

[image: e9781461640264_cover.jpg]







[image: e9781461640264_i0001.jpg]






ROWMAN & LITTLEFIELD PUBLISHERS, INC.

 


Published in the United States of America 
by Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc. 
A wholly owned subsidiary of The Rowman & Littlefield Publishing Group, Inc. 
4501 Forbes Boulevard, Suite 200, Lanham, Maryland 20706 
www.rowmanlittlefield.com

 


Estover Road, Plymouth PL6 7PY, United Kingdom

 


Copyright © 2007 by Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

 


All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, without the prior permission of the publisher.

 


British Library Cataloguing in Publication Information Available

 


Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Kaplan, Lawrence S.

Nato 1948 : the birth of the Transatlantic Alliance / Lawrence S. Kaplan.

p. cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.

9781461640264

1. North Atlantic Treaty Organization—History—20th century. I. Title.

UA646.3.K365 2007 
355’03109182109044—dc22

2006100324

 


Printed in the United States of America

 


[image: e9781461640264_i0002.jpg] The paper used in this publication meets the minimum requirements of American National Standard for Information Sciences—Permanence of Paper for Printed Library Materials, ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992.





Dedicated to students in my NATO history classes at Kent State University, 1984—1993, and Georgetown University, 1995—2006




Table of Contents




Title Page

Copyright Page

Dedication


Preface

1 - Introduction: The Isolationist Tradition, 1800—1947

2 - “The Speech”: 22 January 1948

3 - The Brussels Pact: 17 March 1948

4 - The Vandenberg Resolution: 11 June 1948

5 - The “Exploratory” Talks: July—September 1948

6 - The Western Union Defense Organization: 1948—1949

7 - The Hiatus: September–December 1948

8 - Toward the Treaty of Washington, January—April 1949

9 - The Relevance of NATO in the Post-Cold War Era

Appendix A - The Brussels Pact

Appendix B - The Vandenberg Resolution (S. 239)

Appendix C - The North Atlantic Treaty

Bibliographic Essay

Index

About the Author






Preface

This book has long been in the making. Immediately after finishing a doctoral dissertation on the foreign policies of the Jeffersonian era, I came to Washington in 1951 as a historian in the Historian’s Office of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. One of my assignments in that office was to examine the impact of the new North Atlantic Treaty on the equally new Department of Defense. It struck me that by signing that treaty, the United States was breaking a long tradition of non-entanglement with the Old World that began in 1800 when the Franco-U.S. treaty of 1778 ended in mutual dissatisfaction. Why the United States waited almost 150 years before it was ready to engage in another entangling alliance—this time with ten European countries—is a question that intrigued me then—and now. The origins of this transformation are the subject of this book.

Throughout 1948 and into the spring of 1949, negotiations between the United States and Canada on the one side and Britain, France, and the Low Countries on the other finally produced a treaty that both sides could accept. For Europeans, the vital issue was engaging the United States in a Western European alliance or enlarging the alliance in a way that would satisfy U.S. reservations. Europeans had to demonstrate to the United States that they were worthy of U.S. assistance through their willingness to collaborate with each other. This meant resolving both the long-standing mutual suspicions between France and Britain and their working together to ensure that a reformed Germany would not threaten the peace of Europe again. The Europeans had to make accommodations for the place of the Low Countries and possibly other European nations in any alliance with the United States.

U.S. undertones of superiority and resentment of that feeling of superiority frequently surfaced during negotiations. The French were the most vocal in their irritation over the inferior role Europeans were forced to play to gain the kind of support they needed from the United States—a country and a people lacking the cultural achievements of Europeans—and that was a continuing source of discomfort. Britain served to calm emotions, but even they periodically expressed their indignation at being patronized by U.S. leaders.

For the United States the obstacles to an alliance were even more daunting in light of its long isolationist tradition. Not only did the Truman administration and Congress have to be assured of the reality of Europe’s promise to reform, but also they had to contend with a variety of domestic objections to the responses Europe required. To counterbalance these obstacles was the threat of Communism, and that was the proximate incentive for immediate action. There was also a mix of idealism and realism that transcended the sense of crisis in 1948. After World War II, the United States believed that they could help create the peaceful and prosperous world that the United Nations (UN) failed to secure. A United States of Europe, no matter how distant its realization, was expected to become a political and economic partner of the United States.

The United States faced many stumbling blocks on the road to achieving these goals. These problems ranged from visceral fears of isolationists worrying about the loss of national sovereignty to the military services concerned with the potential drain on their stocks to UN adherents convinced that a military alliance would subvert the UN’s charter. Throughout 1948, the Truman administration had to cope with these three constituencies and at the same time deal with its own ambivalence about the strength of Europe’s commitments. Together the events of that year produced a series of conflicts that were only partly concealed from public gaze. Given the stakes involved, it was only appropriate that the negotiations took more than a year to be completed.

In preparing this book, I have drawn on a number of my own books. Foremost have been the monographs and essays produced over the past generation. These begin with a study of the military assistance program (A Community of Interests: NATO and the Military Assistance Program, 1948—1951) for the office of the secretary of defense in 1980 from which I extracted material on the beginnings of that program in chapter 8. I have reworked and transposed passages from my essays on the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) formative years (The United States and NATO: The Formative Years), and they are scattered throughout the book. European conferences in Norway in 1983 and Germany in 1985 provided an opportunity to examine the relationship between the Western Union and NATO. By-products of those conferences are “An Unequal Triad: The United States, Western Union, and NATO,” in Western Security: The Formative Years, ed. Olav Riste, and Norbert Wiggershaus and Roland G. Foerster, The Western Security Community.

I have benefited from the work of former students in my NATO history classes at both Kent State and Georgetown Universities. My thanks particularly for the seminal study by Sidney R. Snyder, “The Role of the International Working Group in the Creation of the North Atlantic Treaty, December 1947-April 1949,” and for the insights of E. Timothy Smith on Italy’s ambiguous position in the treaty negotiations in The United States, Italy, and NATO, 1947-1952 and his sensitive treatment of NATO opponents in Opposition Beyond the Water’s Edge: Liberal Internationatists, Pacifists, and Containment . George T. Mazuzan, Warren R. Austin at the U.N., 1946—1953 is the most authoritative work on the U.S. representative at the UN in 1948 and 1949. Additionally, I have profited from the master’s theses of two former students: Richard F. Grimmett, “Isolationist Opposition to NATO, 1949-1951,” and Robert P. Batchelor, “The Delicate Balance: The Brussels Pact, NATO, and the United States, 1948—1951.”

