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This paper attemptl”to reconstruct from contemporary newspaper

¢
s

accounts and the MacArthur hLearings the way in which U,S., policy-
makers perceived and irterpreted the North Korean aggression. An
attempt is also made to show that the U.5., reaction to the aggression
was influenced by uncertainty as to broader Soviet intentions. )
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U,5, KEACTION TO NORTH KOKEAN AGGHESSJION

Alexander L. George

The protlem of meeting local communist aggression has long
rerplexed and divided U,3, policy-makers and publiec opinion. 1In
the "new lock" at military strategy and foreign policy the question
of deterring peripheral communist aggression remains of pressing
imwportance, It is difficult to foresee the impact of recent weapons
developm. ats and the passing of the U.S, thermonuclear monopoly
upor. tre redefinition of U.S. strategy for discouraging and meetineg
local aggression in various parts of the world., Nonetheless, it
mavy be reasonably assumed that in the future even more than in the
rast U... policy-makers will have to calculate risks of the most
serious kind in determining how the United States should respond
to the threat or actuality of communist moves in peripheral areas,

In considering the risks of alternative policies with respect
to local communist aggression, U.S. policy-makers will inevitably
make assumptions about general Soviet political strategy and the
"characteristic" ways in which Soviet leaders behave in different
international situations. For present purposes it is convenient
to distinguish twvo types of policy assumptions: intelligence
estimates and geperal principles of behavior attributed to the
opponent. Intelligence estimates covering the familiar problems
of enemy capabilities and intentions are usually explicit; their
role ir policy-making i{s usually more or less formalized, and, as

a result, they lend themselves readily to historical analysis.
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But policy 1s also frequently based upon assumptions about the
characteristic ways in which an opponent belaves, A well-known and
influential example of such an analysis is George Kennan's "The
Sources of Soviet Conduct,”" which appeared initially in the July,
1947, issue of Foreixn Affairs under the pseudonym "Mr, X."
Assumptions of .nis sort are not always fully articulated in any
given poli_.y decision; nor does the total group of assur tions made
by policy-makers about any opporent at various times always compr::
a self-consistent and integrated set of propositions about his
behavior patterns., Furthermore, many of trese assumptions may be
stated in such general terms that their application in concrete
situations is often ambiguous., For these reasons, retrospective
appraisals of their adequacy are the more difficult and perhaps
the more necessary,

The present case study attempts to {llustrate the importance
of these two types of policy assumptions in the U.S. decision to
zeet local communist aggression in Korea. Accordingly, first, an
attempt is made to reconstrret the general picture of Soviet
strategic intentions held by U,S. policy-makers prior to the North
Korean attack. Second, we try to show that these pre-existing
expectations regarding Soviet intentions influenced the way in whir:
the North Korean attack was perceived and assessed by U.3, policy-
makers, We note, particularly, that U,S, policy-makers found it
difficult to arrive {immediately at a consistent, unambiguous inter-
pretation of the oroadar strategic significance of the local aggres:
in Korea. The resulting uncertainty as to world-wide Soviet intenti
complicated for U.S. policy-makers the task of responding quickly ai
effectively to the local aggression itself,
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Third, we note that the U.S. reaction to the North Korean
attack involved an'abrupt reversal of the basie U.S. strategic
plan for the Far East. Prior to the North Korean attack, U.S.
planning had ruled out for strategic and military reasons any
commitment of U.S. forces to defend South Koreaj evidently it
had not been foreseen that other considerations might dictate
direct involvement of U.S. forces in the defense of South Korea.
Fourth, we consider what impact, if any, uncertainty as to Soviet
intentions had upon the manner in which U.S. forces were committed
to the defense of South Korea. Finally, certain aspects of initial
U.S. policy moves in response to the North Korean aggression are
analyzed in terms of the familiar policy problem of effectively
coordinating means and objectives. We focus particularly on the
guestion whether means chosen to implement certain objectives
(deterrence of Soviet aggression elsewhere and avoidance of Soviet
intervention in Korea) had unforeseen and unfortunate consequences
for the realization of another U.S. policy objective, namely the

"voluntary" withdrawal of the North Korean forces to the 38th

3 Parallel.

The present study covers only the initial U.68. policy reactions

,? to the outbreak of war in Komm, in the first week or ten days fole
3; lowing the North Korean invasion. When this study was undertaken,
i; in late autumn 1950, only newspaper materials were available for

3 reéearch purposes. Accordingly, the study was regarded as a pilot

study which, while it could not yield definitive findings, might

’
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at least formulate specific hypotheses for testing in the event
more authoritative data became avajilable,*

come months after the original version of this study was
completed, hearings were held by the 3enate on the dismissal of
General MacArthur,** These hearings went into certain aspects of
U.5. poliecy in the Far tast exhaustively, if also repetitively,
and :ncluded the detailed testimony of some nf the principal par-
ticipants in the formation o€ the U.3. policy reaction to the Nort’
Korean attack,*** Disclosures made irn the course of the MacArthur
nearings, therefore, provide an opportunity to validate some of -
findings of the original study of the U.S. policy reaction. Becaus
the problem of validating an analysis of U.S. policy based on news-
paper acecounts is of.some interest in {tself, an effort is made ir
this article to reproduce the essential points of the original stu
and to comment separately or the extent to which disclosures at the
MacArthur heerings confirm or disconfirm impressions derived earlie

from newspaper accounts.

. As originally carried t, the study was based entirely upon
the accounts of U,S, cy appearing in two newspapers:

Zh!.ﬂ21512235513£l ar.  _ue h ost. (Only ‘hose
dispatches a commentaries which claimed to present or refle-

the views of U,5, policy-makers were included. Private esti-
mates, sgch as those of Walter Lippmann, have been labelled
as such,

¢+ Military §1§gig122 és the Far Egg;, Hearings before the
Committee on Arme rvices a the Committee on Foreign
helations, United States Senate, 32nd Congress, lst Session,
To Corduct an Inquiry into the Military Situat{on in the Far
zast and the Facts Surrouwrding the Relief of General of the

Army Douglas MacArthur from his Assignment to that Area.
Wwashingtor, 1951. (Hererafter cited as Hearipgs, Part and Page

se¢  Secretariee of State and Defense (Acheson and Johnson) and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (Bradley, Collins, Sherman, and Vandenbe
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Judging by newspaper accounts, the U.S, estimte of Soviet

strategic intentions immediately and for some time prior to
June 29, 1950, included two important expectations:
(1) It was thought that there was no immediate danger
of an armed attack upon South Korea, though some form of

communist action elsewhere in the world in the coming
months was expected;

] (2) 1t was also thought that the Politburo would not
F engage in overt forms of aggression which accepted the
§ risk of general war for the present and for several

years hence,
Both of these expectations were rudely challenged by the North
Korean attack, Most of the newspaper accounts examined for the
1 period immediately following the North Korean attack indicated

that U,S, intelligence had not succeeded in alerting top policy-

makers to the forthcoming attack.*

If an overt military attack upon Korea itself was rnot clearly
foreseen, top level U,S. intelligence would seem to have called
attentibn to communist plans for action in many other places
throughout the world during the coming summer months.** The prior

expectation of communist moves in areas other than Korea influenced

* See, for exumple, Reston in N y July 2, 1950; Childs in
W,P,, July 8, 1950, Tactical rather than strategic surprise
was reported by Lindesay Parrott from Tokyo, , June 26,
1950, CIA's awareness of North Korean capabilities for such
an attack was indicated by Admiral Hillenkoeter (N,Y.T.,
June 26, 1950). On the other hand, several accounts suggested
that the timing of the attack was not entirely unforeseen,
(Whitney, N,Y,T,, June 26, 1950; Drew Pearson, W,P,, June 29,1950.)

** See, for example, Pearson, W,P,, July 7 and 10; Baldwin, N.Y.T.,
July 2; Alsops, W,P,, July 3.
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the manner in which U.S. policy-makers perceived and reacted to
the unexpected lorth Korean attack. First, having been alerted
to the possibility of communist actions elsewhere, some U.S. policy
makers seriously considered whether the North Korean attack itself
was not simply an initial diversionary move to be followed by other
{mportant communist agpressions, 3Jecond, and less important, U.S.
policy-makers were interested to some extent in accounting for the
timing of the North Korean attack.®* |

The fact that the attack upon South Korea tosk the form of
naked military aggression doubtless made a deep impression upon
the minds of U.S. policy-makers, It seems to have contradicted

an iwportant assumption held at the time by U.S. officials that,

. Two interpretations which rested upon an analysis of the

timing of the North Korean attack may be briefly noted here,

One, which saw the North Korean attack as a Politburo response

to &eveloping U.S. policy in the Far Fast, 1s discussel helow,
p. 13. The other held that the North Korean attack was timad
to beat the arrival of U.S. arms aid to South Korea, which was
on thehgh seag when the attack was launched (cf., Pearson,
W,P,, June 29; Walz, u‘x=§‘ June 2¢(). This second inter-
pretation is not discuss *urther in this report.

