in soybeans” later on in
1950 (p. 349).

Soybean speculation was one of the many errant counterpoints to
Washington’s official story that Stone homed in on; although it
seemed like a minor business, it is a neglected thread in unraveling
how this war began.”® In any case it is a fine example of a key element
in Stone’s method —to find what he called the “one very queer
detail,” the “one odd-shaped piece that doesn’t fit,” and thus demolish
the official logic or construct an alternative logic. It is doubtful that
anyone has ever been better at this.

Another odd-shaped piece of evidence was the original cable from
the American embassy in Seoul announcing the North Korean
assault — basing its account on South Korean Army information,
which had been “partly confirmed” by American sources. Stone asks,
“What part of the South Korean version was confirmed? What part
was not confirmed?” He then digs up a reference in the London Times
to brief dispatches from the British Mission in Seoul, merely confirm-
ing “the outbreak of fighting.” This thin reed of partially confirmed
information then became the basis for the United Nations decision to
involve itself in the Korean conflict.

Stone reads a document the way Sherlock Holmes looks for
fingerprints. Readers interested in a lesson in this ferreting out of
half-truth and distortion might simply turn to a “ragout of intelligence
information” from MacArthur’s headquarters about Chinese inter-
vention in the war (pp. 170-173), which Stone surgically dissects until
nothing is left. It is one example among many in the book. What is
more remarkable, though, is the humor that Stone sustains in the
midst of his awful tale.

His description of the phantomlike ephemerality of the Korean
People’s Army in Tokyo’s briefings, for example, is done brilliantly,
accurately, and with a satirist’s wit. An army that MacArthur claimed
to have utterly destroyed after the Inch’on landing two months later
was raised “like Lazarus, from the tomb.” By Christmas 1950,
according to MacArthur’s headquarters, “eleven reconstituted North
Korean divisions [had] reappeared in the last twelve days”; “Kim Il
Sung,” Stone wrote, “was made to seem a modern Cadmus.” And then

‘Drew Pearson, Diaries, 1949-1959, Tyler Abell, ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart &
Winston, 1974), p. 250.

51 cover this possibility at length in Origins of the Korean War, vol. 2 (Princeton University
Press, 1989).
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there was MacArthur’s rapid retreat, ostensibly in the face of hordes
of Chinese; Stone found this whole business odd, writing that “the
Chinese had “failed to ‘agress,’” and declassified intelligence now
backs him up: at this point the Chinese forces were not terribly large
and for long periods there was little contact with the enemy, leading
to what British intelligence sources called a “phony war.”

In many other episodes as well, declassified documentation backs
up Stone’s judgment — which he based mostly on careful and wide
reading of newspapers. The People’s Army was not destroyed in
MacArthur’s Inch’on landing trap, but instead regrouped, first for
guerrilla war in the central, mountainous regions of Korea and then
for a combined Sino-Korean assault against MacArthur’s march to the
Yalu, in which Korean forces were as important as the Chinese.

Stone was right that the State Department had long planned to take
a serious outbreak of fighting in Korea to the United Nations and had
drafted skeletal memoranda for such an eventuality. John Foster
Dulles’s own memoranda now show that Stone was exactly on the
money in saying that after Dulles joined the Truman administration
in April 1950, he “discreetly but unmistakably joined forces with
MacArthur on Formosa policy.” He was right that China had good
defensive strategic reasons for entering the Korean conflict, as a
RAND Corporation study subsequently concluded.

He was right about Soviet caution and restraint after the war began,
and about Stalin’s swallowing one affront after another (such as our
planes bombing an airbase near Vladivostok). Khrushchev’s memoirs
essentially reiterate Stone’s point that “the self-restraint of China and
Russia” at the Pusan perimeter “made possible an American victory.”
That is, Stalin (and Mao), fearing the consequences of an American
rout, refused to give Kim Il Sung the requisite tanks, planes, and
heavy artillery needed to win in the crucial fighting near Taegu and
Pusan in August and September 1950. We now know that Acheson
had vowed to come back in if American forces were pushed off the
peninsula, and the Navy had the massive amphibious power to do it,
as demonstrated at Inch’on. Stone was right that MacArthur and his
intelligence chief, the odd and duplicitous General Charles Wil-
loughby, contrived both fighting strategy and official reports on the
fighting to serve their goal of extending the war to China.®

On the larger question of historical responsibility for the disastrous
%Readers interested in recent literature that, based on excellent declassified sources,
backs up many of Stone’s observations should consult, among others, Rosemary Foot,
The Wrong War (Cornell University Press, 1985); Peter Lowe, The Origins of the Korean

War (White Plains, NY, Longman, 1986); Callum MacDonald, Korea: The War Before
Vietnam (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1987).
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attempt at rolling back communism in North Korea (the operative
document, NSC81, called for a “roll-back”), Stone declined to absolve
Truman and Acheson and simply blame MacArthur — the easy and
comfortable position and something that an entire literature of liberal
apologetics has since sought to maintain. “Truman either had to risk
the ending of the cold war or its possible transformation into the real
thing,” Stone wrote; in the event, Truman “gave MacArthur the
signal to go ahead.”

Stone’s portrait of the leading diplomatic light of the period, Dean
Acheson (whom James Chace recently called “the greatest Secretary
of State since John Quincy Adams”), is unsurpassed in the literature.
If Acheson was to our British allies precisely “their picture of what a
foreign secretary should be: cultivated, personable, and superbly
tailored,” he was to many Americans a subversive poseur: “Nothing
could be more dangerous to a public figure in America than the mere
suspicion of an urbane and compassionate view of history and
humanity,” Stone wrote, something amply confirmed by Acheson’s
principled defense of his old friend, Alger Hiss, and the subsequent
McCarthyite outrage.

Stone then went on to say, however (p. 204):

Only in the heat-distorted vision of cold-war America could
Acheson be seen other than as he was: an “enlightened con-
servative” — to use a barbarous and patronizing phrase. . . .
Who remembered in these days of McCarthyism that Acheson,
on making his Washington debut at the Treasury before the
war, had been denounced by New Dealers as a “Morgan man,”
a Wall Street Trojan Horse, a borer-from-within on behalf of
the big bankers?

It is now fashionable to point to Acheson as a wise strategist who,
but for McCarthy and MacArthur, would have realized a mutually
beneficial relationship with China, a quarter century before Richard
Nixon picked the policy out of the dustbin of history. But Stone was
far better when he said (pp. 203—204):

What a public man “really” thinks is difficult to discover and
rarely of much relevance when found. It is what the pressure
of circumstance upon his own personality leads him to do and
say that counts. What Acheson had long said and done
committed him to a policy hostile to Communist China. . ..
Acheson could not let himself be objective about the Commu-
nist revolution in China — and remain Secretary of State.
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Stone also accurately dated Acheson’s about-face on China from
February 1950, with the onset of his “total diplomacy” speeches,
designed to prepare the public for the major reorientation of Amer-
ican Cold War policy embodied in National Security Document 68.
“The drift to the worst of policies in the absence of the vision and
courage necessary for the best,” Stone wrote, “was marked by a series
of speeches in which Acheson began to set forth a new image of the
Chinese revolution, hardly recognizable to a reader of the White
Paper” (the State Department’s 1949 analysis of the victory of the
Chinese revolution).

It is important today to remind Americans of what was done in
their name in the 1950s, but in a different era it is also easy to do so.
In 1952 it took rare courage for Stone to write, after reading an Air
Force briefing of the obliteration with “jellied gasoline bombs” of a
North Korean city (p. 179):

There is an indifference to human suffering to be read
between those lines which makes me as an American deeply
ashamed of what was done that day. . . . The mass bombing
raid on Sinuiju November 8 was the beginning of a race
between peace and provocation. A terrible retribution threat-
ened the peoples of the Western world who so feebly permit-
ted such acts to be done in their name. For it was by such
means that the pyromaniacs hoped to set the world afire.

Stone was one of the few to write with compassion about the horrible
consequences of this war for the Korean people. To think that the
American Air Force could have dropped oceans of napalm and other
incendiaries on cities and towns in North Korea,” leaving a legacy of
deep bitterness palpable four decades later, and that this was done in
the name of a conflict now called “the forgotten war” — as memory
confronts amnesia, we ask, who are the sane of this world?

The book also shows us that 1. F. Stone loves a good mystery, that
his excavating instincts reveal the soul of a good detective. Hidden
History is good history, but it is also a tale well told — full of suspense,

7In his oral history held at Princeton University, former Air Force Chief of Staff Curtis
LeMay relates the following story, from the first days of the Korean War:

We slipped a note kind of under the door into the Pentagon and said, “Look,
let us go up there ... and burn down five of the biggest towns in North
Korea — and they're not very big— and that ought to stop it.” Well, the
answer to that was four or five screams—“You'll kill a lot of non-
combatants” — and “it's too horrible.” Yet over a period of three years or so
. we burned down every [sic] town in North Korea and South Korea,
too. . .. Now, over a period of three years this is palatable, but to kill a few
people 1o stop this from happening — a lot of people can’t stomach it.
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surprises, dangling questions, unexpected outcomes. It merges a
fictional style with real people and events, and reads with the pace and
structure of a good novel. The last chapter concludes the book as it
began, on a note mingling tantalizing uncertainty with profound
observation. Citing the “astute and sophisticated” lectures that George
Kennan gave at the University of Chicago in 1951, he says Kennan’s
remarks on the Spanish-American War (and its extension to the
Philippines by Dewey’s attack on the Spanish fleet at Manila) may
some day be equally appropriate for the Korean War (p. 345):

We can only say [Kennan declared], that it looks very much as
though, in this case, the action of the United States government
had been determined primarily on the basis of a very able and
very quiet intrigue by a few strategically placed persons in
Washington, an intrigue which received absolution, forgive-
ness and a sort of public blessing by virtue of war hysteria.

If Stone’s theses remain unproved on a possible provocation of the
Korean War, or a tacit agreement to let the attack happen, no honest
historian today can do anything other than withhold judgment on
these dangling questions. There is no doubt that the North Koreans
were ready to fight on the morning of June 25, 1950, but there are
many remaining questions about South Korean provocations
throughout the summer of 1949, now well documented, and Seoul’s
relations with Chiang Kai-shek’s regime on Taiwan, which grew in
importance in the spring of 1950.

Stone’s virtues are ones that do not come easily. He is a rare person,
who can excavate our errors and calamities without developing a
corrosive cynicism, who can mix love of country with the courage to
confront the high and mighty (indeed, takes it as a duty), who possesses
an idealism born of searching examination, not sappy homilies; a man
with unflagging curiosity that feeds off an optimism and good humor
with inexplicable roots. Behind it all one senses an indefatigable, irre-
pressible will to truth, to independence, to iconoclasm not for its own
sake but for our sake. He has found a way to tell the truth and still
remain a liberal, still keep his balance and his sense of humor —a
remarkable accomplishment. The ideals of the enlightenment are em-
bodied in this man, as he walks in a land that only half-believes them.