Two friends in particular deserve mention in this preface. Steve Rearden has been cheering me on for the past thirty years, and I continue to be grateful for his support. More recently, Stanley Kober, an international security specialist with a historical sensibility more acute among European than U.S. scholars, has helped me with his insights. My wife, Janice, has a feel for le mot juste that has served me particularly well in this project.

I am grateful for the support Pentagon librarians Yolanda Miller, Debbie Reed, and Barbara Risser have given me in the course of my research for this book. Similarly, I have benefited from the special attention Georgetown University librarians Kristina Bobé, Timothy Cash, and Rachel Donelson have given me in the microform room of the Lauinger Library. Susan McEachern has given me the benefit of her expertise at every stage of this project as editorial director for History, International Studies, and Geography with Rowman & Littlefield. It has made a difference.

Of all the help I have received, none has been more important than that of Morris Honick, former chief, Historical Section, SHAPE. Living in Casteau since his retirement, he has spent considerable time consulting on my behalf with Western European Union archivists and sending me copies of significant Western Union documents. Through his intervention, I had an opportunity to meet with Arnaud Jacomet, head, the Secretariat of the Western European Union; Tomas Galano, head of Western European Union Archives in Brussels; and Felipe Leitao, principal archivist. I am pleased to acknowledge the special contributions of Morris Honick on the title page of this book.
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Introduction: The Isolationist Tradition, 1800—1947

A case may be made that World War II freed the United States from its obsession of a dangerous Europe preying on its innocence and entangling the nation in its coils. The conviction that the United States possessed the blessings of liberty denied to the Old World was based on its interpretation of its colonial history. The British colonies may have owed their existence to the economic ambitions and imperial visions of the mother country, but in Boston from the time of John Winthrop’s “City Upon a Hill,” the colonists saw themselves liberated in a vast new world separated by an ocean from the troubles and evils of the Old World. And ten years prior to that, in Plymouth, William Bradford envisioned himself as a Joshua and a Moses leading the new children of Israel across a large Red Sea to the “Promised Land.” Over a century, Britain’s mercantile system unwittingly encouraged a sense of political, social, and economic freedom to flourish in its colonies. By the middle of the eighteenth century when Britain had defeated its rivals and turned its attention once again to the colonies, it was too late for the British government to scale back the freedoms it had allowed, and revolution followed. Rather than appreciate the benefits the British Empire had given to colonists in the forms of trading privileges and protection with its powerful navy, the new republic saw only subjection in what it called foreign wars serving the dynastic interests of the British monarchy.

As a small insecure nation in 1800 it was reasonable for the United States to steer clear from the quarrels of monarchical Europe as much as possible. Although the French alliance of 1778 had helped to win the Revolutionary War, it subsequently became a burden as the young nation found itself caught up in the Anglo-French wars of the 1790s. In that decade the Anglophile Hamiltonians contended with the Francophile Jeffersonians to maintain neutrality in those European struggles. Not until the end of the War of 1812 was the United States free to expand across the continent without fear of serious opposition from Britain, France, or Spain. The Monroe Doctrine (1823) symbolized successful detachment from the threat of European intervention.

ISOLATIONISM REDUX

By the end of the nineteenth century, the nation was equal in resources to any European rival, ready to compete for global advantage but still wary of a European entanglement with any power, including the increasingly friendly Great Britain. When the United States entered World War I, it was as an “associated” power, not an “ally,” of Britain and France despite a common opposition to German militarism. The idea of alliance was as uncomfortable to Woodrow Wilson as it was to most of the country.

The experience at the Versailles peace conference in 1919 confirmed America’s suspicions of Europe and reaffirmed its opposition to alliances. The victorious Anglo-French allies acquired territories from the defeated Germans and made a mockery of Wilson’s efforts to use U.S. power as a means of ending, once and for all, the power politics that led to war in the past. The League of Nations, the fourteenth point in Wilson’s war aims, had been designed to remove the causes of future wars. It was an elaborate structure prepared to include all the nations of the world bound in a collective security system. Should any member attack another, it would risk the condemnation of all the others. But in 1919, the United States rejected the League, because it perceived the Treaty of Versailles with its division of Germany’s overseas territories to have been a betrayal of the idealistic reasons of the United States for participating in the European war against the kaiser.

Isolationism deepened in the 1930s. As the Great Depression devastated the world’s economies, Americans either ignored the rise of Fascism in Europe and Japanese militarism in Asia or felt that the demise of foreign democracies was no concern of the United States. The apparent lessons of World War I were manifested in neutrality laws during the administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt. Instead of helping victims of increasingly aggressive Fascist powers, such as Spain and Czechoslovakia, Congress, which had closed the nation’s doors to most immigrants, was convinced that partiality for any side would risk the nation’s involvement in foreign wars. The competing menace of Soviet Communism, which rivaled if not surpassed Nazism in some eyes, was more proof in the wisdom of abstaining from entanglements with the Old World. Only after Japan’s invasion of China in 1937 and the Anglo-French appeasement of Adolf Hitler in 1938 over the status of Czechoslovakia’s Sudetenland did the nation awaken to the potential consequences of a Europe under the domination of Nazi Germany and East Asia dominated by militaristic Japan.

The awakening did not come easily. When the Germans invaded Poland in September 1939, there was still a substantial constituency in the United States for abstaining from the conflict. When France fell in 1940, and Britain was fighting a lonely battle against a Germany in control of the European continent, the president himself was slow, or at least quite cautious, about educating the U.S. public to the dangers befalling European nations. A Nazi-Communist pact the year before had made the Soviet Union complicit in the destruction of democracy in Europe, and when the Germans invaded Russia in 1941, a beleaguered Britain represented the only democracy surviving in Europe. An energized Roosevelt employed all the weapons an able president possessed to win over Congress and the nation in supporting Britain, first in 1940 through supplying badly needed destroyers in exchange for British bases in the Atlantic and Caribbean and then pushing Congress to create a much more ambitious lend-lease program in 1941. Moreover, the United States violated its neutrality by escorting ships carrying weapons and supplies to Britain. At the same time Roosevelt was challenging Japanese aggression in Asia by restricting supplies of raw materials essential for the Japanese war machine. These actions were taken in the face of a potent and well-organized isolationist opposition dedicated to keeping the United States out of war by reminding the nation of how Europe betrayed the United States in World War I. Bipartisan interventionists, spearheaded by prominent Republican leaders, won the battle of public opinion. It took the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor to silence isolationist voices.