Accading to Drew Pearson, the U.S. Ambassador to the Republic
of Korea, Muccio, had warned of the coming attack during his
visit to Washington in May. As a result, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had authorized shipment of heavy artillery, capable of
stopping Soviet tanks, his artillery was actuaily on the
high seas when the attack tegan (W,P,, June 29). It has not
been possidble to substantiate this point on the basis of dis-
closures in the MacArthur hearings. The military equipment
referred to by Acheson as being in transit at the time of the
attack would not appear to warrant the significance attached
to it in these newspaper accounts. (Hearings, Part 3, p. 1993
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...while the Russians would continue trying to gain their
ends by indirect aggression through the Communist parties,
they would hesitate to use force, at least until they were

at the top of their military strength, some time between

1952 and 195k,

...The Korean Communists' attack has forced reconsideration

of this theory...best guess here is that a speed-up in all

military programs will now be ordered. (Reston, N,Y.T.,

June 27, 1950.)

Similarly, the Alsops reported:

/Korea/ has knocked the basic assumption underlying American

policy into a cocked hat., This assumption was that the

Kremiin was not now ready, and would not oe ready for some

years, to risk a world war. Yet the Kremlin has clearly

and consciously risked a world war., This in turn means

trat wagshington has been mistaken about Soviet capabilities

and irntentions. (W,P,, July 5, 1950.)

The preceding impressions, derived from contemporary newspaper
aiccounts, were confirmed to a considerable extent by disclosures
at the MacArthur hearings. However, points made rather clearly
in the press were merely alluded to or implied in testimony at
the hearings. That U.S. intelligence did not alert policy-makers
to the North Korean attack was confirmed amply and in some detail
by Acheson and Johnson.*® Despite de.etions from his testimony,
General Bradley conveyed the idea that policy-makers had been con-
cerned over the possibility of communist moves in other areas, and
that they thought that the North Korean attack meant that the Soviets

were in a position to be w 1lling to risk war (i.e,, World War III),**

- According to Acheson, the possibility of a North I  an attack
had been recognized for some time but was not regarded as immi-
nent. Rather, the general view was that the communists would
continue past efforts to take over South Korea by means short
of war. (Hearipgs, Part 3, pp. 1990-1932.) Johnson stressed
that intelligence had cried "wolf" so many times that indicators of
an attack were not taken seriously. (Ibid,, Part b, pp. 2572,
2533-2584, 2589, 2611.) On CIA warnings, see also {bid,,

Part 1, pp. 239, 436, SMS.

=+  Ibid,, Part 2, pp. 42, 954, 971. See also testimony of

Johnson, Part 4, pp. 2%85, §630.



pP-522

r T e No re Attack

What were the motivations and calculations underlying the North
Korean attack? How were broader Soviet strategic intentions to be
interpreted? In the hours and days immediately following the attack,
when decisions of crucial policy importance had to dbe made, these
questions were particularly urgent., But they remained questions
for snalysis and speculation for months after the invasion of
South Korea was launched,

In considering these questions, U.S. policy-makers had to
drav not only on whatever "indicators” the situation itself offered,
They could take their bearings as well by reference to available
assumptions adbout Soviet dbehavior, the characteristic approach of
Soviet leaders to international problems. 1In addition to "lessons
of experience" gained in dealing with earlier aggressive Soviet
mov ~s, there had been available to policy-makers the analysis of
"The Sources of Soviet Conduct" by George Kennan, at that time
Director of the Policy Planning Staff of the State Department.®
But, as the newspaper accounts axamined suggest, Kennan's thests
was neither uniforamly accepted nor uniformly interpreted by all
U.S, officials influential in formulating a policy reaction to
Korea. And while interpretations of the North Korean attack based
on the Kennan thesis wvere influential in shaping the U.S. policy
reaction, this reaction appears from conteaporary newspaper accounts

to have been the result of competing views and calculations,

. It was reported that among the papers upon which President Truman
based his decision to aid@ South Korea were the final contributions
of Kennan before he left for his new assignment at Princeton
University. (Alsops, W,P,, July 2, 1950.
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At this point we will briefly reconstruct from contemporary
newspaper accounts different interpretations of the Korth Korean
attack made within U.S. policy-making circles.®* Then wve will check
our impression of the official interpretations of the North Korean
attack, derived froms newspaper accounts, against the MacArthur
hearings, in order to note whether we have correctly characterized
the climate of opinion in this respect within policy-making circles
at the time, .

| A. The "Diversioparv Move" Interpretation

; The fact that U,S. policy-makers had been alerted to the
possibility of a series of commsunist actions at various points
throughout the world, but pot to the attack a;a;nst South Korea,
may have encouraged some of them to suspect that the North Korean

attack was a diversionary move, Thus, Hanson Baldwin wrote:

The background of our intelligence reports at the time
of the Korean invasion showed that the Communists in
many parts of the world were preparing a pattern of
conquest for this summer, and Korez was only the first

step.... (N X.T,., July 2.)
This interpretation may have been held by some important ailitary

men--for example, General Omar Bradley. According to Drew Pearson's

:
1

"inside" account of Truman's meeting of policy advisers on June 25th,
Bradley raised the question whether the RNorth Korean attack vas
merely a diversion for the major Soviet blow, possibly against

Iran. (W,P,, June 30, July 3.)

. A number of other interpretations of the North Korean attack
were noted in newspaper accounts examined, These are not dis-
cussed inthe report since evidence was lacking that they were
shirod by U.S. policy-makers or influenced the development of
policy.
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If U.S. policy-makers accepted the "diversion" interpretation

of the North Korean attack, it wouid logically follow that they

would be reluctant to commit important U,S. military forces to

Korea because of the possibility that they »‘s't soon be needed

elsewhere, Reston reported in this vein:

Some of the soldlers naturally hesitated to disperse
United States forces too much. General Bradley, in
particular, has been warning that we must keep our eye

on the central target, which, in his judgment, still lies
in Europe. (N,Y,T., June 28, 1350.)

Iater, Keston noted more explicitly:

Some men high in this Government really believe that the
hussians have moved out of what is called thie defensive
phase of their policy, and are now planning a big war,
of which Korea is the first diversionary phase....

(hX.T,, July 23, 195Q)

The "3Soft-Spo obing" Interpretation

Probably derived from Kennan's analysis of Soviet behavior was

the interpretation of the North Korean attack as a "probing" of a

"soft-spot."

The first indication that this thesis was being entertained and

would influence policy came in a report on Truman's attitude as he

was leaving Kansas City for Washington on June 25.

It was understood that the President...planned to be as
decisive as possible, within the framework of United Gtates
foreign policy. This policy 1s based on meeting the Soviet
Union's moves everywhere possible by creating situations

of strength. (Leviero, N,Y.T,, June 26.)

And, it was reported (Friendly, W,P,, June 23), "the State Departmer

consensus is that the Korean sttack is another bit of 'feeling out,"

0of probing for soft spots.,”
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After a month's time in which to consider the question of
Soviet intentions behind tiuie North Korean attack, some officials
in the U.3. government, said to be experienced in dealing with
the Russians, were reported to hold the following views:

They concade the Russians have, by resorting to armed
aggression, consciously adopted a much more risky and
defiant poiicy.... But they are still of the cpinion
that the Russians were trying for a quick and easy
victory in Korea and that they were not trying to get
us off balance in order to start a major all-out war.
(Reston, N,Y,T,, July 23.)