His open mind has much to do with his method, a Socratic
questioning that is itself open-ended; this is also the secret of the
longevity of Hidden History, with its many still-unanswered questions.
In his seventies Stone embarked on a quest to learn Greek and master
the philosophers of antiquity: more questions for a man who must
know that closure of questions draws the curtain down on one’s
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creativity, and who also knows that beyond the good historian is the
good citizen. As Nietzsche put it in 2 magnificent essay:

A historical phenomenon, known clearly and completely and
resolved into a phenomenon of knowledge, is, for him who
has perceived it, dead: for he has recognized in it the
delusion, the injustice, the blind passion, and in general the
whole earthly and darkening horizon of this phenomenon,
and has thereby also understood its power in history. This
power has now lost its hold over him insofar as he is a man of
knowledge; but perhaps it has not done so insofar as he is a
man involved in life.®

*Friedrich Nietzsche, “On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life,” in Untimely
Meditations, trans. R. J. Hollingdale (Cambridge University Press, 1983), p. 67.

Bruce Cumings is professor of East Asian history, University of Chicago, and
the author of The Ongins of the Korean War (two volumes, 1981-1989,
Princeton University Press).
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I have tried to write this story as if 1 were writing a novel, with
suspense and with three-dimensionality. In a good novel one does not
know all the answers, and I do not know all the answers here. Much
about the Korean War is still hidden, and much will long remain
hidden. I believe I have succeeded in throwing new light on its
origins, on the operations of MacArthur and Dulles, on the weak-
nesses of Truman and Acheson, on the way the Chinese were
provoked to intervene, and on the way the truce talks have been
dragged out and the issues muddied by American military men
hostile from the first to negotiations. I have tried to bring as much of
the hidden story to light as I could in order to put the people of the
United States and the United Nations on guard.

Writing in an atmosphere much like that of a full war, I realized
from the beginning that I could be persuasive only if I utilized
material which could not be challenged by those who accept the
official American government point of view. I have relied exclusively,
therefore, on United States and United Nations documents, and on
respected American and British newspaper sources. I did examine
carefully the North Korean Blue Book on the origins of the war, but
I must say I found remarkably little in it. Mr. Vishinsky’s speeches at
the United Nations on the Korean War convinced me only that the
Russians themselves must know very little about its origins if this was
the best that so able a lawyer as Mr. Vishinsky could do.

I do not think the truth — in this as in all wars — is to be found in
the simplistic propaganda of either side. I believe that in Korea the
big powers were the victims, among other things, of headstrong
satellites itching for a showdown which Washington, Moscow, and
Peking had long anticipated but were alike anxious to avoid. There is
a certain parallel here with Sarajevo, though the parallel fortunately
is still incomplete.

I believe this book serves a threefold purpose. It is a case-study in
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the cold war. It is also a study in war propaganda, in how to read
newspapers and official documents in wartime. Emphasis, omission,
and distortion rather than outright lying are the tools of the war
propagandists, and this book may help the reader to learn how to
examine their output — and sift out the facts — for himself. Finally
this book is what it purports to be, not “inside stuff” or keyhole
revelations but the hidden history of the Korean War, the facts to be
found in the official accounts themselves if texts are carefully exam-
ined and reports collated.

In preparing the manuscript with its voluminous references for
publication, I have had the devoted help of a small corps of
co-workers, including John Rackliffe, Sybil May, Catherine Winston,
and Mardean Ryan. I want to thank them for their aid in a task that
required much patience and many pains.

New York City I. F. STONE
March 15, 1952



PART I
HOW THE WAR BEGAN

CHAPTER 1
*

Was It a Surprise?

FFICIALLY the outbreak of the Korean War was
described as a surprise. The White Paper issued by
the American State Department spoke of it as a “sur-

prise attack.”! The United Nations Commission on Korea re-
ported that the South Korean forces “were taken completely
by surprise as they had no reason to believe from intelligence
sources that invasion was imminent.” General Douglas Mac-
Arthur’s biographer, John Gunther, wrote that “the South
Koreans and Americans in Korea, to say nothing of SCAP
[MacArthur Headquarters] in Tokyo, were taken utterly by
surprise.”

If this is true, certain first reactions in Washington to the
outbreak of war in Korea remain unexplained. The attack
came on a Sunday, and at once recalled that other Sunday,
nine years earlier, when the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor.
The parallel was striking, but inquiry revealed a difference.
The first indications were that the attack in Korea was not a
surprise at all. This difference between Pearl Harbor and
Korea was skeptically greeted, grudgingly accepted, and then
quickly forgotten—as Freud tells us people conveniently forget
inconvenient facts.

When newspapermen that torrid Washington summer day
called at the Pentagon, huge headquarters of the United States

1 All references are placed together following the text, on pages 349-359.
Citations are given for the sources of all quotations, with the exception of
those which are clearly identified in the text by name and date of publica-
tion.
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Department of Defense, “an aide said privately that the United
States expected the attack.” This officer pointed to “the fact
that ships were ready to evacuate the families of American
officers and others in South Korea as evidence that the in-
vasion was not a surprise.”

When newspapermen tried to confirm this, they succeeded
in reaching America’s highest ranking intelligence officer,
Rear Admiral Roscoe H. Hillenkoetter, director of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency, which coordinates and distributes in-
formation received from all the various American intelligence
services. Admiral Hillenkoetter did not insist, as Washington
officials so often do, on speaking only “off the record” or
“without attribution.” He permitted his name to be used, and
he made the statement that American intelligence was aware
that “conditions existed in Korea that could have meant an
invasion this week or next.”

The press did not take this statement too seriously. America’s
most authoritative newspaper, the New York Times, treated
it as of subordinate importance. The Admiral’s response may
well have seemed the natural reaction of an official trying to
cover up a blunder by pretending he-knew-it-all-the-time. The
New York Times account next morning stressed the likelihood
that the Republicans would make the sudden outbreak of war
“a national issue, involving as it does the country’s foreign
intelligence.”

The next day the Admiral was summoned to appear before
a private hearing of the Senate Appropriations Committee.
He was called on motion of Senator Bridges of New Hamp-
shire, one of the fiercest critics of the Truman Administration’s
Far Eastern policies. With Senator Bridges on that Committee
was Senator Knowland of California, another Republican
critic of “appeasement” in the Pacific. Senator Knowland had
already issued a statement saying that the invasion had “caught
the Administration flatfooted.” The Republicans had made a
major issue of Pearl Harbor, and were looking forward to a
repeat performance.

The Admiral was asked to appear at 3 p.M. but, when a more
urgent summons came for the Admiral from the White House,
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the hearing was postponed until an hour later. For the Ad-
miral, it must have been a trying day. He had to convince the
Republicans that American intelligence had not been taken
unawares, yet he had to do so without raising too many ques-
tions about the Administration’s failure to take preventive
action on the basis of his reports. Perhaps he also had to ex-
plain to the President why he had not called attention more
forcibly to those intelligence reports.

The statement the Admiral made on leaving the White
House may have reflected the version of events he had just
offered the President. The Admiral “said the North Korean
forces have had the capability of invading the South for a
year, but that it had been impossible to predict the timetable
under which they would march, if at all.” This was quite
different from his statement the day before that indications
showed an attack was possible “this week or next.” To say that
American intelligence had known for a year that the North
could invade the South but didn’t know when they would
invade, if at all, was the same as admitting that American in-
telligence had been taken by surprise.

This did indeed remain the version at MacArthur’s head-
quarters in Tokyo. John Gunther, in his biography of Mac-
Arthur, writes: “On the morning of June 25, the North
Koreans launched an attack by no fewer than four divisions,
assisted by three constabulary brigades; 70,000 men were com-
mitted, and about 70 tanks went into action simultaneously at
four different points, . . . Ask any military man what all this
means. To assemble such a force, arm and equip it, and have
it ready to wheel into precalculated action over a wide front
with perfect synchronization, on the appointed date, must have
taken at least a month, . . . Yet South Koreans and Americans
in Korea, to say nothing of SCAP in Tokyo, were taken utterly
by surprise. . . . It was more disgraceful than Pearl Harbor.
Our eyes were shut, and even our feet were sound asleep.”

Gunther adds, “No doubt this will all be investigated in
good time.” It was investigated that very first day after the
war began when Admiral Hillenkoetter was summoned before
the Senate Committee. But when the Senators emerged from
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behind the closed doors of the hearing room they were molli-
fied. The Admiral’s account at the hearing was quite different
from the vague statement he made on leaving the White
House. He had gone into considerable detail before the Com-
mittee, producing a file of intelligence bulletins to prove that
he had not been taken unawares. The latest of these was dated
June 20, only five days before the outbreak of the war. Sen-
ators Bridges and Knowland told newspapermen waiting out-
side the hearing room that they were now satisfied that the
Central Intelligence Agency had been “doing a good job.”

It would be strange if, in a country like Korea, American
intelligence were to overlook a military buildup as impressive
as that which went into action on the 38th Parallel that Sun-
day morning. Korea was one place where American intelligence
was not dependent on meager hints from dubious agents in
country difficult to penetrate. There were 500 American officers
and 700 civilian technicians in South Korea. They were scat-
tered throughout the government and the armed forces. The
government itself was dependent on American aid and eager
to be cooperative. Nowhere was the Iron Curtain less formi-
dable than on the 38th Parallel. The same people lived, the
same language was spoken, on both sides of that artificial
boundary. Much of the frontier ran through rugged country
difficult to patrol and easy to penetrate. It is hard to believe
that an invasion force could be built up on that border with-
out detection.

The bulletins the Admiral showed the Senators that day
were not made public, but America’s leading military com-
mentator, Hanson Baldwin of the New York Times, a trusted
confidant at the Pentagon, reported that they showed “a
marked buildup by the North Korean People’s Army along
the 38th Parallel beginning in the early days of June.”

Major elements of four North Korean divisions, Baldwin
wrote, plus two other units described as constabulary brigades,
were in position along that border “where intermittent fighting
and border raids were a part of life.” Commencing in early
June, intelligence reported that “light and medium tanks prob-
ably of Japanese manufacture, about thirty 122-mm. Soviet-
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type field guns and other heavy equipment were assembled
at the front, and troop concentrations became noticeable.”

If there really were advance warnings, why had nothing
been done about them? The question created disbelief. That
very first day of the war, when the New York Times reported
that the Pentagon and the Admiral claimed that they had not
been surprised, it quoted other unnamed “observers” as being
skeptical of these assertions. These “observers” suggested that
if the United States had known that troops were massing on
the Korean border for a possible invasion it would have made
diplomatic representations “either to the United Nations, to
the North Korean government or to Russia.” They also pointed
out that warning could have been given in a less official way by
making some of this intelligence information available to the
press. The “observers” were mystified by “the failure of any
news reports to tell that such a crisis was brewing along the
38th Parallel.”