THE WORLD WAR II “ALLIANCE”

After the United States entered the war against the Axis powers, the enthusiasm that animated the United States in 1917 was replicated a generation later. Isolationist sentiment was suppressed as the nation mobilized for unconditional surrender. The emotions that united the United States encompassed all the nations on the allied side, including the Soviet Communists; the United States put aside the memory of Communist behavior in 1939 and European behavior in general in 1919. Once again the United States was ready to look to a world that would rid itself of the scourge of war. But there was a major difference between the two world wars. In 1917, U.S. power and resources may have been equal—or superior—to those of any of the belligerents, but the leadership of the war was in the hands of the Allies. After 1941 there was no question about the dominance of the United States; its vast resources made it the dominant partner in the coalition that defeated the Axis powers, even though the Soviets endured greater sacrifices in the contest than their partners.

The failed League of Nations, rejected by the United States, was revived under the name of the United Nations, with some significant differences. The Roosevelt administration, unlike Wilson’s, ensured U.S. leadership from the outset by embedding the organization in the United States, and Republicans would be as closely identified with it as Democrats. Yet leadership in creating the UN was only a partial step toward breaking with the past. The sacrifices of national sovereignty required by the UN charter were actually milder than those envisioned in the League of Nations covenant. The United States assumed the burden of creating a collective security organization based on the assumption that the victors of World War II would be harmonious peacekeepers. To ensure this harmony, the United States, along with Britain, France, China, and the Soviet Union, would have veto power in the Security Council that would insulate them from the judgments of the other fifty members of the original UN. Neither the United States nor its adversary, the Soviet Union, would trust its fate to a General Assembly of the UN or to each other.

The isolationist tradition was not yet buried. While the U.S.-British relationship in the war was touted as a grand alliance, it represented a personal alliance between Roosevelt and Winston Churchill, not a national alliance enshrined in a treaty. The combined chiefs of staff were not a permanent fixture. When the war ended, the Truman administration made it clear that no permanent entanglements had been made among any of the wartime allies. The lend-lease program with the Soviet Union was abruptly terminated, and Britain was informed that the wartime links would no longer apply. More significantly, through the McMahon Act of 1946, the United States emphasized that there would be no sharing of the atom bomb with former allies.

It was hardly surprising that the voices of isolationism would be heard again after the war. Soviet Communism had emerged as a challenge to the United States as early as the Yalta Conference, when the allies made plans for dividing a defeated Germany into occupational zones and determined the future of Poland. It was an uneasy arrangement, given the different understandings held by the United States and the Soviet Union over a prospective peace treaty with Germany and the governance of a reconstructed Poland. Critics claimed that Communism under Soviet auspices had been promoted by U.S. concessions to the former ally and argued that defeating Nazi Germany had only led to the rise of an even greater danger of Soviet Communism spreading through a destroyed Europe. The possibility of the United States turning its back on the outside world was once again in vogue. Winning the war had only produced another great enemy.

In reality an isolationist revival was remote in 1945. Movement toward a permanent abandonment of the tradition of nonentanglement with Europe was inevitable. The alternative would have been to turn the Old World over to Communism and invite an expanded Soviet Union to penetrate the West. France and Germany had large Communist parties, with their citizenry giving Communists credit for victory over the Nazis. Suspicions of Communist subversion in the United States and charges of U.S. weakness in allowing the Soviets to use the periodic meetings of their foreign ministers to keep the Soviet-occupied parts of Germany and the new regimes in Eastern Europe in the Soviet orbit were common. The Truman administration seemed to be rudderless in 1945 and 1946 in dealing with Joseph Stalin. The Soviets rebuffed half-hearted attempts of the United States to come to terms with them; Communism, as they saw it, would inevitably replace capitalistic democratic governments of the West, and the Soviets seemed ready to hasten that process by their efforts to intimidate Turkey and by supporting a civil war in Greece.


THE TRUMAN DOCTRINE

The drift in foreign relations came to an end in 1947 when the president replaced Secretary of State James F. Byrnes with General George C. Marshall and endorsed the concept of containment as a response to Soviet expansionism. This change did not signify acceptance of binding agreements with European nations. It did mean that the United States was prepared to recognize that the survival of Western democracies threatened by Communist internal subversion or external aggression was vital to the security of the United States itself. The United States was the only bulwark against the daunting power of the Soviet Union. To give direction to this policy, the Truman administration drew on the advice of a Soviet specialist in Moscow, George F. Kennan, whose seminal “long telegram” in 1946 circulated throughout the government with its message outlining the treatment of relations with the Soviet Union. It was later encapsulated in his “X” article in the summer issue of Foreign Affairs.1 As a scholarly and perceptive student of Communism, Kennan propounded the thesis that only firm containment would control the dynamic ideology of the Soviet system. Conventional diplomacy was irrelevant to the relationship between the two nations. So was the UN. Hostility was inherent in the nature of the two societies. The only way to cope with this challenge was by patient containment of Soviet expansionism, anticipating the day when its economic failures and its lack of internal cohesion would lead to its demise.

Kennan’s lengthy analysis of Soviet behavior was a product of his experience as an expert in the pathology of Soviet behavior. In 1925, a year after graduating from Princeton, he entered the U.S. Foreign Service, where he became one of the few specialists in Soviet affairs. Kennan accompanied William C. Bullitt, the first U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union, to Moscow in 1933, where he served most of the decade. He returned in 1944 as minister-counselor. Kennan possessed a keen mind and a gift for writing thoughtful commentaries. It was these qualities that attracted the attention of Secretary of the Navy James V. Forrestal in 1946. His containment recommendations won him an appointment as head of the State Department’s policy planning staff.

The first implication of Kennan’s hypothesis was that a divided world could not be bridged by the UN. But because the nation at large did not seem to share Kennan’s views, the Truman administration’s policymakers used the plight of Britain and civil war in Greece to force the United States to come to grips with reality. Britain’s inability to afford continuous support of the Greek government against Communist opposition became the occasion for the United States to assume the British burden in the Mediterranean. In March 1947 the president announced the Truman Doctrine, promising economic and military support to the beleaguered countries of Greece and Turkey, who at that time were combating Soviet pressures on their borders. But the Truman Doctrine promised much more: to support as well “free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.”2

Although Kennan recognized that the doctrine was more sweeping than anything he had envisioned, the Truman administration understood the need for jarring the U.S. public out of its complacency. Its leaders also knew that military aid alone was insufficient; Europe needed massive economic aid to encourage its recovery and its ability to resist the lure of Communism. In June 1947 the Marshall Plan satisfied many U.S. worries about the excessive dependence on arms to deal with Soviet expansion. The plan promised massive economic aid to countries that would show their worthiness by demonstrating a willingness to help themselves and to break down economic barriers with other beneficiaries of U.S. support. Unlike the loans made after World War I, there would be no demand for repayment. Instead, the recipients were expected to integrate and revive their economies; the argument was based on the assumption that a reformed Europe would be strong enough to resist Communist pressure. It was recognized that a demoralized Europe mired in poverty was vulnerable to the promises of Communism. This was the reasoning behind the secretary of state’s commencement address at Harvard University in June 1947.