C. he "Te " retatio

Many newspaper accounts attributed to U.S. policy-makers the
view that the North Korean move was intended to "test” the wiil
of anti-communist countries to resist open armed aggression by
communist forces. In this connection, the naked military character
of the North Korean aggression énd the fact that it involved a
sudden, massive employment of official armed forces across a

i clear-cut territorial boundary appears to have been responsible

for calling to mind a historical parallel with Hitler's early
aggressions.
Thus, the N.Y.T. correspondent Jay Walz reported (June 26)
that sources close to top U.S. policy-makers
...were certain that the North Korean attack was being viewed
as a test of the countries, including the United States, that
are standing up against Communist expansion. 1In such a
light, the march across the North-South Korean border would
appear similar to the attacka that Hitler used to make to
feel out the opposition. ’
The Alsops (W,P., June 28) quoted one of the men who took part
in the crucial policy deliberations at Blair House as saying: '"'This
attack on South Korea is an event like Hitler's re-occupation of the

Rhineland, '
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Arthur Krock reviewed Truman's top policy meetings of
June 25 and 26 in a similar vein:
The global effect of the President's decision [fo oppose
the North Korean aggression/ can be summed up in this way:
Soviet agents for a long time have been asking diplomats,
ard urging their secret agents to furnish, the answer to
the question--"How much further can we expand Cominform
activities without military countermeasures from the
United States?' The President has now given the answer--
"No further." (N,Y,T., June 28; cf. also Albert Friendly,
W.P,, June 28,)
An authoritative version of the "testing" interpretation was
given by John Foster Dulles in an address on July 1:
It seems that the immediate risk /for the Sovietg/
is not general war, but rather that of an experimental

effort to find out whether, under present world conditions,
armed aggression pays. (N, Y.T.. July 2.)

D. " " r

An important addition to some versions of t' "testing" and
"soft-spot" interpretations was the hypothesis that the Soviets
hoped to make of Korea a "demonstration" of their own strength and
of Allied weakness which would have world-wide repercussions. Thus
the Alsops held that the Soviets hoped by such a "demonstration" to
soften up other areas and wveaken the position of anti-communist
leaders in the Far East and Western Europe. (W,P,, June 28.)
(Later the Alsops added that Korea was only the first in a series
of Soviet "demonstrations" of Russian strength and U,S. weakness

designed to lead to the crumbling of the Western will to resist.
ALP., July 3,/)*

. Several days later (June 30), as evidence for this hypothesis,
!g;hing&gg_ﬂgl; editorial reported that the communist press in
Eastern Germany had attempted to capitalize upon the Korean si
ation for German consumption: '",...the Germans were invited to

draw the inference that with the United States' 'desertion' of
Korea, there would be need to 1look to Moscow for 'protection,!
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E. "Soviet Far Eagt Strategy" Inte -etations
Some U.S. policy-makers examined the motivation of the North

Korean attack within the strategic context of clashing Far East
policies and interests. In these accounts the question of Soviet
intentions assumed a more complex character. Such interpretations
imputed to the Soviet-inspired North Korean action certain defensive
calculations., This stood in marked contrast with interpretations
which made the simple assumption of Soviet aggressive expansionist
tendencies and which regarded the North Korean attack as a sign of
the Soviet "initiative" in Far Last affairs.

A leadiqg interpretation along these lines was offered by
John roster Dulles, reported to be in charge of the State Depart-
mer.t 's preparations for a Japanese peace treaty. His thesis was
trat the North Korean attack was motivated in part by a desire to
oplock U.3, efforts to make Japan a full member of the free world,
The attack was a strategic move to place Japan "between the upper
[i.e., Sakhalip/ and lower jaws of the Russian bear." And, more
broadly, the communists hoped that the Korean invasion would dis-
locate plans being developed by the U.,S, for positive and constructive
policies to check the rising tide 5f communism in Asia and in the
Pacific, Thus, the attack had dbeen ordered, also, because the
comnunists could not tolerate the "hopeful, attractive Asiatic
experiment in democracy" that was under way in South Korea and
which they had been unable to destroy by indirect aggression.
(3peech of July 13 reported in N,YX.I,, July 2.)
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A similar interpretation of the North Korean move "as an
answer to United States policy" regarding a separate peace treaty
with Japan was reported from Tokyo. (Parrott, N.Y.T,, June 26, 195¢C
Later, some (unidentified) U.S. policy-makers "experienced in Russia
affairs" were reported to be reasoning along similar lines. (HRestor
N.Y.T., July 23.)

In sum, according to this interpretation, the North Korean
attack had a limited objective, that of securing an improvexzent
of the Soviet strategic position vig-3-vis Japan, which the United

States was not expected to oppose,

The MacArthur hearings contained very little on the iﬁterpre-
tations given the North Korean attack at the time, The "diversion”
interpretation was clearly implied in Bradley's remarks, thus con-
firming the attridbution of such views to him by newspapermer. at
the time. (See above, pp. 9-10.) Bradley was also able to recall,
though with some difficulty, that the historical parallel with
lidtler's early aggressions was also in "the back of our minds."
(Cf. Hearings, Part 2, pp. 9%, 971.) Johnson‘s statement of the
reasons for entering the Korean conflict possibly implies the
"testing” and "demonstration" interpretations. (Hearings, Part b,
p. 2585.)

In important respects these several interpretations of the
significance of the North Korean attack did not constitute a clear-

cut, unambiguous view of broader 3Soviet strategic intentions. The
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conflicting elements in these interpretations, it may be noted,
centered precisely on the questions of major relevance for developing
a U.S.policy reaction to the North Korean attack: Did the North
Korean attack signify Soviet general war intentions or, at least,

a greater readiness to risk such a var? Was it part of a plan for

a series of communist aggressions; if so, how rigidly determined

C b e AR ASBIMs oot = 0

was this plan? How important was Korea to the Politburo? Wwhat
conditions and means would be required to force a Soviet "withdrawal"
from tihe Korean venture?

The "diversion" and "soft-spot probing" interpretations
assumed different answers to the question whether the Politburo
wanted or was ready to risk a general var. The expectation of a
series of Soviet moves, in the "diversion" interpretation, implied
a Soviet willingness to take greater risks. In contrast, the
"soft-spot probing" thesis, stemming no doubt from Kennan's general
analysis of Soviet conduct, minimized the possdility that the
Politburo was bent on general war or that it was consciously taking
serious risks of general war,

Both the "diversion" and the "testing"” interpretations held

"that Moscow had plans for a vhole series of aggressive actions in

; trhe coming months. But, in contrast to the "diversion™ hypothesis,

: the "testing" theory 414 not regard the schedule of communist actions
to be rigidly determined. Rather, the "testing" theory held that

the U,.S.5.R. would hold back from other moves it had planned if

the free nations reacted firmly to the North Korean aggression.

(Note the similarity of the "testing"” interpretation in this

respect to the "soft-spot probing" thesis.)
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The "testing" interpretation, though it resembled the “soft-
spot probing" thesis in positing a Soviet withdrawal in the face
of determined resistance, differed significantly from it in implyin:
that, if the free world did not oppose the North Korean aggression,
like Liitler, would be led into further, more dangerous adventures.
(The historical parallel with Hitler was an important element o’ ti-
"testing" interpretation.) In contrast, as we shall note at greatr
length below, Kennan's "soft-spot probing" thesis holds that Sovie
leaders are not carried awvay by local successes into risky "adven-
tures."

Most versions of the "testing," "soft-spot probing," and
"demonstration" interpretations rested on geperalized estimates o€
Soviet intentions and lacked a specific evaluation of Soviet strat:
in the Far East. This omission was serious insofar as it might
have led to oversimplification and underestimation of the Soviet
conception of its interest in regard to Korea, Was the underlying
Soviet intention in this instance no different from that present
in any other 3wiet "proding™ action? Strategic analyses which
placed the North Korean attack in the larger context of Far Eastern
developments (see above) implied othervise. They portrayed the
communist move in Korea as a respopge (contrast with "soft-spot
probing”) to certain U.S, policies and as an anticipation of a
forthecoming U.S, initiative, namely some sort of arrangement with
Japan which would increase her independence and strength.* An

. A parallel might have been drawn with the Soviet blockade of
Berlin, intended also to forestall, if possidble, an Allied
initiative--the unification of wes{ern Germany.
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important implication of such strategic analyses, it would seem,
was that the general objective aimed at by the Politburo in the
Far East was important enough to rule out a "retreat” except under
considerable pressure,

Thus, the various interpretations noted above not only attri-
buted different intentions to the Soviet move in North Korea, but
they contained, as well, different implications for U.S. policy

efforts to induce a Soviet "withdrawal" from the Korean venture.

There was no indication during the MacArthur hearings that policy-
makers had been conscious of an important divergence in their
interpretations of the North Korean attack., The impact of these
conflicting estimates of the broader strategic significance of the
North Korean attack upon the U,S, policy reaction is considered
later in this article.