This also puzzled the Senators at the Hillenkoetter hearing.
When questioned by them, the Admiral “could offer no ex-
planation why the receiving agencies had apparently failed to
interpret the indications he furnished as evidence of a move
to be undertaken soon.” One Senator said he would “make it
his business to find out.” If he ever did, he kept what he
learned to himself.

The mystery is why Washington should have been surprised,
when there was reason to believe from intelligence reports that
an attack might be in preparation. Admiral Hillenkoetter told
the Committee that the duties of his agency “did not, in his
view, include evaluation of the information it passed on.”
This bit of information turned up two months later, in
August, in the story announcing his replacement as chief of
intelligence.

If it was not Admiral Hillenkoetter’s job to evaluate this
information—to say, “Look, this might mean an attack is
coming”—then whose job was it? Primarily, one supposes, the
Department of Defense. But the Pentagon is a big place, and
its military responsibilities covered a wide area, from occupied
Germany in the West to occupied Japan in the East. If war
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broke out in Korea, at the very threshold of occupied Japan,
threatening the peace of the Pacific, the task of coping with
the military consequences would rest with MacArthur in
Tokyo.

If MacArthur Headquarters in Tokyo evaluated this in-
telligence as important, that evaluation would have alerted
Washington. If MacArthur Headquarters brushed it off as un-
reliable or unimportant, no subordinate official in Washington
would dare insist that it might mean war. And, if Washington
disagreed with MacArthur’s evaluation, he was not one to
keep his light hidden under a bushel. Every publicity device
from well-timed unofficial “leaks” to full-dress interviews was
constantly being utilized by MacArthur Headquarters to get
its point of view across.

Korea was not occupied territory—but neither was Formosa,
yet for months the danger of a Red attack on Formosa had
been a constant theme at Tokyo Headquarters. Headlines like
“REDS MASS FOR WAR ON 38TH PARALLEL” would have been easy
to evoke in the American press. It was not necessary to wait
for the capture of a North Korean timetable. The mere pos-
sibility would have been enough. The absence of inspired
press reports out of Tokyo warning of possible Communist
aggression in Korea was all the more puzzling because it was
so out of keeping with MacArthur’s character and usual mode
of operation.



CHAPTER 2
*

The Silence of Seoul

ﬂ§ 7§ 7HATEVER the situation in Washington or
Tokyo, it cannot be said that Seoul, capital of
South Korea, was caught completely unawares. On
the contrary, the South Korean government, though also
strangely silent in the days immediately preceding the out-
break of the war, had been expecting trouble. Early in May,
President Syngman Rhee had made an appeal for combat
planes saying, “May and June may be the crucial period in the
life of our nation.” On May 10, Captain Sihn Sung Mo, De-
fense Minister of South Korea, had held a press conference at
Seoul in which he stated “that North Korean troops were
moving in force toward the 38th Parallel and that there was
imminent danger of invasion from the North.” Robert T.
Oliver, an American adviser of Rhee’s, had made an appeal for
planes for South Korea in the June 9 issue of a publication
called Periscope on Asia, warning that “unless the decision is
‘yes,’ and unless the planes are sent promptly, the next Soviet
advance in Asia could be down the Korean peninsula.”

“Why did the South Koreans do badly at the beginning?”
John Gunther asks in his book on MacArthur, a book which
embodies the official version of Tokyo Headquarters. “They
were taken by surprise, and were miserably short of arms.”
The surprise is questionable and the inadequacy of their
equipment was no secret. The day after the war started, the
New York Herald Tribune correspondent at Tokyo filed a

7
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dispatch on the lack of equipment in the South Korean forces.
Its transmission was inexplicably delayed and it was not pub-
lished until four days later. “Only last month,” he reported,
“Brigadier General William L. Roberts, then head of the
American military mission to South Korea, urged American-
supplied airpower for South Korea and spoke of danger if it
should not be forthcoming.” General Roberts was not subject
to MacArthur. No similar warning came out of Tokyo Head-
quarters.

It is true that on June 27, two days after fighting began,
the United Nations Commission cabled the Security Council
that the South Koreans “were taken completely by surprise
as they had no reason to believe from intelligence sources that
invasion was imminent.” In the light of information already
in the possession of the Commission but not made public until
almost three months later, this was untrue.

On September 14, the Commission made public a report
which showed that on several occasions officials of the South
Korean government had discussed with the Commission signs
that the North was preparing for an invasion. The first occa-
sion was in January, 1950, when the Chief of Staff of the South
Korean army “informed the committee that he believed the
aggressive plans of the North Korean authorities to be mature,
and that it was only a matter of time before they would be put
into action.” He supplied detailed intelligence figures, which
are given in the report. The second occasion was a month
later when the Chief of Staff “stated that the North Korean
forces possessed more powerful and more numerous artillery
weapons than did the Army of the Republic of Korea,” and
gave figures on the increase in the number of tanks, armored
cars, and planes on the Northern side. The next occasion was
in May when “the attention of the commission” was drawn to
a statement made by the South Korean Defense Minister at a
press conference on May 10, at which he declared “that North
Korean troops were moving in force toward the 38th Parallel
and that there was imminent danger of invasion from the
North.”

The Commission arranged for a meeting with the Foreign
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Minister “to ask for information on the seriousness of the
danger and the degree of imminence of the invasion, as en-
visaged by the Defense Minister.” A private hearing was held
by the Commission at which the Acting South Korean Deputy
Chief of Staff and the chief of intelligence of the South Korean
army gave “important and detailed information,” which indi-
cated an extensive buildup of forces and equipment on the
38th Parallel.

After the hearing, members “informally heard” from two
officers on the staff of General William L. Roberts, chief of the
United States Military Advisory Group to the South Korean
army. These officers “substantially confirmed the information
given by the Korean military authorities” but “did not, how-
ever, agree on the imminence of any danger and again ex-
pressed confidence in the ability of the Army of the Republic
to handle the forces of the Northern regime in case of attack.”
The hearing was on May 12. The war broke out on June 25,
less than six weeks later. It is difficult to reconcile this informa-
tion made public on September 14 with the earlier statement
in the UN Commission cable of June 27 that the South
Koreans “had no reason to believe from intelligence sources
that invasion was imminent.”

Another UN Commission document little noticed at the
time also makes it hard to understand the Commission’s in-
sistence that the attack was a complete surprise. This appears
as Document No. 14 in the State Department’s White Paper on
Korea. It was not transmitted to the United Nations Security
Council until June 29 but it was dated June 24, the day before
the fighting began. The heading is significant: “Following re-
port dated 24 June from United Nations field observers sub-
mitted to Commission on their return from field trip along
38th Parallel commencing 9 June to report developments likely
to involve military conflict is forwarded for information.”

In view of the warnings by South Korean authorities in May
and the intelligence reports later furnished by Admiral Hillen-
koetter in Washington, it would seem to have been a good
precaution to send out field observers “to report developments
likely to involve military conflict.” But again it is difficult to
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reconcile the sending out of observers for this purpose from
June 9 to June 24 with the view that there was “no reason
to believe from intelligence sources that invasion was immi-
nent.”

It would be good to know more about these field observers,
how they happened to be sent out, how they were picked out,
and how they operated. The field report is signed “Szu-Tu,”
apparently a Chinese. Next to the United States, Nationalist
China was Syngman Rhee’s strongest supporter in the United
Nations, and Chiang and Rhee worked closely together, not-
ably in their joint campaign for a Pacific Pact to be supported
by the United States. The field observers ended their tour and
made their report on June 24. If they had waited a few more
hours they might have seen how the fighting actually started,
for the war broke out early on the morning after their return.

The field report seemed designed to show that the South
Koreans could not have had any offensive purposes. “Principal
impression left with observers after their field tour,” the report
says, “is that South Korea Army is organized entirely for de-
fense and is in no condition to carry out attack on large scale
against forces of North.” The report states: “In general, atti-
tude South Korean commanders is one of vigilant defense.
Their instructions do not go beyond retirement in case of at-
tack upon previously prepared positions.” It declares there was
no evidence of reconnaissance northward “nor of any undue
excitement or activity at divisional headquarters or regimental
levels to suggest preparation for offensive activity.” The lack
of South Korean air support, armor, and heavy artillery would
make “any action with object of invasion . . . impossible.” The
timing and the observations, on the very eve of the war’s out-
break, provided a remarkably convenient alibi for the South
Koreans.

The field report ends with a statement which later helped to
create the picture of a surprise attack from the North. It says
that no intelligence reports had been received “of any unusual
activity on the part of North Korean forces that would indi-
cate any impending change in general situation along Parallel.”
This would seem to be a debatable conclusion on the basis of
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the field report itself. It gives several intelligence indications
which might reasonably have seemed danger signals. At several
points North Koreans had taken possession of “salients on
south side parallel, occupation in at least one case being of
fairly recent date.” In some sectors “civilians had recently
been removed from areas adjoining parallel to north to
depths ranging from 4 to 8 kilometers.” On Thursday night,
June 22, the regimental headquarters at Ongjin received in-
telligence reports “to effect that there was increased military
activity . . . about four kilometers north parallel.” The refer-
ence to increased military activity near Ongjin is striking, for
the very first cablegram from the American Ambassador at
Seoul reporting the outbreak of fighting said: “Action was
initiated about 4 A.mM. Ongjin was blasted by North Korean
artillery fire.”

When we add the information in the United Nations re-
ports to that which emerged from the Hillenkoetter hearing
and couple this with the public statements of the South Korean
government itself, it is impossible to accept the flat statement
by the UN Commission that the South Koreans had “no rea-
son to believe from intelligence sources that invasion was
imminent.” This statement, with no supporting evidence, was
made in the Commission’s cable of June 27 to the Security
Council, the very day sanctions were voted. But the facts here
presented, from which the Commission supposedly drew its
deductions, did not come to light until later. They under-
score the wisdom of the Yugoslav delegate in urging that the
Security Council act less hastily.

What puzzles one in the record of events is why the South
Korean government made no effort after its Defense Minister’s
press conference of May 10 to attract public attention to the
danger it feared and the inadequate military equipment of
which it had complained.

The silence is all the more striking because the South
Korean government was confronted with a political problem
more serious than the military problem. This was the ques-
tion of how far the United States would support the South in
war with the North. The question had been brought sharply
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to public attention by an interview which Senator Connally of
Texas, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
had given the influential Washington weekly, U.S. News and
World Report. As the Democratic Party’s foremost congres-
sional spokesman on foreign policy, the veteran Senator from
Texas spoke with authority. What he had to say attracted more
attention in the Far East than at home. The English-language
paper in Tokyo, the Nippon Times, gave it a front-page spread
on May 3: “REDS WILL FORCE U.S. TO QUIT SOUTH KOREA, CON-
NALLY PREDICTS.”