THE MARSHALL PLAN

In many ways, the Marshall Plan reflected a combination of U.S. idealism and enlightened self-interest. Short-term handouts had failed in the past, and loans were not repaid. But a prosperous Europe was expected to be a partner that would not only contribute to the economic well-being of the United States but become an ally against Soviet penetration, because the European beneficiaries would adopt variations of the U.S. model of society. It is noteworthy that none of the expectations of the United States involved entangling political or military alliance. The objective was European integration, not U.S. integration with Europe.

U.S. leaders may or may not have perceived that the approaches they were making were moving toward a full break with the isolationist past; but the steps they were taking were definitely leading toward that goal. The Europeans knew this and made it clear that a binding U.S. military commitment was indispensable if the aims of the Marshall Plan were to be fulfilled. As long as Western Europe lacked a sense of security, economic aid would not suffice to build their confidence. In the postwar world, their military resources could not withstand a Soviet invasion. They believed that U.S. power was the only deterrent that would inhibit Soviet aggression, and this required a much deeper change in the involvement of the United States with Europe than either the Truman Doctrine or the Marshall Plan.

The Marshall Plan, according to its framers—undersecretaries of state William L. Clayton and Dean G. Acheson—was to be an extension of the purposes of the Truman Doctrine. Clayton, head of the world’s largest cotton brokerage and an ardent internationalist, was undersecretary for economic affairs. Acheson, a prominent Washington lawyer, had been an assistant secretary of state in World War II. Charles Bohlen, a veteran diplomat with expertise in Soviet affairs like Kennan, deserved some of the credit: he drafted the essence of the final version.3 If the United States were to provide effective support of the military efforts of embattled nations, as it had rallied to the defense of Greece and Turkey, it was necessary that the economic base of the beneficiaries be strong enough to take advantage of the military assistance. In this context, the Marshall Plan represented a significant underpinning of the Truman Doctrine. Indeed, embedded in the Truman Doctrine was the recognition that “the seeds of totalitarian regimes are nurtured in misery and want,” and that “our help should be primarily through economic and financial aid which is essential to economic stability and orderly political processes.”4 In essence, if the chaos of Greece and Turkey was not to be replicated in France or in Italy, where large Communist parties were flourishing, the United States must help Europeans create economic conditions that would permit them to cope with the promises of Communism. In the president’s mind, the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan were “two halves of the same walnut.”5

Truman had succeeded Roosevelt after his death in March 1945. As a Missouri senator, he had been identified with his patron, Thomas J. Pendergast, the legendary corrupt mayor of Kansas City. Although no taint of corruption was attached to his name, Truman was considered a run-of-the-mill politician until his service during World II as chairman of the special committee to investigate the national defense program. His visibility in that position won him nomination as vice president in 1944, but he entered the White House with little knowledge about foreign affairs. But after a year of seeming indecision over the direction of U.S. foreign relations, Truman emerged as a forceful leader committed to both the containment of Communism and reconstruction of Europe. The Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan were not his doing, but as president he knew where the buck stopped. Truman gladly took responsibility for both programs.

The complementary features of the two initiatives were not evident to all observers. Such influential observers as Walter Lippmann initially found irreconcilable differences between the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan. The suddenness of the Truman message to Congress suggested to him almost a hasty reflex action driven by the exigencies of the moment rather than a carefully worked out plan within the larger frame of foreign policy.6 Military aid to Greece and Turkey was primarily a stopgap military exercise, plugging leaks in a corner of Europe. The Truman Doctrine in this context was a major strike in the burgeoning Cold War, despite the president’s reference to economic rehabilitation.

The Marshall Plan, according to Lippmann, was a more mature expression of the assistance the United States gave Europe after World War I without the stigma associated with unpaid loans. The United States recognized that its own welfare rested on the revival of Europe. To ensure success, the administration required European beneficiaries to give evidence of their own efforts toward recovery. Equally important was a demonstration of Europe’s progress by reducing trade barriers that had prevailed before World War II and moving toward economic integration of the continent or at least that part of Europe outside Soviet control.

Critics from the Left, however, such as Henry Wallace, former vice president under Roosevelt and secretary of commerce under Truman, applauded U.S. support for the principles of self-help, mutual aid, and yet identified the corrupting influence of the Truman Doctrine on the Marshall Plan. Given the primary functions of the Truman Doctrine, the European Recovery Program (ERP) in practice would result in the militarization of the social, economic, and political affairs of the recipients. As Wallace claimed, “we will help you if you have our kind of government and subordinate your economy to ours.”7 Wallace, vice president in Roosevelt’s third term, had opened himself to the charge of being an apologist for the Soviet Union, a position that cost him his Cabinet post as secretary of commerce in September 1946.

From the Right, Edwin Borchard of the Yale Law School, who was a vigorous isolationist spokesman in the 1930s, worried about the enormous costs the Marshall Plan would impose on the United States. Asserting that economic aid was based on “the unsound political plan of Potsdam,” he felt that “so long as that basis stands any American money raised . . . will be the sheerest palliative and can serve no purpose of recovery.” Moreover, it would serve to finance state socialism, a conclusion Borchard believed should clinch his case.8

But opponents of European economic aid lost some of their natural constituencies. The administration’s care in assuring that the Marshall Plan would not be another species of the UN’s ongoing agencies mollified liberals who had been alienated by the Truman Doctrine. Although the Christian Century admitted that the Marshall Plan was a gamble, the journal asserted that it was also “a great venture in statesmanship.”9 Even the acerbic Nation agreed that the plan“ offers a new hope.” Liberal journals were able to take comfort from Lippmann’s clear distinction between “the Truman line and the Marshall line”—one unilateral, the other in harmony with the UN.10 For Joseph Jones, who helped draft both documents, the links between the two were obvious and beneficial to Europeans and Americans alike. The two halves of the same walnut signified U.S. acceptance of responsibility as a world leader, and as such was the central feature of a “national conversion” that would forever change the nature of U.S.-foreign relations with the Old World.11

If there were lingering doubts about the conjunction between the Marshall Plan and the UN, the endorsement of leaders of the American Association for the United Nations (AAUN) should have resolved them. Clark M. Eichelberger, as its national director, offered a blessing by association: “The Marshall Plan must not be considered disassociated from the United Nations. Its success means stability for the nations of Europe, and the United Nations must derive strength from stable members.” Although the majority of the Philadelphia branch of the UN council would have preferred that the plan be administered by the UN, that organization’s letter to the Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs observed that “It is important to point out that there was a significant minority in favor of having the United States administer aid alone.”12 The majority’s objections were a minor caveat. U.S. friends of the UN had put their imprimatur on the Marshall Plan.