S
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Reversal of U,J, Strategic Plan for the Far East

Both conteamporary journalistic accounts and the MacArthur
hearings amply confirm the extent of American unpreparedness for
the contingency which arose on June 25th. More serious than the
intelligence failure and the resulting tactical surprise was the
fact that strategic and foreign policy planning had not foreseen
the course of action which the United States took in response to
the North Korean aggression. This was most dramatically indicated
by the abrupt reversal, after June 25th, of the basic U.S. strategi:
plan for the Far East. At the time of the attack, U.S. strategic
planning did not call for employment of U.,S, forces for the defense
of either Korea or Formosa.* Nor, evidently, had the strategic
plan foreseen any contingencies which might have to be met by an
extension of U.S. military commitments in the Far East. Not only
vas the decision to commit U.S., forces to aid South Korea taken
entirely ad hog, but the major policy decision of June 27 neutraliz-
ing Forsosa and giving the impression of "drawing the line" was

AlRo an isprovisation An atrategic planning.**
. This came out most elonrlx and in considerable detail during tt
PP.

MacArthur hearings. Part 1 f' 2423 Part 2, B{. 758
920, 932, 9661 Nrt &71§£ 1881, 170, 1763, 1818, 18}
oy Part b, pp. 257%, 2575, 2893, 2579¢f, 2897.) But the ess

facts, particularly the reversal on Korea, wvere reported at th
as voll. (See, for example, Kuhn, Y,P., June 27, 19503 Alsops,
June 30, 1950.3

¢s At the hearings, Johnson recalled that at the initial policy
meeting of June 25th at Blair House he had called upon each
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and each of the Secretarie:
of the defense establishment to present their views imividuall:
"Since the Joint Chiefs had no recommendations to make,...A ma,
portion of the evening was taken in individual, unrehearsed, ar
unprepared and uncoordinated statements of the several Chiefs :
the Secretaries."” Just before the meeting adjourned, Johnson
recalled, he said to the President: "!There aretwo things I
haven't ailcuasod with the Secretaries and the Chiefs; I shoulc
like to 4o 30 and will do unless you order me not to,...'" The
first was a proposal that the Seventh Fleet be (gcont'd, on p,
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That U.S. strategic planning for this area prior to the North
Korean attack had contained important gaps was clearer in some
respects in disclosures at the MacArthur hearings than i{n contem-
porary press accounts., The full significance of former Defense
Secretary Louis Johnson's statement that there had been no war plan
for Korea,* however, emerges only when the U.S. policy reaction to
the Korean attack 1s seen in the context of such strategic planning
for the Far East as had taken place.

The importance to U,5, security of various areas in the Far East
had been carefully and continuously considered by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the civilian policy-makers in the twelve to eighteen months
before the attack. Planning decisions as to the use or non-use of
U.S. military forces to ensure the defense of these areas had been
made from the standpoint of the strategic importance of these arecs
to the security of the United States. Thus, from this standpoint,
Korea was clearly not of strategic importance to the United States.**
If South Korea came under mil itsry attack, therefore, the United States
would not act directly with military forece in South Korea's defense,
but, rather, the matter would be considered under the United Yations.

( ! ) ordered to move from the Philippines towards

the area of conflict. The second was a proposal to transfer U.S.

Jets to a base closer to Formosa. Both suggestions were approved.

The decision to densutralise Formosa vas not made, however, until
the following day. (W Pert W, pp. 2580-2881, 2621.)
Acheson and Johnson differ n some respects in recalling how
the decision to deneutralize Formosa wvas mde. (See, for
example, liearings, Part 3, p. 2055; Part 4, pp. 2614-2615.)

* Hearings, Part 4, p, 2671,

** As for Formosa, its strategic importance to the United States
was rated appreciably greater than that of Korea. The official
position was that it was not in the {nterest of the United States
to allow Formosa to fall into the hands of a hostile . How-
ever, because of the limited military capability availadble to the
United States during this period, strategic planning ruled out
the use of U,S, 1111tar{ forces in order to achieve this objective,
Reasons for the reversal of this policy on Pormosa will not be
discussed in this article,
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Was 1t foreseen, during the period of strategic planning pre-
ceding the North Korean aggression, that it might become desirable
or necessary to commit U.S. nilitary ®orces to the defense of Sout§
Korea under the aegis of the United Nations? There is no indicatior
¢f this either in contemporary newspaper accounts or in the MacArtl. .
hearings. Employment of U.S, forces in the de”ense of South Korea
nad been ruled out on the grounds of its low strategic importance .-
U.S. military security. Evidently no thought was given to the posst
bility that other consideratiops might require a commitment of U.S.
forces 1f South Korea were attacked. And yet this is precisely
what took place in the days following June 25th, It i{s not without
significance that the initial decision of June 26 (announced the
foll. ing day) to use U.S. air and naval forces to help the Scuth
Koreans was taken on the initiative of the State Department., As
Johnson recalled, "the military neither recommended it rnor opposed
it," though they did emphasize the "difficulties and limitations"
of such an action. (Hesrings, Part b, pp. 2581, 258ur.)

It i3 true that Acheson, as he recalled at the MacArthur hearir
had intimated in a major policy speech of January 15, 1950, thet an:
attack upon South Korea would be deal)t with through the United Nati
But 1f the "obligetions"” of the U.S., by virtue o’ its membership in
the U.K, were reclly seen as including the possible use of U,S,
military forces as part of U,N, action on behal® of South Korea,
there is no indication that the military implicstion:z of such an
"obligation" or "commitment" were taken into account in U.S,

strategic planning.
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During the MacArthur hearings some of the leading participants
in the decision to commit U.S, forces to the defense of Korea
occasionally implied, in attempting to explain this step, that Korea
vas o political, if not strategic, importance. The clearest intie-
ation that the relationship of the United States to peripheral areas
rests upon factors other than their strategic importance to U.S.
fecurity was given by Acheson.® But the fact that strategic and
military planning for Korea had not been based upon this broader
conception was not explicitly dbrought out in the course of the

lengthy hearings.

What were the unforeseen considerations which led U.S. policy-
makers to reverse strategic plans and comait military forces to the
defense of Korea? Clearly, this reversal was not motivated by a
sudden discovery of the strategic importance of Korea to U.S.
military security.®** The progressive :ommituent of U.,S, forces in
the defense of South Korea was made not in terass of this area's
nilitary and strategic importance to the United States. Rather, the
decision to oppose the JNorth Koreans was motivated by a fear of the

. According to Acheson, although Korea was not of “strategic
iaportance” to the United States, the U.,8, action in Korea
was "motivated dy the security of the Unit od States, decause
the wvhole question of collective security is one of the bases
of our own security...." (lisarings, Pert 3, p. 1818,)

*+ This was explicitly acknowledged at the hearings dy General
Bradley ( Part 2, p. 1110) and implied also by
Acheson, .9 bart 3, p. 1818).
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consequences of inaction and was influenced by considerations which
stemmed from uncertain interpretations cf broader Soviet strategic
intentions behind the lorth Korean attack. In the first place, by
acting in Korea U.S., leaders hoped to deter the Soviets from launch
other local aggressions and, thereby, to make a general war less
likely.®* (Both the "diversjon" and the "testing" irt erpretations c
the Lorth Korean attack appear to have been influential in this
respect.) JSecond, U.S. leaders “eared that, {? the North Korean
aggression were unopposed, it would markedly weaken (a) the prestiy
and position o” the United States in the cold war; (b) the Uniteld
Nations and the principle o® collective security; aud, therefore,
also (c) the ®orces of opposition to communist expansion throughou:
the world.** (The "demonstration" interpretation was particularl;

relevunt in this respect.)

In evaluating the policy decision to employ U.S. forces in the
defense of South Korea, three questions can be raised:

(a) Did a tend to view the North Korean aggression
in teras of historical parallel with Litler's early
aggressions lead U.S, policy-makers to exaggera’ °
some of the negative consequences of not opposing
the aggression against South Korea?

’ Se¢ Bradley !ii!!iii Wt 2, p. 590.
As Harson B‘l win not;d (ﬁ‘x,i‘. June 28): "A Communist progr

of conquest during the susmer months, in which Kores was to
have been the first |taga may have been blocked by the United
States decision to aid South Korea with armed force., This is
the hopeful opinion and belief of leaders of the United States
government.... It was felt that 17 South Korea were alloved to
succumb, without actual United Gtates armed aid, to Comsunist
aﬁrcuion, other acts of conquest or provocatlon would soon
follow.”