In the interview, Senator Connally was asked whether the
suggestion “that we abandon South Korea is going to be seri-
ously considered.” The Senator replied that he was afraid that
this was going to happen “whether we want it to or not.” He
thought the Communists were going to overrun Korea when
they got ready just as they “probably will overrun Formosa.”

When asked, “But isn’t Korea an essential part of the de-
fense strategy?” he had replied: “No. Of course any position
like that is of some strategic importance. But I don’t think it
is very greatly important. It has been testified before us that
Japan, Okinawa, and the Philippines make the chain of de-
fense which is absolutely necessary.”

The next day there was an alarming response in Washing-
ton, where Secretary of State Dean Acheson “declined to say
whether the United States might have to abandon South Korea
to Russia,” and a cry of protest from Rhee in Seoul, where he
called in the Associated Press for an exclusive interview in
which he said, “Senator Connally must have forgotten that the
United States has committed herself and cannot pull out of
the Korea situation with honor.”

Senator Connally’s statement that Korea was not part of the
essential American defense “perimeter” in the Far East re-
flected a strategic decision made months before and well
known in Washington. It was this strategic decision not to
defend South Korea which led Syngman Rhee’s former Amer-
ican adviser, Robert T. Oliver, to write later in his book, Why
War Came in Korea, that one of the reasons for the Commu-
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nist attack was that “American authoritative statements indi-
cated that we would not defend Korea.”

If Rhee feared attack, it was important for him to try to
change that decision. A campaign was indeed begun in the press
to publicize Korea’s danger. A dispatch from Seoul in the
Nippon Times, May 7, said: “The brave South Koreans would
go north at a drop of a hat—Uncle Sam—but this appears un-
likely. The question unanswered is, when will Russian-backed
North Koreans come South?” The story went on to say that
“this situation has brought Korea to the world’s attention.
The UN has struggled with the problem. Statesmen have pro-
claimed Korea must not be deserted in the face of the Com-
munist deluge of Asia and others have replied such a fate is a
matter of time, so why prolong it at the expense of the Amer-
ican taxpayers”-—presumably a reference to Senator Connally
and the unfeeling Democrats. On May 10, the South Korean
Defense Minister held the press conference at which he said
North Korean troops were moving in force toward the 38th
Parallel and there was imminent danger of invasion from the
North. This was the last public appeal made by the South
Korean Republic. Why the silence after that date?

There were no statements from Seoul. There were no in-
spired press dispatches from Tokyo. There were no speeches in
Congress. Could it be that Rhee received advice that it would
be wiser to invite or provoke attack, and then trust to the im-
pact on American public opinion to change American policy?
Rhee was apparently content to let that basic American strate-
gic decision go unchallenged, to draw up his troops into de-
fensive positions, to give them orders to withdraw in event of
attack, and to arrange for United Nations observers to see how
defensive all his military dispositions were. The observers
brought in their reports on the 24th. That night, in their
absence, the war began. Rhee announced that it began with an
unprovoked invasion from the North. The North Korean gov-
ernment, on the contrary, reported that South Korean forces
crossed the Parallel in three different places, were hurled back,
and the North Korean forces then went over to the offensive.



CHAPTER 3
*

Connally’s Warning

AC ARTHUR relished the role of big brother to
M little Syngman Rhee. True, MacArthur took the
Japanese side in disputes between South Korea and
Japan over reparations and the rankling compulsory registra-
tion imposed on all Koreans living in Japan. But MacArthur
had shown himself protective in all that concerned South
Korea’s relations with its Communist neighbors. At the Seoul
ceremonies which established the Rhee regime in August,
1948, MacArthur had proclaimed: “In this hour, as the fortunes
of righteousness advance, the triumph is dulled by one of the
great tragedies of contemporary history—an artificial barrier
has divided your land. This barrier must and will be torn
down.” It is difficult to believe that Rhee did not turn to Mac-
Arthur for aid and advice when he began to fear that this
barrier might be torn down from the wrong side.

In 1949, when Rhee went to Tokyo for a brief visit, Mac-
Arthur saw him off—as the cables reported—with a pat on the
back and a declaration: “You can depend upon it that I will
defend South Korea as I would defend the shores of my own
native land.” Could it be that Rhee did not let MacArthur
know of the threatening preparations on the 38th Parallel?
John Gunther explains that the General had no “political or
military responsibility” for Korea after the occupation ended
on August 15, 1948. “It is only fair to state this with emphasis,”
Gunther writes, “inasmuch as several of his critics have sought

14
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to lay to his door some responsibility for our negligent intel-
ligence. The General was not to blame. Korea was not part of
his domain.” On the other hand, Gunther adds, as commander
in chief of the Far East Command, MacArthur “might well
have given developments in Korea a more penetrating scrutiny
than he did.”

Gunther’s account reflects an almost exuberant eagerness on
the part of Tokyo Headquarters to admit what seems an
extraordinary bit of stupidity. “The South Koreans and Amer-
icans in Korea, to say nothing of SCAP in Tokyo,” he relates,
“were as blankly astonished as if the sun had suddenly gone
out. The North Koreans achieved complete tactical and even
strategic surprise.” This was certainly not true of the South
Koreans. Could it have been true of Tokyo Headquarters?
Could MacArthur have overlooked the warlike preparations
noted in the Central Intelligence bulletins in Washington?
More extraordinary than the oversight itself is MacArthur’s
readiness to admit it. This is what seems so out of character, in
a commander who would normally tend to cover up the slight-
est retreat or the most excusable defeat in high-sounding cir-
cumlocutions.

What adds to the difficulty of believing that MacArthur was
quite that unaware is the visit paid to Korea at the time by
John Foster Dulles, Republican adviser to the United States
Secretary of State. Dulles spent three days in Korea and then
several days in Tokyo with MacArthur the week before the
war began. On his way home, three days after the fighting
started, Dulles stopped at Honolulu, where he said he had
known the situation was “critical” when he was in Korea but
that the attack from the North “came sooner than expected.”
No one asked him when he expected the attack, or whether he
had mentioned the possibility to MacArthur.

When Dulles left Washington on June 14, he said he was
going to Korea “on the invitation of the President of the
Korean Republic.” Surely Syngman Rhee must have spoken
to Dulles about the invasion he feared and about the in-
adequacy of the South Korean military equipment? Dulles was
in a sense the godfather of the South Korean Republic. “In
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1947, and again in 1948,” as he said in that same statement on
leaving Washington, “I had the responsibility in the United
Nations General Assembly of representing the United States
in the sponsorship of the resolution which led to the reestab-
lishment of Korea’s independence under a representative gov-
ernment administering the free part of Korea.” He might have
added that the South Korean Republic was also the first fruit
of another institution he had successfully sponsored at the
UN—the Interim Committee or “Little Assembly,” a device
for circumventing the Soviet veto power on the Security Coun-
cil. It was the Interim Committee which, despite the serious
misgivings of Canada and Australia, voted to authorize the
separate elections in South Korea that led to the establish-
ment of the Republic. For Dulles, Korea was a symbol. As
acting chief United States delegate to the General Assembly
during the debate on Korea he had “made it clear that the
United Nations action on Korea was to be taken as an endorse-
ment of the wider opposition of American foreign policy to
Communism."”

It is this record which makes it so hard to understand why
Dulles did not seek by some public statement to focus Amer-
ican and world attention on the danger which menaced the
South Korean Republic. Dulles left Washington June 14. We
know from Hanson Baldwin’s account in the New York Times
that the marked buildup of armed force on the 38th Parallel
in what might well be preparation for an attack “was de-
scribed in a [intelligence] report of June 9 and substantiated
on June 13.” These intelligence bulletins, as Admiral Hillen-
koetter had explained to the inquiring Senators, were dis-
tributed to those persons in the government authorized to see
them. Were they made available to Dulles in preparation for
his trip? He was chief Republican adviser to the Secretary of
State. He had played the leading American role in the creation
of South Korea. He was going to the Far East at the request
of the President and the Secretary of State to study the ques-
tion of a Japanese peace treaty. The outbreak of war in Korea
would at once affect the political and military calculations
determining America’s Japanese policy.
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Dulles stayed three days with his Korean hosts and protégés,
and spent one of these days inspecting their defenses on the
38th Parallel. Could it be that they did not discuss their fears,
military needs, and intelligence with him? If so, what made him
think while he was there that the situation was “critical,” but
that the attack (as he said in Honolulu) had come sooner than
he thought it would?

Dulles addressed the Korean National Assembly on June 19.
The speech, while fervid, was confined to cold-war generalities,
but it implied aid in resisting Communist aggression. He told
the Assembly that the Korean people were “today . . . in the
front line of freedom, under conditions that are both danger-
ous and exciting . . . you encounter a new menace, that of
Soviet Communism . . . [which] has seized in its cruel embrace
the Korean people to the north of the 38th Parallel and . . .
seeks by terrorism, fraudulent propaganda, infiltration and
incitement to civil unrest, to enfeeble and discredit your new
Republic.” He assured them, “You are not alone . . . so long
as you continue to play worthily your part in the great design
of human freedom.”

The South Korean officials must have been eager to learn in
private talks with Dulles whether these were mere words, or
whether they could count on concrete aid if war broke out.
That aid would have to come first of all from Japan. It is
asking a great deal to believe that Rhee, fearing an impending
attack, did not ask Dulles to take the matter up with General
MacArthur in Tokyo.

We do not know what Dulles discussed with Rhee in Seoul
or afterward in Tokyo with MacArthur, but Rhee’s urgent
problem was part of a larger problem in which MacArthur
had shown an intense interest for months: the problem of
whether the Truman Administration could be brought to com-
mit itself to military support of the remaining anti-Communist
regimes in the Far East.

For Rhee the problem had two aspects, one internal, the
other external, and it is in the light of both that the generali-
ties in Dulles’ speech at Seoul must be examined. This was
the internal problem: the Korean National Assembly that
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Dulles addressed on June 19, six days before war began, was
the first meeting of a new assembly, the fruit of elections Rhee
had tried hard to avoid. By decree, on March 31, he had
ordered these elections postponed until November on the ex-
cuse that more time was needed to complete the budget. Eight
days later he rescinded the decree, after receiving a sharp
warning from Secretary of State Acheson on April 7 that
South Korea would lose United States aid unless the elections
were held as originally scheduled on May 30, and inflationary
practices curbed. The elections, the first free elections in
Korean history, brought out ninety percent of the voters and
proved disastrous for Rhee. The opposition centered its cam-
paign on the brutal police practices of the Rhee regime and
only 27 members of the old assembly that Rhee had dominated
were reelected. At least 128 of the 210 seats were won by in-
dependents, and Rhee supporters were sure of only 45 seats.