Congress gave its approval, too, but only after agonizing debates about spending so much money on possibly unreliable and ungrateful beneficiaries. On 2 December 1947, members of the House of Representatives Rules Committee wondered about the lasting effectiveness of foreign aid as well as the potential impact on the domestic economy. In the Senate, Republican Robert Taft of Ohio, the foremost skeptic about European entanglements before and after World War II, managed to cut the proposed three-year program to a single year, with a proportionate reduction of funds.13 It took the impending breakdown of the four-powers Council of Foreign Ministers meeting in London for Congress to come to terms with the interim aid bill on 15 December. The bill became Public Law 389 of the Foreign Aid Act of 1947 two days later.14 Flying back to Washington immediately after the adjournment of the London conference, Marshall lent his weight to the act in a radio report on 19 December. He made it clear to the U.S. public that the East-West conflict would be fought out over the ERP rather than over the a doomed peace conference on the future of Germany.15 This modest success was a signal for the full aid program to proceed in full force.

For the most part, Europeans recognized the opportunity offered by the Marshall Plan and proceeded to meet it. Under the leadership of the British and French foreign ministers, they sought to demonstrate that Europeans could overcome the economic barriers that had bedeviled interstate relations in the past and to show that they could utilize the massive aid envisioned in the ERP to serve the unity as well as the recovery of Europe. Sixteen nations from the East, as well as from the West, met in Paris in July 1947 and established the Committee of European Economic Cooperation (CEEC), chaired by British delegate Oliver Franks, to implement themes laid out in Secretary Marshall’s address.16

Before any funds were raised, the Marshall Plan deepened a conflict with the Soviet Union that had already been underway. The Soviets had been invited to join the program and indeed were represented in Paris by a large delegation. Rather than reducing East-West tensions, the Soviets withdrew from discussions of the plan, charging that it represented a U.S. plot to control the destiny of all Europe. According to Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin’s account to Prime Minister Clement Attlee, Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov walked out angrily, “uttering threats.” Bevin then confided to U.S. Ambassador to France Jefferson Caffery that “I am glad that the cards have been laid on the table and that the responsibility will be laid at Moscow’s door.” Here was an open breach between East and West and arguably the beginning of the Cold War. Bevin was reputed to have whispered to his private secretary, “This really is the birth of the Western bloc.”17

In a sense, the Soviet withdrawal from the discussions in Paris over a European response to the Marshall address came as a relief to Kennan and Bohlen. The United States recognized that Soviet participation would kill the Marshall Plan in Congress. But in light of their familiarity with Communist behavior, neither diplomat felt that the Soviets could accept U.S. verification of the uses to which the funds would be put. When Poland and Czechoslovakia showed an interest in participating, the Kremlin intervened. It was obvious, as Bohlen anticipated, that if the countries in the Communist orbit should participate in the recovery program, its control over Eastern Europe would be in jeopardy.18 This judgment was reasonable. Embarking on its campaign against the Marshall Plan, the Soviets not only forced Eastern Europe to join their opposition but also encouraged strikes and demonstrations by their Communist friends in France and Italy in protest of “American hegemonic intentions.” The Soviets had some hopes, too, that France’s worries about the potential success of Germany’s economic recovery would be at the expense of their interests, and so would Foreign Minister Georges Bidault’s support of the new CEEC.19

Bidault had won acclaim as a leader of the French underground in World War II and subsequently as foreign minister from March 1947 to July 1948. A member of the center-left Catholic party, the Mouvement Républicain Populaire (MRP), he walked a fine line between suspicion of a revived German militarism and a lively fear of Communism at home and abroad. His decision for a close association with Britain and the United States against a perceived Soviet threat earned him initial plaudits but ultimately led to his defeat in the summer of 1948. His countrymen felt that his embrace of the Anglo-Americans led to neglect of the German menace.

Understandably, Soviet expectations were buoyed by France’s earlier concern that the Anglo-U.S. merger of their zones in Germany could lead to too hasty reconstruction of a potentially dangerous Germany.20 The Soviets were to be disappointed when France agreed unofficially to trizonal fusion at the same time that it lent its support to the Marshall Plan in July 1948.21 Before Marshall returned home from London in December 1947, he and his British and French counterparts implied that the fusion of the French zone with the other two would be “an evolutionary development,” but one that could be resolved in the near future.22


BEVIN-BIDAULT COLLABORATION

Certainly, the vehement Soviet reaction to the Marshall Plan accelerated the Cold War, even if it did not ignite it. The Kennan warnings, along with Churchill’s Iron Curtain speech at Fulton, Missouri, in 1946, when he accused the Soviets of sealing off Eastern Europe from the West, were clear preludes, and the Truman Doctrine laid down a challenge in no uncertain terms. The key element that determined East-West relations in 1947 continued to revolve around the German question. The victors of World War II had established the Council of Foreign Ministers at Potsdam in 1945 primarily to settle the future of Germany. Failing to evoke any interest from Molotov in a twenty-five-year security treaty, U.S. Secretary of State Byrnes moved to facilitate the revival and reorganization of Germany by merging the economies of the British and U.S. sectors of Germany in 1946. The British, beset with their economic troubles, agreed, and by the end of the year, a bizonia, linking the British and U.S. sectors, was in place. But the nub of the Soviet problem then and in 1947 appeared to be the issue of German reparations, particularly with respect to its own claims.23

When the ministers of the four powers met in Moscow in March 1947, it was apparent that their cooperation was coming to an end. But still hoping for economic unification of all Germany, advisers to Secretary of State Marshall, who had replaced Byrnes in January 1947, looked for a way to solve the reparations issue. They recommended taking reparations from current production as inducement to unify the four zones. Up to this point, the Soviets had been taking their reparations out of capital equipment.24 Because this change meant that the financial burden would fall on the U.S. taxpayer, it was a significant concession but not significant enough. Stalin seemed uninterested in coming to an agreement on economic unity. The Moscow conference convinced the United States that by delaying German recovery the Soviets anticipated the resulting fear and disillusionment to bring Western Europe into the Communist orbit. Still, hopes for a peace conference were not fully dashed; the political aspects were left to the deputies to the foreign ministers to handle.25

The failure of the Moscow conference made the U.S. effort to restore Europe’s economic life all the more imperative. The Marshall Plan was a measure of U.S. leadership. While not directly impinging on the status of Germany, it was obvious that Germany was central to the success of the program. In fact, before the end of the year, President Truman asked for funds for the economic revival of Germany as an integral part of the Marshall Plan.26 The need to deal with Germany enabled Bidault and Bevin to move ahead with plans for cooperation in merging the French zone with the Anglo-U.S. sectors. When the last attempts to resolve the German question collapsed in London in December, the question of reparations was far less important than the larger issue of whether Germany would fall to the East or to the West.