¢ There 13 considerable material in the ﬁll:*ﬂff on reasons for
employing U.S. forces in Korea, See especially Part 2, pp. 9%
1110, 1490, 150%; Part 3, p. 1818; Part b4, p, 2985,
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Our evidence suggests that in the crisis engendered by the
North Korean attack certain leading U.S, policy-makers (Truman and
perhaps Acheson as well) took their bearings to some extent via the
"testing" interpretation, which made use of the historiad parallel
with liitler, Contemporary newspaper accounts are riot sufficiently
detailed to enable one to judge precisely in what sense the historical
parallel with Hitler's aggressions was perceived, The possibility
cannot be excluded, however, that Soviet aggression in Korea was
incorrectly viewed by some policy-makers in the image of Hitler.*

To the extent that this was the casa, the "testing" interpretation

0’ the North Korean attack may have blurred in the minds of polky-

makers an important general principle of behavior attridbuted to the
Politburo in Kennan's "The Sources o® Soviet Conduct.”

The "testing"” hypothesis, as has been noted, implied thnt'non-
opposition to the North Korean attack would embolden the Kreamlin to
proceed with further aggressions, already Scheduled, which would
surely plunge the world into war. PFor, just as Hitler's early unop-
posed successes vhetted his appetite and led him later into an
imprudent underestimation of his opponent's will to resist, so the
Politburo's overt aggression in Korea might set off a similar cycle.

» At least one commentator, Walter Lippmann, explicitly warned
against acting on the simple stereotype tﬁnt talin 1is another
version of Hitler. He noted that "as yet there is nothing to
indicate that in the Korean affair the USSR has departed from
its policy, which has been to expand the Coasunist sphere by
the use of satellites without committing and ongating its
own armed forces.... It has been a policy quite different from
Hitlerts--a poliey of very shrewdly calculated risks...by whieh
the profits can be very big th the losses are limited.”
(W,P,, July 3; ef. also his column, July 4,) 1In this respect,
Lippmann was apparently stating his private viewsj official
U.S. ecircles, in contrast, regarded the North Korean attack as
an indication that the Poiitburo vas ready to take greater risks
of war., (See above, p. 7.)
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This reasoning, however, would be d4ifficult to reconcile with Kenna
thesis, wvhich emphasizes the principle of caution in Soviet behavio:
Rather, according to Kennan (and other specialists on Soviet behavi
Soviet leaders would feel themselves under a compulsion in such a
contingency--unopposed and easy success in the Korean adventure--tn
adopt an attitude exactly opposjte to that anticipated by the
“testing-parallel-with-Hitler"” hypothesis. They would, in other
words, tend to estimate their new advantages soberly and restrain
any tendency to be carried awvay by success into risky adventures,

The "testing" hypothesis could have validity (assuming the

* Kennan-Leites thesis to be correct) only insofar as it fcrecast, ir

the event o’ successful communist aggression in Korea, a weakening
of the democracies' will to resist and the emergence thereby of -
"power vacuums" elsewhere in the world, That such consequences we.
feared by U.S. policy-makers seems clear enough, but it ¢s di’”icul
to disentangle this legitimate concern from the further, more guest
able anxiety that Soviet leaders would become afflicted with the sa
Gr8asenwahn and imprudence which led Hitler to bdblunder into war.

To the extent that this dudbious assumption about Soviet behavi
influenced the U.S. poliey reaction, it served to strengthen motiv:
tion for meeting force with force in Korea. To the extent that the
"testing” interpretation took precedence over the "soft-spot prodbin
thesis (based on Kennan), it led to an exaggeration of the negative
consequences of an unopposed communist success in Korea. The resul
may have been to leave U.S., policy-makers with a feeling that they

less freedom of action in reacting to the North Korean aggression,

. See, for example, Nathan Leites, A.f%?@!.ﬂ!.ﬂ&}l?f!lll,
The Free Press, élcncoc, Illinois, s PP. -%3.
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The decision to employ U.S. forces to aid South Korea raises
a further question:
(b) Could the demoralizing impact upon the Free World of
unopposed and success®ul communist aggression in
South Korea have been minimized or preverted by means
:g?z:?than a large-scale U.S, military commitment in
Available materials in contemporary Jjournalistic accounts
exanined and in the MacArthur hearings do not indicate whether
this question was corsidered. Most likely it was not, in large
part because the U.S. military commitment was of a piecemeal
character. It was not known, when initially small forces were
committed, that increasingly larger coamitments would dbecome
necessary. If the substantial scale of nilitary effort
required later in Korea had been foreseen during the first week
when key policy decisions were being made,® it is more likely
that U.S. leaders would have searched for alternative wvays of
avoiding the demoraliszing consequences of an unoppcsed, successful
military aggression against South Korea.
Also, the tendency for an initial commitment of U.S. ground
forces to take on the character of an irreversidble commitment vas
perhaps not fully appreciated. Despie the traditional military view

that sizadble U,S. forces should not tecome involved in war on the

. Asian continent and a concern lest U.S. troops be needed elsevhere,

| U.S. policy-makers were to find themselves committing increasingly

T S sy e L L

larger forces to the Korean theater, **

. Disclosures at the MacArthur hearings amply confirm that, vhen
taking the initial decisions to employ U.S. forces to hait the
North Korean aggressor, U.S. policy-uwakers did not attempt to
calculate and did not *orosoc the size of the force that would

eventually be required for this purpose., See Part 1
p. 393f., 601, 607; Part 2, pp. 4B, 1650R.; jastipsa PP. 2610,2632.

.o n this point see particularly Admiral Sherman's tcciilony; Part 2,

pp. 1050f.
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Finally, it may be asked:

(¢) To what extert wvere alternative policies considered

for purposes of deterring further communist aggres-
sions?

As has been noted, the desire to discourage communist moves
elsevhere in the world wvas evidently an important motive for
employing military force in direct opposition to t he North Korean
invader. Another impartant move to t he same end was the June 27th
decision to employ the Seventh Fleet to protect Formosa from invas)
and to give increased military aid to Indochina and the Philippines.
In time, the Korean attack was to strengthen other U,S. cold war
policies as well--such as increased rearmament and mobilization at
home and the decision to rearm Germany--but there is no evidence tr-
such steps were considered as glterpistive means o® deterring the
Soviets in the first few days following the North Korean attack,
when the basic policy decision of military int ervention was being
made, Available materials simply do not indicate whether in these
days consideration vas given to the possibility of not intervening
in Korea and of seeking to deter further communist aggressims

elsevhere by any other policy means.
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Both camtenporary newspaper accounts and disclosures at the
MacArthur hearings reveal tnat U.S: policy reactions to the North
Korean aggression were undertaken without a clear picture of under-
lying 3oviet intentions. What influence did such uncertainty have
upor. the development of the policy of employing U.5. forces in
Korea? This question 1s not easily answered.

I© i, necessary to distinguisn two elexments of uncertainty as
ty Soviet intentions: [irst, the possibility of 3oviet (or Chinese)
intervertlon ir Korea and, second, the significance of the Nortn
¥Yorear attackx in teras of the world-wide strategic intentions of
the U.5.5.8. That U.S. policy-makers were uncertain in the former
3s well as the latter respect is suggested by conteuporary newspaper
accounts. During the MacArthur hearings, on the other hand, genera’
agreement was expressed among top policy-makers who testified that
trey had not regarded it likely during the crucial days following
the North Korean attack that either the Russians or the Chinese
would intervene.®* However, some allowance probably should be made
for the difficulty of recalling estimates which, as several of the
witnesses noted, had been discussed freely without being committed
formally to paper. It would be only natural a year later, when un-
certainty as to Soviet intentions had long been dispelled, for
policy-nakers t5 blur in their minds the extent of their uncertainty
and its inpact on their behavior at the time.

*

The ,9s5ibility of Russian intervention seesed -ore logical
at the time and received closer attention than the jpossibilit

of Chinese comnunist intervention. Part 2, pp. 9%
1434, 1430, 1504; Part 4, pp. 2585, sWpriags 88, 2630)) Pt T
may be noted that, in his testimony, Hhc‘rthur inplied greater

concern at the time regarding possible Soviet intervention.
(Part 1, pp. 250f, !}
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Some correction probably needs to be made, therefore, for the
inpression derived from the MacArthur hearings that the gradual ex-
pansion of the U.S5. ailitary comaitient on behalf ol Jouth Korea
was due solely to a gradual realization of the ctrength of the ag-
gressor forces and the predicaument ol the South Korean arny.* It
1s likely, rather, that two factors operated. The gradual percep-
tion ¢f the 24Lfl4cult military situation in Korea probubly cccounted
for the ploecenc=l increase Iin U.5. forces. Concern over the
possibllity of Joviet interventlon, on the other .hsnd, wis probably
anong the factors which influenced the decision at first to linmit
the oseration of U.S6. forces Lo 5suth Koren and then, as anxiety as

tn Soviet intervention lilted, to oxtend the theater of operations

to North Xorea zu5 well. =

* While few newspaper accounts asserted directly that the plece-
meal comaitaent of U.5. forcec also reflected official caution
induced by uncertainty as to Soviet intentions, such a rela-
tionsnip at least suggested itself more cleurly at the time
than in the disclosures at the MacArthur hearings. See, for
exanple, Pearson, ¥,P,, June 30, 17.0.