The North had begun a campaign for unification, and urged
the South to throw Rhee and his cabinet out as traitors. Rhee
had one major weapon to utilize against peaceful unification.
The Korean Aid Bill passed by Congress in February of 1950
carried the proviso that aid would be terminated “in the event
of the formation in the Republic of Korea of a coalition gov-
ernment which includes one or more members of the Com-
munist Party or of the party now in control of the government
of North Korea.” It is in the light of this provision that one
must read Rhee’s statement to the Assembly on June 19: “We
refuse to compromise with or make any concessions to the
Communists. That would be the road leading toward dis-
aster.” It would also be the road leading to loss of American
aid. But what if, with peaceful unification blocked by Con-
gressional policy, there should be an internal revolt in the
South, or an attack by the North, or both? Would there be
aid from the United States? And how much?

The Korean situation was becoming a smaller version of the
Chinese situation, and it displayed official American policy in
the same baffling inconsistencies. Dean Acheson, by insisting
on free elections, had created a crisis for the Rhee regime. But
Congress, by its proviso on aid, was preventing that crisis from
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being resolved peacefully, in conformity with majority aspira-
tions for peaceful unification—on both sides of the Parallel.
Would Rhee be driven out of South Korea as Chiang had been
driven off the mainland of China? This was hardly a question
to which MacArthur could remain indifferent. And now Sen-
ator Connally, in saying that the Reds would overrun Korea
when they got ready just as they “will probably overrun For-
mosa,” touched a sore point at MacArthur Headquarters which
was itself enough to draw MacArthur’s attention forcibly to
Korea. The Formosan question had been for months the cen-
ter of a running battle between the Truman Administration
and its headstrong military occupation chief in Tokyo.

The question of Formosa indeed was not without bearing
on how Dulles happened to become chief Republican adviser
to the Secretary of State in the spring of 1950. He had created
some ill-feeling at the White House during his unsuccessful
campaign for the Senate in 1949 by attacking Truman’s Fair
Deal as “a clear . . . danger to human liberty.” Dulles’ attempt
to link his Democratic rival, former Governor Herbert H.
Lehman, with Communists and Communism also left a bitter
aftertaste with Truman. And yet Dulles owed to Truman his
appointment year after year as a member of the various Amer-
ican delegations to the meetings of the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly and the Council of Four Power Foreign Min-
isters.

It was Formosa, in a sense, which returned Dulles to favor
again. In December, 1949, Chiang Kai-shek, facing the threat
of a Communist invasion of his last stronghold, Formosa, was
imploring Washington for military aid. In Washington
Chiang’s representatives utilized their powerful connections
with the Republican party. On January 2, former President
Herbert Hoover and Senator Robert A. Taft of Ohio de-
manded that the United States Navy be used to prevent a
“Communist invasion” of Formosa. The next day, like a well-
planned bombshell, the United Press revealed the contents of
a private circular the State Department had sent out to Amer-
ican diplomats abroad on December 23 saying that Formosa's
fall to the Chinese Communists was to be expected and that
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the United States would not interfere. The next day Secretary
of State Dean Acheson was summoned to explain by the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee at a hearing set for January 10.
Truman’s hand was thus forced, and on January 5 he told his
press conference in a written statement that the United States
would not give “military aid or advice” to Chiang on Formosa
and would not “pursue a course which would lead to involve-
ment in the civil conflicts in China.” This statement of non-
intervention in Chinese internal affairs remained the official
American policy for not quite seven months. It was reversed by
the outbreak of war in Korea.

Where did the United Press obtain the document which put
Truman on the spot? In Tokyo. General MacArthur ordered
an investigation on the 6th, the day after Truman’s statement,
but nobody in Tokyo seems to have done anything about
finding out how the United Press got that scoop from its
correspondent at MacArthur Headquarters in Tokyo. An in-
vestigation did soon begin to make headlines, but not the
investigation of that curious “leak” in Tokyo. It was the in-
vestigation precipitated in Washington by Republican Senator
Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin, who delighted Chiang'’s friends
at the capital by attacking the State Department as “Red,” with
special emphasis on those who had helped to establish Amer-
ica’s skeptical attitude toward Chiang Kai-shek. When the heat
became intense, the Department sought to bring Dulles back
as Republican adviser, hoping that he might win it some Re-
publican support and give it some protective coloration. The
White House reluctantly named Dulles on April 6. His first
assignment was preparation of the Japanese peace treaty.

If Truman had misgivings about the Dulles appointment,
they soon proved well founded. In the Far East, Dulles turned
up in MacArthur’s “corner.” He made a speech in Tokyo say-
ing, “Our material might was exemplified by the atomic bomb;
our moral might is exemplified by General MacArthur.” The
flattery might have been forgiven, if put to the Administra-
tion’s purposes. But the day after laying it on—and with a
shovel, as Disraeli advised with royalty—Dulles discreetly but
unmistakably joined forces with MacArthur on Formosa
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policy. Fresh from a ninety-minute talk with MacArthur,
Dulles told a press conference that his own presence in the Far
East “indicated that the principle of bipartisan foreign policy
now might be extended for the first time to Asia.” When
“questioned specifically regarding Formosa” at that Tokyo
press conference, he said America’s foreign policies “are con-
stantly under review, taking account of changing situations.
This generality applies to Formosa also.” The ‘“changing sit-
uations” which did reverse the Formosa policy that very next
week were those created by the outbreak of war in Korea.

It is against this background that the silence of both Dulles
and MacArthur on Korea is so tantalizing. Here were two
men who had demonstrated consummate skill in politics and
in the creation of public opinion, both anxious to commit the
United States more strongly against Communism in the Far
East. At a time when there was reason to believe North Korea
might be preparing an aggression against South Korea, neither
uttered a word of warning. Is it possible that the outbreak of
war in Korea was preceded and followed by a chain of errors,
falsehoods, forgeries, and negligences so extraordinary as to
leave MacArthur unaware of what was going on? It would be
easier to believe, in the light of what happened afterward—
when the Korean War reversed American policy not only on
Korea but also on Formosa—that MacArthur preferred to
“play dumb,” that Korea was a pawn to be sacrificed in a
bigger game, a gambit offered as in chess, and that he did not
want to do or say anything which might put his opponents on
guard.

This is only surmise. Much that is otherwise inexplicable
would fall into orderly place in the chain of events if it were
true. Whether the outbreak of the war in Korea, like the
assassination at Sarajevo which unleashed World War I, had
its own unsavory secret history no outsider yet knows. But
there was at least one well-informed American at the time who
did not think impossible the kind of tactics this would imply.
This man was Senator Connally.

There was a warning against the “preventive war” mentality
in the U.S. News and World Report interview with Senator
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Connally. The interview dealt with the prospects of peace and
focused, as might be expected in the existing American atmos-
phere, on the intentions of Russia. The chairman of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee didn’t think Russia wanted
war. He didn’t think Russia needed war: “They got along
after World War 1,” he said, “without a war.” He didn’t con-
sider war between the United States and the USSR inevitable.
“They might change their policy,” the Senator said, “we might
change our policy so that there wouldn’t be any cause for a
war.”

The interviewer asked whether the widespread view in
America that war was inevitable wasn’t based “largely on the
fear that some incident might . . . inflame the parties into
war.” The Senator didn’t look at it quite that way; he seemed
to think some people were actually looking for an incident.
“Well,” was his reply, given verbatim in this full-dress ques-
tion-and-answer interview, “a lot of them believe like this:
They believe that events will transpire which will maneuver
around and present an incident which will make us fight.
That's what a lot of them are saying: ‘We've got to battle
some time, why not now?' ” Was some such “maneuvering
around”—to create an incident—the key to events in Korea?



CHAPTER 4

*
The Role of John Foster Dulles

Korea on June 14 he spoke of himself as going

out to “wage peace.” He had been waging peace
for a long time, though in different ways. In the spring of
1939 he joined Senator Burton K. Wheeler in attacking the
Roosevelt Administration for ‘“worsening the prospects of
world peace” by supporting England and France against the
Axis. A month after the war began in Europe he declared the
United States could only “fulfill its destiny of showing the way
to a2 permanent, constructive world peace” by staying out of
the conflict. The moral revulsion he was later to exhibit in
relation to the USSR did not appear in his attitude toward the
Axis. According to the New York Times next day, he “traced
aggression by the German, Italian and Japanese nations . . .
to ‘resentment, bitterness, and desperation’ arising from in-
equalities.” This was not so different from the official apolo-
getics at Berlin, Rome, and Tokyo.

In the year 1943, the year of Stalingrad and the North
African invasion, Dulles launched a campaign for a *“Chris-
tian"” peace, that is, a peace of forgiveness. As head of a2 Com-
mission to Study the Bases of a Just and Durable Peace, he
published a famous “Six Pillars of Peace” in March of that
year. The Commission was established by the Federal Council
of Churches of Christ in America.

The year 1943 was also the year Dulles began to take a
prominent part in politics, appearing as foreign policy adviser

23

7HEN John Foster Dulles left Washington for
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to the Republican Governor of New York, Thomas E. Dewey,
who was to run against Roosevelt the following year. At the
famous meeting of the Republican Postwar Advisory Council
in September, 1943, Governor Dewey put forward the idea of
basing world security after the war on “a continuing military
alliance” with Great Britain—almost three years before
Churchill’s similar speech at Fulton, Missouri. This created a
good deal of dismay at Washington, for it promised to pro-
voke Russian suspicion and undermine Allied unity at a time
when German propaganda’s last hope was to split East and
West. “‘What would England and the United States do,” Goeb-
bels had asked in a radio broadcast on February 18, 1943, after
the Stalingrad disaster, “if the worst happened and the Euro-
pean continent fell into the hands of the Bolsheviks?”

It was the position taken by Dewey on postwar security plans
in the 1944 campaign against Roosevelt which brought Dulles
his first invitation to Washington and “bipartisanship.” The
Roosevelt Administration was basing its plans on the con-
viction that any new world organization could succeed only if
the victorious powers maintained their unity after the war,
thus preventing Germany from again playing East and West
against each other. It was on this idea that the Republican
candidate focused his fire, attacking ‘“Russian plans” for post-
war “domination” by the Big Four as “imperialism,” “cynical
power politics,” and an “immoral . . . military alliance.” Why
domination of the world by the Big Four was more “immoral”
than Dewey’s idea of domination by an Anglo-American Big
Two was not explained. This speech in August, 1944, led Sec-
retary of State Cordell Hull to invite Governor Dewey to a
conference on postwar security plans, in an effort to head off
Republican opposition to a United Nations organization.
Dewey sent Dulles as his representative, and it was as a result
of this conference that Dulles appeared the following spring as
Republican adviser to the American delegation at San Fran-
cisco.