As East-West relations worsened, Anglo-French ties grew closer as a means of engaging U.S. support and coping with Soviet hostility. The effort did not begin with the Bevin proposal to Marshall after the failure of the London meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers. The signing of the anti-German Treaty of Dunkirk on 4 March 1947, a fifty-year pact designed to calm French passions about a resurgent German nationalism, initiated a new spirit of Anglo-French collaboration. This Anglo-French pact assured the nervous French that in the event of a German attack, the other ally would “provide all the military and other support and assistance in its power.” (France’s psychological wounds over its surrender to Nazi Germany in 1940 had not yet healed.) Britain’s action helped to move France’s leadership to a gradual recognition in 1947 that the Soviets rather than the Germans were the primary obstacle to a new order in Europe.

The transition did not come easily. France, plagued with Communist agitation and lingering mistrust of its British ally, could not come to a quick decision on the Dunkirk treaty. Jean Chauvel, head of the foreign office at the Quai d’Orsay, and René Massigli, ambassador to London, did not want to move too fast for fear of producing a meaningless paper agreement.27 They were also worried about hostile Communist reactions, not only on the street but also in the caretaker government in Paris.

Bevin, too, had reasons for caution; he reportedly told Bidault that “we can’t carry on a conversation between two great Powers, with a third great Power in the cupboard with a listening apparatus.”28 From the British perspective, the immediate purpose of the Anglo-French treaty was to bolster French opposition to Soviet influence as well as to underscore the potential danger of German revanchism. Massigli agreed but felt that Britain was mistaken in fearing that the French government would not resist temptations to forge closer ties with Moscow and accommodate the Soviets on the future of Germany.29

Soviet behavior at the Moscow conference in March and in Paris in July over the implementation of the Marshall Plan quickened the pace of collaboration between Bevin and Bidault over the six months before the London conference of foreign ministers. The Marshall Plan was a vehicle for many of their conversations, and inevitably they included questions about the role the United States might play in political as well as economic support of Western Europe. Ideally, Bevin, who looked to Britain’s Labour government as a “middle way” between Soviet Communism and U.S. capitalism, would have preferred an Anglo-French collaboration to produce a Western European middle way.30 But even as Bidault pondered over the possibility of a Western European defense pact, he raised the question of engaging the United States in the process.31

Although old issues, such as French pressures to increase coal deliveries from the Ruhr, surfaced in the conversations, as well as occasional references to an Anglo-French “third force” mediating between the United States and the Soviet Union, few illusions remained. Without minimizing the dangers from Soviet policies, neither minister regarded dependence on the United States as the first choice. Exercising statecraft to manipulate both superpowers to advance the position of Western Europe was an ideal that died hard. Indeed, it was to resurface periodically over the next two generations. Moreover, the Anglo-French discussions had to take into account the abiding British sense of a special relationship with the United States. In the words of Bevin’s private secretary, “Europe under American water cans handled by British gardeners blossoms into a happy Western garden of Eden.”32 More critical to the success of Anglo-French discussions was Bidault’s confession at a dinner in New York on October 7 that “he had burned his boats as regards to the Russians.” He said he had “tried to follow a middle path for two years. . . . Russian moves had shown that they were determined to have two worlds rather than one.”33

Both foreign ministers recognized that there had to be a military as well as a political and economic dimension to U.S. support. Following the French general staffs advice, Bidault asked Marshall in October about a U.S. contribution to European security.34 He received no satisfactory answer. And there was not full trust in its French ally on the part of Britain. Intimate though the conversations were, the French foreign minister still had to convince Bevin that French Communists were no longer an obstacle to Western unity and that French military representatives would be trustworthy. He succeeded, and on 2 December when Marshall asked for the best means of steadying the French, Bevin’s response was quick—immediate passage of the interim aid bill.35 Neither of these meetings evoked a response from the secretary of state about the United States joining any Western European defense program, but the Europeans felt a path was opening.

The path expanded when Bevin and Bidault were prepared to take advantage of implications in Secretary Marshall’s speech to the Pilgrim Society in London on 12 December. Although there was no mention of U.S. interest in participating in a European organization, Marshall emphasized the beneficial effects that the ERP would have on the regeneration of Europe.36 This was sufficient encouragement for the allies to agree that Franco-British staff talks should be held, with the hope of including the United States in the future. With his cabinet’s support, on 19 December Bidault instructed General Pierre Billotte, then a member of the French delegation to the UN, to begin talks with the United States and Britain on negotiating a military agreement. The general reported that they were surprised but pleased at the French initiative.37

The allies moved quickly to facilitate an “engagement” with the United States. While Bevin gave Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick, British High Commissioner in Germany, the responsibility for providing a blueprint of a Western European military alliance, Bidault proposed a treaty with Belgium on 23 December. The proposal was couched in bilateral terms, along the lines of the Anglo-French Dunkirk Treaty concluded earlier in the year, with the idea of using the anti-German language to avoid open offense to Russia.38 The two allies were then poised to take the next step of bringing the United States into this new Western European entity.