*e Some support for this interpretation is found in Marshall's
observation that the initial linitation nf Air und Navy action
to the area south of the 33th Parallel wa:z probably motivated
ir part by a desire to avoild further involve:ients. Hearings,
Part 1, p. 935.) While Marshall was not a participant in the
policy cecisione of late June 1)5C, upon returning to office
later that year he familiarized himself with the record.
Harshall also disclosed, reading froa the June 29 directive to
MacArthur, that the decision to coamit Air, Navy, and limited
Arny forces uld not constitute a decision to engage in war with
the Sovietl Union, shouid Soviet forces intervene in Korea:

"1If Soviet forces actively oppose our operations in Korea, your
forces should defend themselves but should take nn action to
aggravate the situation, and ysu should report tine situation to
Washington.'" (JIbid., p. 536).
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A5 newspaper accounts suggest, not only were the events of
these first days prcbably closely scanned for indicators of Soviet
intentions,* but a direct attempt was promptly made by U.S. leaders
te clarify tnis question. Through diplomatic channels, the U.3.
on June 27tn requested the Soviet government to use its influence
Wwith tne North Xorean authorities to have the invading forces wizh-
dravwn., The Sovliets declined promptly, on June 29th, contending that
eveats i{n Xorea had been provoked by an attack by South Korean troops
and realiirning the "traditlonal" Soviet "principle of non-inter-
ference in the internal affairs of other states.” According to the
press, this reply was carefully scanned by U.S. officials for clues
as to Joviet intentions and found reassuring in this respect.** An
aarlier (June 28) Prawda comment on the U.S. diplomatic note had
been similarly interpreted by the State Department.s**

The important decision comnmitting U.S. ground troops in support
of South Korea was made on June 30, following by one day the Soviet
reply to the U.S5. note. In the MacArthur hearings this decision is
represented as having been made, and its timing determined, solely

in response to the necessities of the rapidly deteriorating military

= Sce, for examnple, Stevens, N.X.1., June 26, 1950; Ceneral
Strateneyer's denial of reports that Russian pilots were in
action, N,¥,1,, June 30, 1750; Baldwin, N,¥.I., July 17, 1950;
special dispatch of June 30 from Frank}urt, Geraany, n‘igz,,
Jul:{ 1, 19 5‘3’ .

** Jor example, Kuhn, in ¥,P,, July 1, 1950: "Further study of
the Soviet note or Thursday...produced soze confidence here that
the Russians did not want to commit themselves to an open clash
with the West at this time.” Sece also A,P. dispatch in W,.P.
cune 30, 1950; Waggoner und Reston 1in the NoX.1., June 30 ¢
July 2, 1350, respectively.

*** Kuhn, W.P., June 29, 1350.
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situation in Korea. Following a personal reconnaissance of the
battlefield, grobably on June 29, ficArthur transmitted to the Penta-
gon a sober report on the military situstion and recommended the
employnent of U.S. ground forces. 7To what extent the reassuring
picture of the Soviets' intentions, gleaned from their reply of

June 29, made it easier to take the fateful decision of the following
day to commit ground combat troops cannot be conclusively
established on the basls of available nmaterials. One newspaper
account hinted at such a connection,® but the impact of the Soviet
note in this respect was probably a subtle one and, therefore, diffi-

cult to recall or to documnent.

The exact sequence of events which resultecd in a comnltment to
use U.S5, zround Jorces to stem and throw bzck the North Koreans has
been deferred to this point becauce of the difficulty of reconstructing
the plcture froa the lacArilhur hearings. Initially, MacArthur was
autnorized use of ground troops in South Korea only to ensure evacua-
tion of U.S. nationals. Such an autnorization of non-Army ground
troops may have been nade, or inplied, as early as June 25th, when
he was allowed to "take acticn by Air and Navy to prevent the Inchon-
Kimpo-Seoul area from falling into unfriendly hands,” thus interfering
with evacuation efforts. (Hearipgs, Part 5, Appendix K, p. 3192;
also Bradley, Part 2, p. 1011l.) But an explicit authorization to use

Army combat and service forces was apparently made only on June 29th,

. Hinton, M.¥.T., July 1, 1950.
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"to insure the retention of a port and air base in the general area
of Pusan." (Hearings, Part 1, p. 536; and Part 5, Appendix X,

4 p. 3192). It would seen that this authorization of June 29th was

i also for the purpose of ensuring evacuation. (Bradley, lgarings,

; Part 2, pp. 1011, 1112, 1121 f.; MacArthur's testimony is less

{ clear-cut on this point: See Part 1, pp. 231, 235 £.) HacArthur

: conducted a perconal reconnaissance of the battlefield, apparently

; after receiving the June 29 diroctive. He reported immediately to
the J.C.S. (early norndng of June 30, Washington time) that the con-
§ dition of the Couth Korean arzmy was such that."the only assurancé ol
v holding the [lan River line and to regain lost ground would be throush
the commaitnent o. United States ground combat forcez into the Korean
battle area. Accordingly, he stated, if authorized, it was his in-
7; tention to move iamediately a United States rezizental combat teanm
a to the combat area in Korea as the nucleus of a possible bulldup of
Q? two divisions from Japan for early offensive action in accordance

‘: with his mission of clearing South Korea Af North Korean forces."

*? (Quoted by Bradley from a compilation of docuzentary materials in

%; learings, Part 2, p. 1012.) MacArthur's recollection of his report
§ to the J.C.5. appears faulty in holding that he recommended use of
3 U.S. ground troops for the purpose of holding a bridgehead at Pusan.
(See tearings, Part 1, pp. 235 £ ) Bradley's testimony that MacArthur
él at this early date jpitiated the idea of using U.S. ground troops in
an offensive action against the North Koreans (Part 2, pp. 1011,
1121 f.) was suppnrted by Johnson (Hearings, Part 4, pp. 2609 £.)



-522

32.

Howvever, Admiral Sherman implied that the policy-makers in Washing-
ton, in quickly accepting MacArthur's recommendation for use of U.S.
cozbat ground troops, did not go so far as to approve of a build-up
for offensive action. (Part 2, pp. 1650 £. ) On the other hahd,
such parts of the directive of June 30th to MacArthur as were re-
produced in the hearings ::érely state that "the limitation on the
enployment of Army forces imposed on June 29, 1950 was rescinded.”
(learings, Part 9, Appendix K, p. 2192.) Moreover, Johnson in his
testinony stated quite positively that the Defense Department's
interpretation of the administration's decision of June 30th was
that it was, along the lines of MacArthur's recomnsendation, a
policy commitment for eventual offensive action to clear South Korea.
(dearings, Part 4, p. 2610; see also Bradley, Hearings, Part 2,

pe 1112.) The official public statement at the time by President
Truman, it wvas recalled to Johnson, announced merely that General
MacArthur had been authorized "to use certain supporting troops."
Johnson's reply intimated that for security reasons it had been con-
sidered unvise to advertise the plan for a build-up for eventuil
offensive action. (learipgs, Part L, p. 2610.)
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obiecti 1y 10 1.5, Policy Calculati

Korea well {llustrates sowe ol the policy dilemmas which may
arise wnen U.S. leaders are forced to deal with communist aggression
in peripherzl areas. Particularly evident was the problem ol re-
lating objectives and means in formulating a policy reaction to the
Nort". Korear attack. The problem of relating mneans and odjectives in
this case w:. a complex one for several reasons. First, U.S.
p2ilcy--arers d4d not share 2 fira and clear-cut view of Soviet
strateric intentions behind the North Korean attack. As we have al-
re:dy noted, several! interpretations of the significance of the local

rorescion were held !n policy-making circles which had divergent

12

o]

_olley implications. U.S5. leaders were forced to act while remaining
uncertain zs5 to soae of t1e possible dangers of the situation.
Specifically, this meant they were being guided by several objectives,
the {aplementation of which wis not saoothly integrated. They wished
to force or encourage a more " less immediate retrejt or withdraval
on the part of the Communists {rom the Korean adventure. They wished
to gontain commgnist aggression in Korea. They wished, also, to
detar the Soviet Union froa launching other local aggressions else-
where. "ne might add that, in acting in Korea ("containment" ob-
Jective), they hoped to avoid provoking Soviet intervention. There
is some reascn to believe that the means chosen to implement certain
2{ these odbjectives (deterrence and avoidance of Soviet intorynn-
tion) pre uiiced to some extent the achievement of a communist

"vetrest ar withdrawal from the Korean adventure.
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U.S3. policy-makers appear to have hoped, initially, that linaited
force comnitzents on behalf of South Korea might cucceed in bringing
about an inzediate, voluntary withdrawal of the North Korean forces
back to the 33th Parallel. As spelled sut in the first resolution
of the United Nations Security.Council on June 25, £he.objective vas
to secure 2 cease~Tire and a withdrawal of North Korean troopz to
the border. Similarly, the {J.5. note of June 27th to the Goviet
Union contained a request phat it "use 1ts influence” with the North
Koreans to this end.