The isolationist had now become a full-fledged “interna-
tionalist.” He was appointed thereafter to every United States
delegation to the sessions of the United Nations General As-
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sembly, and appeared as adviser at the various sessions of the
Council of Foreign Ministers which had been established at
the Potsdam Conference. He also expanded his activity as a
Presbyterian layman in the Federal Council of Churches of
Christ in America, and helped to organize the World Council
of Churches of Christ.

From 1947 on, Dulles became the object of bitter attack from
Moscow and was labeled a warmonger by Vishinsky. No figure
in American public life was more deeply concerned with the
“menace” of Sovietism; none more pessimistic about the pos-
sibility of cooperation with Moscow. As early as June, 1946, he
was dubious about the possibility of peaceful coexistence, im-
plying in a public speech that the USSR must seek to crush
freedom everywhere. “The Soviet Union,” he said, “cannot be
kept purged of freedoms if elsewhere those freedoms are rife.”
After the Moscow conference of 1947 he urged the Western
powers to go ahead with the solution of the problems of peace
without Russia—presumably by separate treaties with the de-
feated powers. He helped draft a manifesto by the Federal
Council of Churches that year calling for a world-wide “moral
offensive” by the United States to spread the doctrine of free-
dom as opposed to the Soviet doctrine of the police state; and
at the first constituent assembly of the World Council of
Churches at Amsterdam in August, 1947, he attacked the Soviet
regime as “atheistic and materialistic” and accused its leaders
of rejecting “the concept of moral law.” The man who in 1943
had been pleading for a “Christian peace” with the Axis now
seemed to be advocating a “Christian war” against the USSR.

These multifarious political and religious activities, all cen-
tering on the menace of Communism, contrasted sharply with
the quiet life Dulles had been content to lead in the years be-
fore the war. He then figured very little in the news, either
as a political or religious leader. A successful lawyer, long a
partner in Sullivan & Cromwell, America’s leading corporation
law firm, he was little known outside financial and legal circles.
His only quasi-public assignment during those years came after
Hitler took power in Germany, when a group of New York
banking houses chose him to represent their German dollar
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bond interests in negotiation with Hjalmar Schacht. If the
Nazi regime offended his religious sensibilities, he gave no
evidence of it.

At first there was protest from Americans who remembered
this prewar record and distrusted the active role Dulles was
playing in decisions affecting the future of Germany. In post-
war Congressional cartel investigations, his name often turned
up as a former counsel for German financial interests. When
Secretary of State Marshall announced that he was taking
Dulles along as adviser to the meeting of the Council of For-
eign Ministers in Moscow in the spring of 1947, a “National
Conference on the Problem of Germany,” convoked in New
York on March 6 by a group that included Mrs. Franklin D.
Roosevelt and Edgar Ansel Mowrer, urged that attorneys like
Dulles having interests in Germany be barred as advisers to
the American delegation. As recently as November 3, 1949,
former Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes in a public speech
opposing the Dulles campaign for the Senate recalled this pre-
war past and quoted Dulles as having said in 1939 that “only
hysteria believes that Germany, Japan or Italy contemplates
war against us.” But protest soon died down, especially after
Vishinsky listed Dulles among the “warmongers” in his UN
General Assembly speech of September 18, 1947. For after that,
to attack the Dulles record was to appear to be following the
Soviet line, a hazardous occupation in the hysteria which the
cold war was developing in America.

Peace with Russia seemed to be what Dulles feared. Early
in March, 1950, when dispatches quickly cleared by censor-
ship in Moscow again suggested that Stalin would like to meet
with Truman, and peaceful speeches were made by Molotov
and Malenkov, Dulles addressed a public meeting in New
York, together with former Postmaster General James A.
Farley, denouncing the Russian “peace offensive” as “‘deceptive
cold-war strategy.” Not long before Dulles left for Korea, he
seemed to feel that something more than cold war was needed.
In a broadcast from Washington on May 14, he declared, *“as
things are going now . . . we must develop better techniques.
. . . They [the Russians] can win everything by the cold war
they could win by a hot war.”
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Dulles seemed less discouraged after his three days in Korea.
When he arrived in Tokyo from Korea on June 21, he was in
an exuberant mood and told reporters he expected “positive”
results from his scheduled talks with MacArthur. Next day,
after his long talk with the Supreme Commander, Dulles “pre-
dicted,” according to the Associated Press, * ‘positive action’
by the United States to preserve peace in the Far East.”

What kind of “positive action” did Dulles have in mind?
There were several ways in which “positive action” might have
been taken to preserve peace. He could have warned that the
South Koreans feared an attack, and put Peking and Moscow
on notice that such an attack would be regarded as their re-
sponsibility. With Dulles and MacArthur in Tokyo at the time
were the American Secretary of Defense, Louis Johnson, and
General Omar Bradley, head of the United States Joint Chiefs
of Staff. So influential a quartet of American public figures had
it in their power, if they so chose, to focus world attention on
the danger of war in Korea and to put the Soviet bloc on
notice that any attack would bring grave consequences. Dulles
told the Associated Press that by “positive action” he meant
that the United States intended to “preserve international
peace, security, and justice in the world—and that includes
this part of the world as well as the so-called Western world.”
Pressed for some further explanation of “positive action,”
Dulles explained that he thought his conclusions pooled with
those of Bradley and Johnson would lead to ‘“some positive
action, but I cannot forecast what.”

What made Dulles so sure of “positive action”? The “posi-
tive action” could not have referred to the question of a Japa-
nese peace treaty, because that same day he told the Allied and
Japanese press that no decision had even been reached on
“whether to proceed with a peace treaty with Japan.”

This was on June 22. The only “positive action” which fol-
lowed was the outbreak of war in Korea on June 25 and the
commitment of the American government to large-scale inter-
vention against Communism in the Pacific area on June 27.
Was this what Dulles had in mind when he predicted “positive
action . . . to preserve international peace, security, and justice
in the world”?
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*
Chiang’s Pilgrimage

HEN Dulles said he expected “positive action” by

the United States to show that it intended to up-

hold international peace, security, and justice in
“this part of the world as well as in the so-called Western
world,” he was conjuring up a policy the State Department
and the White House had rejected. The Korean War led
them to accept it. For more than a year, Chiang Kai-shek had
been trying unsuccessfully to get the United States to commit
itself in Asia as it had already committed itself in Europe. On
May 11, 1949, Chiang’s ambassador in Washington, V. K.
Wellington Koo, had suggested to Acheson the conclusion of
a Pacific Pact similar to the Atlantic Pact. There was an echo-
ing statement next day from Australian Prime Minister Chifley
and two days later from Syngman Rhee, also calling for a
Pacific Pact.

Acheson was forced to take a public position, and at a press
conference on May 18 he said that “despite serious dangers to
world peace existing there” he did not think the time ripe for
such an alliance. It would have committed the United States
to military support of Chiang against the Chinese Reds, and
the Secretary of State pointedly said he endorsed Prime Minis-
ter Nehru's view that internal conflicts in the Asian countries
must be resolved first. As a matter of fact Nehru’s own posi-
tion, which was soon to prove an obstacle to Chiang’s plans,
went beyond this. He had told the Indian Parliament on

28
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March 8 that India would try to keep clear of both cold-war
blocs and avoid “binding covenants” with other Far Eastern
nations, though he envisaged the possibility of an Asian re-
gional organization “largely confined to consultation and
cooperation.” This was not at all what Chiang wanted.

Chiang did not allow himself to be discouraged by that first
rebuff from Acheson. In July, he visited the Philippines and
obtained the support of President Quirino for an anti-Com-
munist union of Pacific nations. Quirino explained that the
proposed Pacific bloc would not depend on support from the
United States but would “do our bit in the American-led
crusade against Communism.” In August, Chiang visited South
Korea and he and Rhee issued a joint statement proposing
that a conference be held in the Philippines to organize the
proposed Pacific Pact union.

Quirino in the meantime had gone to Washington, but the
best he could get from a visit with President Truman was the
assurance on August 11 that the United States would “watch
sympathetically” as non-Communist countries in the Far East
worked together for collective security. In addressing Congress,
Quirino had to say that while he understood why the United
States might not “welcome the obligations” of becoming a
member of a Pacific Union, “active American participation”
was not necessary to its formation.

The only result of these laborious hints was a still more
serious rebuff in September when the North Atlantic Council
of Foreign Ministers, meeting in Washington, turned thumbs
down on a Pacific Pact. British Foreign Secretary Bevin and
French Foreign Minister Schuman indorsed the American
view that it was useless to try to “save” non-Communist China.
In October, on his own visit to America, Nehru called talk of
a Pacific Pact “premature.” When Quirino persisted in calling
a Pacific conference the following spring, he had to accept
two conditions. He announced on April 17 that he had
dropped plans for a military alliance and sought only a politi-
cal, economic, and cultural union of non-Communist states
in the area. And, when the conference finally met at Baguio
on May 26 to May 30, 1950, with representatives of India,
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Indonesia, the Philippines, Australia, Ceylon, Pakistan, and
Thailand present, it was plain that Quirino had been unable
to win assent for an invitation to Chiang and Rhee. This sig-
nificant exclusion of the prime mover of a Pacific Pact and
his faithful friend in South Korea was attributed to the refusal
of India and Indonesia to do anything which would imply
a departure from strict neutrality in the East-West cold war.

The Baguio conference produced no formal regional organi-
zation nor any declaration of regional opposition to Com-
munism. Moreover, it was marked by the first faint signs of
regional opposition to Big Power interference in Asia. The
conference went on record as demanding that the Big Powers
take no action in the Far East without consulting the Asian
nations. This, which might have been the beginnings of an
Asian Monroe Doctrine, was also a potential stumbling block
to Chiang’s plans, for his last hope was somehow to precipitate
American intervention.

May 30, 1950, the day the Baguio conference ended, was
thus a black day for Chiang, as it was for Rhee, for it was also
on the 30th that he was forced to hold the elections in which
he lost control of the South Korean National Assembly.
Chiang awaited an invasion from the mainland, Rhee was
faced with the prospect either of peaceful unification or of
invasion from the North, with little likelihood that he could
survive either. Both were badly in need of some “positive
action” which would bring American intervention in their
behalf.

For Chiang, the situation was complicated by the fact that
even if the Reds did not launch that invasion of Formosa
against which MacArthur had been warning, it looked as if it
were going to become increasingly difficult to keep Communist
China out of the United Nations. The Indian press in June
reflected renewed efforts to bring Peking in. “U.N. HEADING FOR
CRISIS OVER RED CHINA ADMISSION,” said a headline in the
Hindustani Times of New Delhi on June 22, over a Press Trust
of India dispatch from New York saying that Trygve Lie was
“trying to get France and Egypt” to vote for the admission of
Peking. Since Acheson had said that America would not veto
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Peking’s admission, and Washington had been dropping hints
for weeks that it wished the other nations on the Security
Council would “force” it to accept Red China in the United
Nations, those two votes would lose Chiang his place at the
Security Council.