HICKERSON’S REACTIONS

Nominally, the breakdown of the London conference resulted from the West’s unwillingness to meet Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov’s demands for $10 billion in reparations at 1938 values. The larger issues were Soviet opposition to the Marshall Plan, the economic recovery of Western Europe, and the Anglo-U.S. bizonal arrangement to revive their West German zones. The meeting ended without resolution when “a dead silence” greeted Bevin’s request for “suggestions as to the time and place of the next meeting.” As the ministers went to the bar afterwards for a drink, Molotov was heard to remark, “This is awful.”39

No participant in the proceedings of the foreign ministers was more in agreement with Molotov’s remark than the State Department’s Director of the Office of European Affairs, John D. Hickerson, even if his reasons differed from those of the Soviet foreign minister. A “tough minded West Texan,” in Theodore C. Achilles’s admiring words, he was also a dedicated internationalist and an experienced bureaucratic operator. Entering the U.S. Foreign Service in 1928, he occupied a variety of positions, drawing favorable attention in each of them. During World War II, he had served on the U.S.-Canadian Board of Defense and in 1945 was adviser at the Conference of International Organizations in San Francisco that framed the UN charter. In London, this veteran diplomat was familiar with many of the players at that ill-fated gathering.40 Achilles, a U.S. Foreign Service officer since 1931, was director of the office of Western Europe Affairs and an acolyte of Hickerson. His devotion to the Atlantic alliance may have been even more avid than his superior’s. Achilles spent his retirement years as a leader of the Atlantic Council of the United States, an organization devoted to the advancement of the Atlantic community.

Hickerson had listened to the words of Secretary Marshall in his Pilgrim Society address in London a few days before the termination of the meetings and shared Marshall’s sentiments about “the great surge of American public opinion in support of the effort to alleviate the sufferings and hardships of the peoples on this side of the Atlantic” that World War II had inflicted. He particularly appreciated Marshall’s emphasis on the “natural growth in the case of two peoples enjoying a common heritage and having a common outlook on the fundamentals of human society.”41 He was even more enthusiastic about the conversation at a private dinner Foreign Secretary Bevin had with Marshall at his flat in Carlton Terrace on 15 December, when Bevin spoke of his conviction that given little opportunity for dealing with the Soviet Union in the foreseeable future, the salvation of the West lay in the formation of some form of union supported by the United States and Canada to permit Western Europe to cope with the Communist challenge. Massigli observed sardonically that Bevin articulated his views “with remarkable imprecision.” But Hickerson and Achilles were captivated by the foreign minister’s language. According to Hickerson, Bevin used many of the same words that he repeated in his speech to the House of Commons a few weeks later. Achilles claimed that “these words were engraved on Jack’s memory as they are on mine.”42

Over the next few days Bevin elaborated on this theme, when at Marshall’s request, Hickerson visited Bevin at the foreign office. On one level, Bevin referred to a “spiritual federation of the West” that was obviously not a formal alliance. At the same time he envisioned two “security arrangements,” a smaller, tighter one embracing treaties with France and the Benelux countries and a larger and looser treaty with other European countries. Both would have treaty commitments from the United States and Canada.43

The concept of a Western association, if not alliance, was in the air in the fall of 1947, outside the confines of Anglo-French conversations. Canadian statesmen were at the forefront of concerns about Atlantic links in which their country would occupy a key role mediating between the United States and Europe. Escott Reid, deputy undersecretary of state for external affairs, speaking at the annual Conference of the Canadian Institute of Public Affairs in August, recommended a regional security organization within the UN charter that could take measures of collective self-defense until the Security Council acted. He suggested that “this may be the first public statement advocating a collective defen[s]e organization of the [W]estern world.”44 Reid was heartened to note that Hamilton Fish Armstrong, editor of Foreign Affairs, had made a similar proposal, specifically adding a protocol to the UN charter. But it was Canadian Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent, addressing the UN General Assembly on 18 September, who is credited with first proposing “an association of peace-loving states” that would pursue the goals of the charter. Given the realities of the Soviet Union’s veto power in the Security Council, the association would operate under the auspices of an amended charter.45

Reactions from the secretary of state and his principal adviser on European affairs differed markedly; Marshall was a cool and stiff former army chief of staff, celebrated as one of the architects of victory in World War II. The fact that he “seldom looked like anything but a soldier” was an important factor in the president’s choice in placing a military man in charge of the State Department. He would have the toughness to face the Soviets that his predecessors, Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., and Byrnes, had lacked. His wartime experience included summit conferences involving political as well as military matters. Senator Truman paid him the ultimate compliment in 1944 of being the greatest living American at a time, as historian Robert Ferrell pointed out, when “another great American was alive at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue.” Acheson, not easily impressed by his fellow man, was moved to observe that “the moment General Marshall entered a room, everyone in it felt his presence. . . . His figure conveyed intensity, which his voice, low, staccato, and incisive, reinforced. . . . It compelled respect. . . . There was no military glamour about him and nothing of the martinet. Yet to all of us he was always ‘General Marshall.’ The title fitted him as though he was baptized with it. . . . I should never have dreamed of addressing him as ‘Mr. Secretary’; and I have never heard anyone but Mrs. Marshall call him ‘George.”’46

Given this persona, it was hardly surprising that Marshall’s support of the proposals of his European counterparts was carefully qualified. He was not one to be carried away by enthusiasm, particularly when it emanated from his European counterparts. His Pilgrim Society speech on 12 December concentrated on the effect that material aid of the Marshall Plan would have on European unity but included no specific promise of U.S. participation beyond general approval of Bevin’s path. As the U.S. charge d’affaires in London reported, Marshall “had no criticism of Mr. Bevin’s general idea. But he thought there should be an understanding as soon as possible on their immediate objectives,” which involved the “material regeneration” of Europe. When Bevin asked if he could share the substance of the dinner conversation with the French, the State Department responded that there was no objection to showing Bidault its “expurgated” contents as long as the French understood that Marshall “had not definitely approved any particular course of action and had hoped to receive specific British proposals before making any final commitment.” Undersecretary of State Robert A. Lovett noted that since “the British have already shown the memo of conversation to the French, I suppose we should not refuse. If, however, we agree, I think we should make it clear that Bevin was speaking without the authority of his Cabinet, and as he put it, was thinking out loud.”47

Hickerson looked at the Bevin initiatives from a different perspective. Well versed as he was in European matters and not given to emotional outbursts, he was nonetheless upset by the failure of the foreign ministers in London to reach a peace agreement with the Soviets over Germany and more importantly by the consequent condition of ongoing hostility between East and West. Bevin and Bidault had found a ready partner in this seasoned diplomat, although he was not at the level of authority they would have preferred.