What was the basis for the expectation or hope that the initial
U.G6. policy moves of the first few d&ys might succeed in inducing
a withdraval? Contemporary newspaper accounts give a more detalled
picture on this score than do disclosures at the MacArthur hearings.
This hopeful expectation was evidently derived from the "testing"
interpretation of the North Korean attack, cspecialli that aspect of
it vhich regarded the coununist move into South Korea as an "asking-
of-a question" type of action. (3ee above, p.1l .) The major U.S.
decision of June 27, announcing U.S. air and naval support for the
South Koreans and "drawing the line" with respect to Formosa, was
regarded as giving the answer td such a question:

If this estimate of the situation is correct, the Russians
will let the North Koreans fall back to their border, the

Thirty-eighth Parallel, andéiin their own propaganda, dismiss

the affair as something initiated by the North Koreans, inde-
ﬁ:ndently and without Russian responsibility. (Friendly,

, June 23, 1950.)
Similarly, the Alsor brotherz reported the U.S. policy-makers! hope~

ful expectation:
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The purpose of President Truman's decision /of June 27/...
is simply to persuade the Kremlin that the United States means
what it says. It is hoped that the Kremlin, convinced that the
United States means business, will soon call off its puppets.
(W.Ps, June 30, 1950.)

The Soviets declined to "intervene" in the Korean situation

(Soviet reply of June 29 to U.S5. note), and the advancing North

§ Korean forces d!d not respond to the suggestion that they return fo
_'the 38th Parallel. The initial effort to secure a withdrawal or

' retreat, “herefore, was quite unsuccessful.

Accorilngly, within a few days, U.S. leader:s evidently accepted

| the fact that the initfal "withdrowal® objective was no longer.vithin
§ the realﬁ of ifamediate or easy accomplishment. With the commitment
:‘of U.5. ground troops to Korea on June 20, policy calculations be-

; gan to emphasize direct =ilitary pressure as a means of inducing

i withdrawal.* With this development, measures aimed at securing

: “withdrawal" began to resemble the more familiar containment strategy.
;;The expectation of a withdrawal now appeared to wait upon the crea-
iAtion of a position of military strength in ﬁoroa itself. This more
E;realistic conception of the policy prerequisites for realizing the

;,"witndrawal" objective was reflected in some newspaper accounts:

?;‘ There 1s some reason to believe that the earlier optimistic

expectation of a quick, "voluntary" withdrawal may have also
attended the initial commitment of small U.S. ground forces to
the battle-front. Some U.S. leaders may have believed that the
North Korean forces would be withdrawn from South Korea upon
their [irst contact with U.S. forces because Soviet leaders

did not want a direct clash with U.3. forces. (The writer re-
aenbers having seen newspaper reports to this effect at the time
but has been unable to locate thea for citation here.)
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...The hope persisted /in official quarterg/ that the
Kremlia would kecep the conflict localized and would call it

off in the end.*

What conclusion can be idraun fro= the failure to induce an
iamediate withdrawal of Nort: Korean forces to tne 20th Parallel?
According to the Kennan thesis, ani similap foraulatisns by other
speciallists on Soviet affairs, the Politburo withdraws or “retrea’:
only in the face of strong, determined resistance, not ian respo:se
merely to a polite diplomatic request. But this statement of the
prerequisites for inducing a Soviet "reireat” is a general hypo-
thesis. As such it does not furnishk a blueprint for policy calcu-

lation and action in any specific situation. The degree of strengti
that will deter the Soviet Union from probing a 'sofi-spot” and the

degree aad apner of resistance which will induce it to witndraw
its tentacles are questions wnich require contextual znalysis. Tle
policy utflization of the "retreat” hypothesis requires estinates of
a1 wre specific character, which this thesis itsell Jdoes not provide
It iz obvious, of course, that the "pressure’ brought to bdear
by the United States and the United Nationc {n the firsi days after
the North Korean invasion was insuflicient to induce a withdrawal te
the 38th Parallel. The cimplest explanation for this failure 13 th-
the amount of "pressure' exerted was insufficient. The U.N. "cease-
fire' resolution of June 25, the announcewent of U.S. air and naval
support on June 27, the announcenent that "certain" U.5. ground

forcec were being sent to the South Korean battle-front--all these

. Kuhn, M.P., July 1, 1950; underlining supplied. See also
Kuhn, ¥.P., July 8, 1950, and the account of Acheson's press
conference, ¥,P,, July 13, 1950.



measures evidently constituted insufficient 'pressure"” to induce
withdrawal froz the Korean venture. The U.S. diplonatic request to
the Goviet Union on June 27th, 1t may be remarked, contained no
threat of further "pressure’” and must have been quite ineffectual
from this standpointi.*

It may be useful to consider in sone detall the lmpact of the
deneutralization of Formosa, a step taken to "localize' the conflict
{tie deterrence objective), upon the simultaneous poliqy objective
of inducing an early withdrawal to the 38th Parallel. One may
speculate whether the deneutralization of Pormosa at this early
stuge of Lie Korean war did not drastically alter the Politburo's
estinate of the strategic significance of the Korean conflict and
place "withdrawal" of tne North Koreans into an entirely different
tactical perspective. If we assuzne that the Soviets moved into
South Korea under the impression that the U.S5. had given up this
area ana, further, that the Soviets were surprised by the American

decision to intervene, then the U.S. policy reversal on Formosa

§ night well have seeazed to the Politburo evidence of a calculated

1‘ plan to "invite" the North Korean attack in order to use it as a

Justillcation for putting into effect a far more vigorous Far Eastern

. policy. OSuch a Politburo image of devious U.S. policy calculations,

According to Albert Warner, whose account was sa'd td be based

on interviews with "top participants" in the Blair House meetirg s,

"nothing was expected of this gesture.... It was an indirect
assurance ol the limited American military objective. It
would also give Russia an opportunity to retire gracefully from
the chessboard in case it was sufficiently moved by the show of
Azerican deteraination.”

("How the Korea Decision Was Made," Harper's Magazipne, June 1951,
p. 10%,)

- b it e e L
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moreover one possibly accompanied by expectations of further "ag-
gressive" steps by the U.S. in the Far Bast, would have led Soviet
lenders to view'their interests in the Korean war in a much broader
framework than they had when they ordered the North Xoreans to attack.
The stakes must have been seen now to be much larger than merely the
question of control of South Korea. Faced overnigbt by what seemed
to them an increasingly "aggressive,” and potentially dangerous,
U.S5. Par Eastern policy, the Soviets might well have regarded their
main objective in the area now as that of deterring this development.
The initial policy of "advance" into a peripheral power vacuum may
have bgen speedily transformed into a major "defensive" eifort to
oppose what were regarded as U.S. plans for expansion in the Far
cast.

If this analysis of the Soviet interpretation of the U.S.
policy reaction is correct, then the U.S. objective of inducing a
withdrawal to the 38th Parallel was consideradly complicated by the
simultaneous pursuit of the "deterrence" objective. The deneutrali-
zation of Formosa by the U.S. Seventh Fleet, while undoubtodly‘a
manifestatipn of strength and detsraination, and however necessary,
probably had little value as "pressure" to induce a withdrawal fronm
the Korean venture and may actually have made more difficult the
realization of this objective.