Were Peking to be admitted to the United Nations, the
Chiang regime on Formosa could hardly maintain itself much
longer. What, then, would happen to the island? Chiang’s
friends in Washington had made Formosa into an American
national issue. On the surface the dispute was a strategic ques-
tion—was distant Formosa really necessary to the defense of
the United States? In reality this was a political question. To
commit the United States to hold Formosa was to commit it
to a hostile policy against the new China. This suited three
different but allied points of view in the debate over American
policy. One wished to extend “containment” to the Pacific.
The second looked, as Chiang did, for an eventual American
war of “liberation” against the mainland. The third believed
that a new war between the United States and the Soviet bloc
was inevitable, and the longer it was delayed the stronger the
USSR would become.

What made the debate over Formosa obscure was the need
to keep the essential question submerged. Under cover of
argument about the need for Formosa in the American perim-
eter of “defense,” Chiang and his friends were merely reargu-
ing the case for a Pacific Pact in a subtler and more effective
way. If Formosa was necessary to American defense, then
America must prevent the new China from taking possession;
if America and the new China were to be enemies, then
America must support those other Asian anti-Communist
forces on China’s flanks. The real issue was never stated. If
there was to be war, then it was folly to give up any advance
base. On the other hand, if there was to be peace, Formosa
was not necessary to American “defense.”

What Chiang and those obsessed with the need for an anti-
Communist crusade feared was the further corollary. If For-
mosa was not necessary to American “defense,” then there was
no obstacle to the stabilization of good relations and trade with
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the new China. This meant peace. And peace is what they
feared—for from their point of view peace would merely
permit the new regime to consolidate itself, to give satisfaction
to mass needs, and to take root, perhaps too strongly for
destruction later.

On the eve of the Korean War, those who saw Formosa as
the fulcrum of the future conflict with the mainland were
looking around for alternative means of accomplishing their
ends. The Pacific Pact was too enormous in its implications;
Congress balked at the sheer ultimate cost, Western Europe
at the diversion of armament. The campaign to “sell” Formosa
as necessary to American defense was petering out. A third
idea was being broached, which was to play a part in shaping
Truman'’s decisions after the war began.

The day before the fighting started, O. H. Brandon, the
well-informed Washington correspondent of the London Sun-
day Times, cabled his paper that General Bradley and Secre-
tary Johnson would urge use of a new device to take over
Formosa. ‘It will be stressed,” Brandon cabled, “that, with the
Japanese peace treaty still pending, America could take the
island temporarily in trust. Mr. Johnson is said to favor ulti-
mately a United Nations trusteeship over Formosa.” This was
a device worthy of two such able corporation lawyers as John-
son and Dulles, for under the trusteeship provisions of the
United Nations Charter the power in possession can fix the
terms on which it will hand the territory over to “trusteeship”
and can retain effective control behind the new facade. Such
legalistic devices could clearly not dispose of so explosive a
question as Formosa, but “trusteeship” was enough to keep
Washington and Peking embroiled, and prevent the stabiliza-
tion of relations with the new China.

The same unspoken considerations which lay beneath the
dispute over Formosa were also to be found under the surface
of the related dispute over the question of a Japanese peace
treaty. From the standpoint of those who wanted war with the
Soviet Union, or thought it inevitable, Japan was the most
valuable American base in the Far East, and a vast reservoir of
first-rate military manpower. To end the occupation and give
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up this base was, from this point of view, folly. From the stand-
point of those who hoped for peace, the continued occupation
of Japan, its utilization as a base, and its prospective rearma-
ment were calculated to feed Russian suspicion, maintain ten-
sion, and make war all the more “inevitable.” Here, again, as
in the case of Formosa, the question was really whether one
feared war or peace.

How serious were the implications of the Japanese treaty
issue for those who feared peace may be seen in three columns
on the question which Walter Lippmann wrote in June of
1950. Lippmann spoke for those who favored an early treaty
ending the occupation. He argued from the difficult trans-
Atlantic supply problem in the last war that a commitment to
feed and defend a nation twice as populous as the United
Kingdom and twice as far away, with no merchant marine of
its own, would be a defense liability. This was true. But if one
felt, as many of the American military did, that war could not
be avoided, then Japan became an invaluable taking-off point
for bombers even if it had to be sacrificed later.

In the fina] Lippmann article, one can see what most alarmed
the “preventive war” crowd. For Lippmann argued that the
real way to protect Japan from Soviet expansion was to “neu-
tralize” the country and then give it an American guarantee
against aggression. This would ease tension by assuring the
Russians and Chinese that Japan would not be utilized as a
base for American aggression while putting them on notice
that any attack on Japan would mean war with the United
States. Japan itself would be allowed limited rearmament for
self-defense “‘and for internal security.”

Lippmann then suggested that “developments of this sort
in Japan” would have *“great repercussions in Germany and
in Europe.” The application of such a policy to Japan would
“raise the question of when the occupation of Germany, which
causes the military partition of Europe, is to end. This is the
supreme European question. It is the crux of the problem of
‘peace.’ If the occupation of Japan can end, then men will be
sure to ask why the occupation of Europe should not end also.”
These quiet words were dynamite.
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The perspective opened by Lippmann’s final observation
on the significance of an early Japanese peace treaty, made
the week before the Korean War began. was possible only to
those with attitudes fast disappearing in America. To look at
the world in this way required (1) good-will toward other
men, whatever their system of society, and (2), more funda-
mentally, a faith in one’s own society and in freedom so deep
and unshakable as to be impervious to the panic urge of fear
and hate. These were indeed the characteristics of Franklin
D. Roosevelt and of the Roosevelt era. By 1950 they had been
made to seem naive, outmoded, and dangerous—if not down-
right subversive.

The new perspective coming to power, not yet but almost
fully dominant in Washington, had a brilliant but paranoid
logic. To end the occupation of Japan and Germany with
their “neutralization” would be to leave them free to resume
their normal trade ties, the former with China, the latter with
Eastern Europe. But to permit this trade to be resumed with
a Communist China and a Communist East Europe would be
to free Germany and Japan from the economic needs which
bound them to the dollar and made it possible to use them
for that war which obsessed this particular mentality. Worse,
this trade would mean allowing Germany and Japan to con-
tribute to the reconstruction and the industrialization of these
backward areas, ending their exploitation as reservoirs of
cheap materials and cheap labor, and demonstrating the
creative possibility of socialism for such areas, however re-
pellent the regimes from the standpoint of personal liberty
and intellectual freedom. Capitalist America’s evident fear of
peaceful competition testified to an ignominious lack of faith.
Somewhat similar anxieties explained the iron curtain erected
round the Soviet bloc lest nascent socialism look too fright-
fully austere beside the lush pastures of American capitalism.
It was this mutual fear, itself the reflection of a subconscious
unwilling admiration, which bound Washington and Moscow
to each other in a cold war which brought out the worst in
both, like a dreadful marriage of hate.



CHAPTER 6

*
Time Was Short

quickly. Elections there on June 4, as in Korea on May

30, injected a new element of instability into the situation.

In Washington, Truman had finally sided with Acheson in
favor of an early peace. In Japan, public opinion was growing
unhappy over continued occupation. The elections for the
upper house of the Japanese legislature showed that the Lib-
erals, the right-wing pro-American government party, which
favored a separate treaty with the United States, could com-
mand no clear majority. Its percentage of the vote polled fell
from 45 to 36 percent. The Ryokufukai, a group of independ-
ent conservatives who had usually supported the government,
now “tended to support . . . the Opposition parties’ demand
for a general peace treaty and thereafter the removal of Ameri-
can bases from Japan.” The big surprise of the elections, ac-
cording to Frank Hawley, the Tokyo correspondent of the
London Times, whom MacArthur found unpalatably inde-
pendent-minded, was the emergence of the Socialists as the
second largest party in the upper house, with 61 votes to the
Liberal Party’s 76. The Socialists were the leaders of the op-
position to a treaty which would exclude the Chinese and the
Russians and allow the Americans to keep their bases in Japan.
“Both General MacArthur’s Headquarters and Mr. Yoshida
(the Liberal Prime Minister),” Hawley cabled, just a few days
before he was declared persona non grata at MacArthur Head-
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quarters, “were today engaged in propaganda to convince the
world of the pro-American feelings of the present Japanese
government, so that a separate peace treaty can quickly be
pushed through. The election results are for that reason in-
terpreted officially in a manner that dumfounded Japanese
observers. The significant results are the great increase in the
strength of the moderate Socialist Party, and the defeat of the
Communists.”

Though the elections showed that the Communists had won
not more than four and perhaps as few as two of the 132 seats
involved in the election, MacArthur continued to press vigor-
ously for their outlawry, despite the “free” constitution he had
himself imposed on Japan. Perhaps the secret of this concern
with an internal Communist danger of pygmy proportions
may be read between the lines of an editorial in the Tokyo
Asahi which warned that “such action [outlawing the Com-
munists] might prove incompatible with Japan’s desire not to
be involved in any international conflict.” Perhaps it was the
desire to commit the Yoshida government firmly to the West-
ern camp which explains the pressure on it to declare the
Communist Party illegal, and the Yoshida government’s stub-
born reluctance to make any such move. Two days after the
elections, MacArthur himself ordered the twenty-four mem-
bers of the Central Committee of the Communist Party purged
from public life, an order which brought a protest from the
Russian representative on the Allied Council in Tokyo.

Perhaps MacArthur also had in mind the need to strengthen
those elements which in Japan, as in Germany, could alone be
trusted to engage wholeheartedly in remobilization for war.
“Leading financial circles,” the London Times correspondent
reported after the MacArthur purge order, “declared today
that, while Communism is incompatible with the reconstruc-
tion of this country, efforts must be taken to prevent the
present government from reestablishing ‘special secret police.’
Everywhere today there is the fear that now, with the backing
of the allied authorities, nothing will be allowed to stand in
the way of the revival of the old totalitarianism. . . . Many
Japanese express the hope that the Supreme Commander will
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come to realize that, as the old Japanese proverb puts it, ‘It is
dangerous to hunt tigers with wolves.’ ”

When Searetary Johnson and General Bradley arrived in
Japan on June 18 for their conferences with MacArthur, John-
son revealed unsuspected gifts as a humorist by saying,
“Freedom-loving people everywhere are encouraged by what
is happening in Japan.” In the wake of attacks on GIs in
Tokyo on Memorial Day, the first such outbreak since the
occupation began, a ban had been imposed on all rallies and
demonstrations “of an extreme nature”—a ban so rigidly
enforced that (according to the London Times) even a lecture
on hygiene and a violin concert had to be abandoned. The
day before Johnson arrived, the ban had been lifted under
pressure from Allied Headquarters where a spokesman said,
“We are not going to allow re-creation of a police state in
Japan”—one of the few times that Allied Headquarters made
itself felt in MacArthur’s realm.