Returning to Washington by ship, Hickerson had the opportunity suggest to a shipmate, John Foster Dulles, Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg’s representative at the conference and putative secretary of state (should the Republicans win the White House in 1948), that Marshall’s response was not good enough. Hickerson insisted that only U.S. acceptance of a military alliance could create sufficient confidence in Europe to restore the political and economic health of Western Europe.48

Hickerson could appreciate Marshall’s caution and his assumption that the new “union” must be wholly European. The Marshall Plan, after all, was only six months old, and Europeans were bickering over who was to get U.S. aid, and Congress was hesitant to authorize, let alone appropriate, funds.49 Yet the imperative was clear, and he and Achilles would be the engine in the state department to break the long tradition of nonentanglement in the military and political affairs of Europe.

Dulles did not need much convincing. At Marshall’s suggestion, as Kennan noted, he had gone to Paris on 4 December to reassure the nervous French that the secretary of state’s presence in London did not signify any diminution of U.S. concern for France’s interests. He returned to London shaken by the sense of desperation he had found in Paris and convinced that the country beset by Communist-inspired strikes required immediate political reassurance of U.S. commitment.50

No statesman in U.S. history, aside from John Quincy Adams, had been more carefully groomed for a primary role in the shaping of foreign relations than this grandson of John W. Foster, secretary of state under Benjamin Harrison and nephew of Robert Lansing, secretary of state under Wilson. With both Republican and Democratic credentials in his family, Dulles was no narrow political partisan but an active follower of the internationalist faction in the Republican Party. As a Princeton undergraduate with the right connections, he served as secretary to the Chinese delegation to the Hague Conference of 1907. He was a participant in the peace negotiations at Versailles in 1919 and then went on to a distinguished career in international law with the prestigious firm of Sullivan and Cromwell. Dulles was also heir to the Presbyterian legacy of his clergyman father and devoted much of his time to serving the interests of the Federal Council of Churches in America. By World War II he was an influential adviser to the internationalist wing of the Republican Party.51

As early as January 1947, Dulles had delivered a major address in New York in which he urged the reconstruction of Europe along the lines of the federal union. He urged that “Americans ought to be able to give them precious assistance. . . . We have, more than any other people, experience in using the federal formula, and in developing its manifold possibilities.” There was no further connection with the United States in that speech.52 But by November before he joined Marshall in London for the foreign ministers meeting, he testified on the interim aid bill for Europe that we “should not forget that today the United States, in Germany, is a western European government. Our exhortations to other western European nations will sound hollow if we ourselves fail to do what we expect of others. We ought to set the example.” His message specifically concerned the economic reconstruction of Germany but that the intimate involvement of the United States as a Western European government could lead to a political commitment as well.53

Dulles’s views had been cleared with Governor Thomas E. Dewey and Senator Vandenberg, two of the most important leaders of the Republican Party. Around the country there were editorials and congressional voices looking to a European federation as a solution to the German problems. Democrats and Republican alike also identified political federation as a response to Western Europe’s debilitating disunity. In March, Democratic Senators J. William Fulbright of Arkansas and Elbert Thomas of Utah presented concurrent resolutions to the Senate and House stating that “the Congress favors the creation of a United States of Europe within the framework of the United Nations.”54

Although the Arkansas senator was an architect of the Greek-Turkish aid package as well as a vigorous advocate of the UN, Vandenberg was not happy with the open-ended commitments the Truman Doctrine would impose, and he was pessimistic about the ability of the UN to maintain collective security. The lack of a viable alternative turned his attention toward European federation. The Marshall Plan was a beginning but not a sufficient means of restoring stability to Western Europe. He urged quick action while the situation in Europe was still fluid. With the London conference of foreign ministers still in session, Fulbright, speaking at the University of Toronto in early December, warned that “the continent, in its present fragmentary form, is a large power vacuum which Russia is trying to fill. Let us be under no illusions. If Russia obtains control of Western Europe, the control of Africa, the Near East, and the Middle East will fall into her lap like a ripe plum.”55

The particular historical precedent fitting the current situation in the minds of U.S. foreign-policy elites, liberal and conservative alike, seemed to be the United States under the Articles of Confederation in the 1780s, when the founding fathers introduced the federal constitution as the solution to their problems. The popularity of historian Carl Van Doren’s The Great Rehearsal, a recounting of the making of the U.S. Constitution, lay in the contemporary message it offered to its readers when it appeared in the fall of 1947. Van Doren himself prompted the comparison, as he noted in his preface, that the meeting “might be, though of course no one of them ever used the term, a rehearsal for the federal government of the future.”56 The vehicle for change in his book would be the UN, not a U.S. membership in a Western European alliance.

But what Hickerson had wanted, and Dulles agreed to in confidence, was just that—a U.S. association with Europe that would be a huge step beyond just oral support for European unity. The United States had to be a part of this process. The model that influenced Hickerson and Achilles was the work of the U.S. journalist Clarence K. Streit, whose book Union Now had urged the joining of the Anglo-U.S. democracies in 1939, at a time when the survival of Britain was at stake. After the war he expanded its scope to include some fifteen Atlantic democracies, including the self-governing dominions of the British Commonwealth. Like Van Doren’s recommendations, the new union would be modeled on the U.S. federal union of 1787.57

Neither Van Doren nor Streit was a model Marshall had in mind. They were far too ambitious for his taste. Nor did his European counterparts look to an ideal United States of Europe for their immediate salvation. They had their own more narrow objectives when they proposed a relationship with the United States that would build their economic revival on a military guarantee of their security. This was Bevin’s and Bidault’s goal.

The thoughtful British journalist Barbara Ward placed the events of 1947 in the perspective of a sea change in the United States’ outlook on the world as she looked ahead to 1948. Writing in the New York Times Sunday Magazine on 28 December, she called the new year “the Decisive Year for Us.” It will be in 1948, she predicted, that the United States will take on “our world responsibility” that the events of 1947 set in motion. Ward asserted that “a liberal world order will either pivot on the United States or it will be neither liberal or ordered.” The Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan particularly were earnests of future commitments that “have crystallized the forces making for responsibility and action which had been gathering force ever since the end of the first World War.”58

Hickerson had no doubts about the meaning of the failed conference of foreign ministers in London. When he returned to Washington on 24 December, he approached Achilles at his desk about 3 PM on the afternoon before New Year’s Day. It was the custom of Washington’s Metropolitan Club to hold open house for its members over the holiday. Drinks were free. Hickerson was “full of fishhouse punch and an idea for a North Atlantic Treaty.” According to Achilles, he exclaimed, “I don’t care if entangling alliances have been considered worse than original sin since George Washington’s time. We’ve got to have a peace time military alliance with Western Europe. And we’ve got to get it ratified. It’s your baby. Get going.”59 Although Achilles was convinced that martinis, not the Club’s punch, stoked Hickerson’s outburst, he fully agreed with the sentiments.
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