In this and other respects, Korea may point to a more general
danger inherent in conflicts over peripheral areas. Local wars
may '"get out of hand” as a result of interaction between rival

policies based on incorrect estimates of each other's intentions.
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Unless each side correctly estimates the other's intcntiohs and

correctly calculates the impact of its actions upon the A
opponent's image of its intentions, conflicts in peripheral areas -
may take a course initially undesired by both sides. |

The objective of securing an immediate withdrawal from the Korean

venture nay have been prejudiced to somne extent also by an undue
concern over the Politburo's interest in its prestige.

Possibly in line with Kennan's thesis on this point,* U.S.
policy-makers were most careful to give the Politburo a chance to
"witndraw" graciously from the Korean venture. This impression is
derived from many contemporary newspaper accounts; there is little
on the matter 1in the MécArthur hearings. Numerous conmentators
noted the unwillingness of of{icial U.S. spokesmen to charge the
Soviet Union with direct responsibility for unleashing the attack.
Truman's early decision not to charge Moscow with having supplied
material aid for the North Korean invasion, according to Arthur

Krocic, was designed to permit the Soviets an opportunity to disavow

§ responcibility or active interest in the aggression and, further,
? to accept the U.S. diplomatic invitation to bring about a withdrawal

. Kennan has written: '"While the Kremlin is basically flexible
in its reaction to political realities, it is by no means
unanenable to considerations of prestige. Like almost a
other government, it can be placed by tactless and threatening
gestures in a position where it canrot afford to yield even °
though this might be dictated by its sense of realism...it is -
a sine qua nop of successful deal with Russia that the i
{oreign government in question should remain at all times cool
and collected and that its demands on Russian policy sHould be
put forward in such a msnner as to leave the way open for a
compliance not too detrimental to Russian prestige." ("The
Sources of Soviet Conduct," [ L y Vol. 25, No. 4, .
July 1947, pp. 575 £.) )
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of the North Korean forces. (NM,¥.I.,, June 28, 1950.) Similarly,

in an article entitled "Soviet Face-Saving Made Still Possible,

Kuhn reported that Secretary of Gtate Acheson in his press conf{erence
had refused to say a word which would connect Soviet Russia with

the North Korean invasion, a cautlon which President Truzan had

also observed in his statements of Jjune 26th and 27th, and the U.G.
Security Council in its resolutions of June 25th and 27th.*

The question may be raised whether this marked concern lor
Soviet prestige may not have been interpreted by the Politdburo as
one indication (among others) that a total withdrawal from the North
Korean venture would pgo% be neéessury. It is interesting to
speculate what the Politburo reaction would have been, had the U.S.
ané the U.N. held it more directly responsible for the North Korean
attack or, at least, for bringing about an immediate North Korean
withdrawal to the 38th Parallel. That the Politburo was ready to do
so, 1f need be, was indeed inferred by some observers from the
initial Soviet propaganda explanation for the outbreax of Korean
hostilities, namely that South Korean forces attacked first and were
driven off and pursuel by North Forean forces. Only several cays
later, when it may have become clear to the Politburs that a total
Qithdrawal would not be neccssary, vas the Korean "civil war" thene
introduced by Gromyko. (N.Y¥.T., culy 4, 1990.) This chift in '
the Soviet line constituted an entirely different legitimization of

the North Horocarn actlon. The "civil war" thesis was, it may be

’ WePs, June 27, 1250. On Acheson’s press conference see also

N.X.I., June 29, 1950.
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noted, less conducive to the idea of a.Soviet-inspired withdrawal
of North Korean forces to the 23th Parallel.

The policy of not implicating the U.S.S.R. directly may have
heen motivate! by more than an estimate of the importance of the
prestige factor in Soviet policy. At the time a U.S. policy re-
action to the North Korean attack wac being formulated, it will be
recalled, some U.5. officials seriously {eared that thé Politburs
aight be embarking on a series of aggressions. The non-hostile and
“correct” U.S. approach to the U.5.5.R. night, indeed, have been
totivated in part by a conscious or unconscious desire not to pro-
vode the Politburo into further aggressions.* In other words,
these efforts to help the GScviets to save '"face" may have been un-
duly shaped by simultaneous efforts to keep the conflict from
spreading. And, consequently, U.S. cooperation in Soviet face-
saving may have taken a forn which was self-defeating to the policy
objective of securing a withdrawal in Korea.

In any event, the Kcrean case raises anew the question, on
which there appears to be some disagreement among specialists on
Sovietl behavior,** of the importance of the "prestige" factor in

Soviet policy calculaticns.,

* According to Albert warner (see footnote above, p.37), one ob-
Jective of the U.S5. note of June 27th to the U.S.S.R. was to re-~
assure it indirectly of the limited American nilitary objective
in Korea. OJne journalist, reporting the Stute Department'!s de-
tailed refutation of the charge in the Soviet reply to the effect
that the U.N. action in Korea was 1llegal, noted: "This was a
good sample of the official mood yesterday, and of the effort to
keep diplomatic dealing with Moscow 'correct'! and unprovocative."
(Kuhn, W,P,, July 1, 1950.)

** The prestige factor appears to be assigned little importance in
‘Nathan Leites' analysis of the conditlans under which the Polit-
buro considers "retreat." See his Study of Bolshevisn, '
pp. 497-500, 537, 458-460.
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The present study was undertaken in the beliel that there is
a need for systematic appraisals of the assumptions and calculations
of U.S. policies directed towards meeting the threat of comaunist
aggression, particularly in periplieral areas. The initial U.S.
policy reaction to the North Korean attack of June 29, 1950, is
distinctive in this respect in several ways. ~rFirst, owing to the
blatant character of the North Korean attacit across a well-defined
boundary, it constituted a clear-cut case of military aggression.
Second, because cl the overwhelning strength of North Korean forces
as compured to the South Koreans, the United States and the United
Nations had to react immediately 1f they were to prevent the over-
running of South Korea. 7Third, the commnist aggression in this-
case took place in an area not considerec of strategic importance to
U.S. security.

Despite these distinctive elenents, the Korean case may be in-
structive in several gzeneral respects. irst, the fact that the
U.S. response to the North Korean aggzression involved an abrupt re-
versal of U.S. strategic pianning raises questions regarding the
adequacy of such planning and its role in decision-making. These
questions require more detailed consideration than has been possible
in this paper. Second, Korea revealed that important policy decisions
on opposing Soviet initiatives are based not only on estimates of
the opponent's intentions and capabdbilities but also upon more gerneral
assumptions regarding the characteristic behavior of the opponent.
Third, Korea illustrates a general danger llkely to be present in
other conflicts over peripheral arcas, ninely that local wars or

conilicts =ny ""get out of hond” 45 a resull of Incorrect estimates
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of each other' intentions and {zulty predictions of the impact
of one's policy noves upon the opponrent's behavior.
As for the nethodological implicatlions of the present study,

it would ceen that, while the limitations of newspaper accounts as

source rnaterials for thils purpose are obvious enough, they remalin cf
considerable use for research on certain aspects of U.S5. foreign
policy calculations. In the United States the number of persons
outsicde the governzment with an interest ancd voice in foreign policy
is very large. Therefore, unusual opportunities are afforded
Journalists tc familiarize thiezselves with intelligence on forelgn
policy problems and with the calculatisns behind policy decisions.
Competent journalists who take the time and make the effort can
tndeed gn far in clarifying for the interested public the retionale
behind foreign policy actionc. The reliability and fullness of in-
farnation that can be gleaned from nore responsible newspaper
aceounts can be ultinutely ascertained, of course, only by systeaati-
'l cally coaparing the result with such authentic inside accounts as

§ later becone available. [or several reasons which need not be ela-
f; borated here, the llacArthur hearings did not produce the ideal type

{ of "inside" material by means of which to verify inpressions gained
;i from conteaporary newspaper accounts. To the extent that valida-

% tion was possible in this study, however, 1t strongly indicates that
a surprising amount of reliable information about U.S. policy calcu-
lations can be obtained directly from, or by reading between the lines

of, the better contemporary newspaper accounts. Off-the-record
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background informatisn can often be easily identified and distinguishe
froa personal Intergretation providec by the reporter. The possi-
bility of beling - isled by _aulty reporting and interpretation can

bo minizized, moreover, by relying :core heavily on correspondents
(e.g., Roston, Zaldwin, the Alsops) who are known to have good con-
tacts in official circles. With several coapetent reporters cover-

« the sawe story, tco, thers is an opportunity to compare and check
information provided. "