The arrival of Johnson, Bradley, and Dulles for conferences
with MacArthur came, according to the London Times cor-
respondent, at a time “when there is a feeling of greater tense-
ness than there has been for at least two or three years.” The
newspaper Asahi was quoted as saying sadly that “it could
have wished that Mr. Dulles could hear also the voice of the
people, which has no voice.”

While the Japanese people were hoping for peace, the
American and British military seem to have been planning for
war. There is no stranger coincidence in this story of strange
coincidences than the fact that the British, Australian, and
American military authorities should have held top-level con-
ferences in the Pacific area just before the Korean fighting
broke out. If there had indeed been a decision to risk a civil
war in Korea, such conferences were a necessary measure of
foresight. Korea had been a strategic crossroads for centuries,
trampled by contending Chinese, Russian, Japanese, and more
recently American, armies. The Japanese saw it as a pistol
aimed at them from the mainland; the Chinese, as the historic
bridgehead for Japanese penetration into their country; the
Russians, as a threat to Vladivostok; the Americans, as a key
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point in the noose of “containment” with which they hoped
to choke off any further expansion of Communism. Were war
to break out between the Russian satellite north of the 38th
Parallel and the American satellite south of the Parallel,
there was obvious danger of a clash between their respective
sponsoring powers, since first one and then the other might be
led to intervene. War in Korea might easily become—it may
still prove to be—the beginning of World War III.

Was this possibility considered at the top-level military con-
ferences which preceded the beginning of the war? Was this
possibility, perhaps, the real occasion for these conferences?
We do not know. Little is known of the conferences held with
MacArthur in Tokyo by General Omar Bradley, head of the
United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Secretary of Defense
Louis Johnson. Less is known of those held in Australia.

The Sunday before the war began, the authoritative London
Observer published a dispatch from its correspondent in Syd-
ney saying that “unparalleled peacetime security precautions
are being taken concerning the conferences now proceeding in
Melbourne of the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, Field
Marshal Sir William Slim, and the Australian defense chiefs.”
All that could be learned was that the conference dealt with
the coordination of Commonwealth defenses “with particular
emphasis on the Pacific in view of the growing Communist
menace south from China.” United States representatives did
not take part, but “American liaison officers in Melbourne are
being informed of decisions.” Did these liaison officers ex-
change intelligence information? Was the Imperial General
Staff apprised of the preparations which might portend war
on the 38th Parallel? Did it consider what might happen if
the war spread to China and China struck back, perhaps at
Malaya, source of the tin and rubber so vital to the American
and West European war machines?

More attention was paid to the flight of Bradley and John-
son to Tokyo, though not much more is known about their
purpose and talks. Two explanations were given at the time
for their visit to MacArthur. One was that the head of the
United States Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of De-
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fense, the top military and civilian officials respectively of the
American military machine, had gone off on “a tour of in-
spection.” The other was that they were to discuss with Mac-
Arthur the security aspects of a Japanese peace treaty. Some
light was shed on both explanations by a dispatch which the
New York Times published from its veteran Tokyo corre-
spondent, Lindesay Parrott, on June 20, five days before the
war began.

The Japanese were hoping that a peace treaty would be the
result of these conferences. Parrott cabled that these hopes
had been “reduced” by a blunt statement from MacArthur
Headquarters which said: “The purpose of Secretary Johnson’s
visit is to inspect the installations, operations and organization
of the Far East command and does not involve the political
situation in the Far East.” Parrott did not seem to think too
highly of this explanation either, for he went on to say that
“the confidential atmosphere in which the conferences are
being held indicates that they are of rather greater importance
than a discussion of the condition of barracks, the progress of
training and other routine matters that would scarcely bring
top defense officials all the way from Washington to Tokyo.”

Bradley and Johnson themselves, when interviewed on ar-
rival in Tokyo June 17, would only say cryptically that “they
had come to learn facts ‘affecting the security of the United
States and the peace of the world.” ” The information reported
by American intelligence on the imminent possibility of an
attack in Korea would seem to qualify for inclusion in facts
“affecting the security of the United States and the peace of
the world.” General Bradley and Secretary Johnson spent three
days being briefed on the military situation in the Far East
by General MacArthur and his staff. Was nothing said about
the information from Korea?

If the Korean situation was discussed, did no one suggest
the possibility of heading off an attack by alerting American
and world public opinion—as it has more recently been alerted
on the possible danger to Yugoslavia? Or was it decided to
keep silent about the danger, though it might finally bring
about that long-expected conflict with the USSR? The evi-
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dence, meager as it is, does suggest that MacArthur, Bradley,
and Johnson did pay considerable attention to the possibility
of war with Russia.

The fullest account of the content of the Tokyo discussions
seems to have been supplied by Richard Hughes, one of the
best-informed British correspondents in Tokyo. In a cable
to his paper, the London Sunday Times, on the eve of the
conferences, Hughes supplied the content of an advance brief-
ing on what MacArthur intended to discuss with Bradley and
Johnson. This seemed to indicate that MacArthur’s primary
concern was war with Russia.

While the Japanese were waiting eagerly for a peace treaty
which would finally free them from occupation, MacArthur's
concern seemed to be how to satisfy this desire for a peace
treaty without giving up the occupation. His thesis, as re-
ported by Hughes, was to be that “American armed forces
must be retained in Japan for the duration of the cold war
at no less than their present occupation strength . . . whatever
the decision on a theoretical ‘separate peace treaty.’” The
reason was that Japan would be needed if the cold war turned
hot.

Hughes went on to explain that existing occupation bases
in Japan were “held to be essential for American interception
of Soviet bombers flying over the roof of the world to attack
American cities, and for effective counterattack on Soviet air
bases in the Vladivostok area.” MacArthur and his aides
would insist that “sober military necessity must override po-
litical arguments for the withdrawal of American forces.”
They would point out that while Okinawa was 1000 miles
from Vladivostok, the B-29 airfield on North Honshu was only
500 miles from the Soviet window on the Pacific.

The detailed military calculations reported by Hughes
showed how intense was the preoccupation of Tokyo Head-
quarters with a possible Russian war. Hughes was even given
a kind of preview. He was told that the existing occupation
forces should be able to resist invasion, though Russian sub-
marines “could isolate Japan at the outbreak of war,” and it
would be necessary to organize “an airlift of hundreds of
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planes . . . for supplies.” Hughes quoted “a high American
officer” as saying, “Japan will not be a second Bataan.” The
Russians, according to this officer, could “bomb Tokyo and
other cities and all our airfields. But our counterattack could
destroy Vladivostok and its supply dumps, cut the Trans-
Siberian Railway to pieces and throw open all Siberian centers
to round-the-clock attack.”

No American correspondent seems to have cabled any such
detailed account of what was on the mind of Tokyo Head-
quarters. The news reports on the conference were very meager
but Lindesay Parrott did report to the New York Times that
the three-day briefing given Johnson and Bradley “was said
to have included the most accurate information available here
on the Soviet Union’s military position on the mainland and
its potentialities for aggression in the Pacific in case of war.”
If this was just the usual sort of thing general staffs engage in,
why did Johnson and Bradley have to fly the Pacific for routine
theoretical war planning? Why just at the time intelligence
reports showed war in Korea was an imminent possibility?



CHAPTER 7
*

The Stage Was Set

T IS as if the scene had been set with masterly care. On
the eve of the war, there was no indication that Mac-
Arthur and the MacArthurites disagreed with the Ameri-

can government’s decision that Korea was outside the Ameri-
can defense perimeter. From all appearance, an attack by the
North on the South seemed to be accepted as inevitable and
deplorable but of no vital American concern. The visit of
John Foster Dulles to Korea, and the ensuing conferences in
Tokyo among MacArthur, Dulles, Louis Johnson, and Brad-
ley, produced no word of warning to the Communist world
against an attack on South Korea, nor any statement to alert
public opinion back home to the intelligence reports which
for several weeks had indicated a steady buildup of forces
north of the Parallel. After May 11, as if by agreement, the
South Korean government also kept silent on the danger and
the known inadequacy of its military equipment. The South
Korean army was drawn up in defensive formations. The
United Nations Commission in Korea sent out field observers
who could later attest this lack of offensive design. The in-
structions given the South Korean commanders, according to
the report turned in by these observers the day before the
fighting began, did not “go beyond retirement in case of
attack upon previously prepared positions.” South Korea may
have looked from the North, especially after Rhee’s defeat in
the May 30 elections, like a plum ripe for the picking.
L
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Whether on June 25 the North attacked without provocation
or went over to the offensive after an attack from the South,
the attempt to pick that tempting plum solved many political
problems on the anti-Communist side. Within two days it gave
Chiang Kaishek American protection against an invasion
from the mainland. It shelved the question of a general peace
treaty for Japan and put off the withdrawal of occupation
troops and the abandonment of American bases there. It gave
Syngman Rhee, long sourly regarded by the State Department,
a sudden respectability and the support of the United States
and the United Nations at the very moment when his hold
on South Korea seemed to have been ended by the convocation
of the new legislature on June 19.

Conversely, the attack created new problems on the Com-
munist side. The Chinese Reds could not proceed with the
occupation of Formosa, to which they were committed, with-
out coming into frontal conflict with the United States. Those
Japanese bomber bases so near Vladivostok were to be retained
by the United States indefinitely. The hope that the South
Korean regime would collapse under the impact of the first
free elections, the Northern demands for unification, the pos-
sibility of an easy “liberation” march southward from the
38th Parallel—all these vanished.

The repercussions were equally disadvantageous to Moscow
on the broader panorama of world affairs. Trygve Lie’s lonely
pilgrimage for peace, between a hostile Washington trying to
blanket peace with “total diplomacy” and a suspicious Moscow
unwilling to appear too anxious, was brought to a sudden end;
his appeal for direct peace talks between Washington and
Moscow was made public and buried in the same day’s news-
papers which brought the tragic news of the Korean War.
What Moscow most feared, the campaign to rearm the Ger-
mans as well as the Japanese, was given a sudden impetus in
Washington. Finally, the mobilization of America’s vast in-
dustrial power was set in motion for war, and “containment”
in a more severe form than before was extended from the
Atlantic to the Pacific—as had long been demanded by Chiang
and MacArthur.
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Could it be that for so minor a prize as South Korea the
Russians were prepared to pay so high a price? Was the war
Stalin’s blunder? Or was it MacArthur’s plan? Did the attack
begin from the North? Or could it be that, with the scene set
and the ensuing political strategy planned, the Northern
attack was deliberately provoked by minor forays from the
South—as the North Koreans claimed? Has the real truth
been hidden in the murk of dispute between pro-Communists
and anti-Communists, the former unwilling to admit that the
North may well have prepared and planned an invasion, the
latter unwilling to look at facts which cast any shadow on
South Korea’s role as the poor little Serbia or Belgium of what
might become World War III? The hypothesis that invasion
was encouraged po