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DISSERTATION A3STRACT

The Reluctant Crusade:
American Foreign Policy in Korea 1941-1530

James Irving Matray

University of Virginia

[¥n

This dissertation is an investigation of American
foreign policy in Xorea from the beginning of World War II
until the outbreak of the Korean War. It focuses particu-
larly on evaluating the wisdom of American leaders in racog-
nizing the limitations on the power of the United States in
formulating policy objectives in Korea. In additicn, the
study analyzes Amarica's Korea policy in the larger contexs
of the postwar international struggle betwesan the United
States and the 3oviet Union. Previously, monst scholars have
agreed that the Truman Doctirine marked the crucial turning
point in pocstwar Arnerican foreign policy. 1In reality, the
Korean War witnesszed the emergence of America's unlimited
commitment to defend the worid from the threat of Soviet
domination.

Prior to 1941, the United States had been indifferent
to Korea's fate. During wWorld War II. howaver, Franklin D.
Roosevelt davalcped the realistic policy of pursuing a four-
power trusteeship for Korea, to include the Unitad States,
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Britain, China, and the Soviet Union. When Harry S. Truman




vecame President in 1945, Scviet expansionism in Eastern
Europe had begun to alarm American leaders. As a rasult,
Truman attempted to liberate XKorea unilaterally and thus
reconstruct this nation without Soviet interference.

Stalin's decision to send the Red Army into Korea before the
United States had an opportunity to land troops in the penin-
sula forced Truman to settle for a line dividing Korea at the
38th parallel into zones of occupaticn. The Sovist-American
partition of Korea meant that a civil war was likely unless
the major powers could agree to peaceful reunificatioan.

After 1945, Truman sought to reunify Korea under a
éovernment that reflected the American, rather than the
Soviet, mcdel of political and economic development. At the
Moscow Confersnce in December, 1945, the United States and
the Soviet Union appeared to agree on trusteeship as a soiu-
tion to the Korean problem. When Stalin refused to accept
the American interpretation of the Moscow Decisicn, Truman
rejected further negotiations and turned to the containment
policy to break the Koraesan deadlock. Containment sought to
build a strong, democratic, Western-oriented government in
South Korea capable of self-defense, thus permitting American
withdrawal. At the same time containment would act as a
liberating force. When the North Koreans recognized the
benefits involved in accepting American economic aid and
diplomatic support, they would oust the Communists and sesk
reunification under the South Korean regime.

By the fzll of 1948, Scuth Korea emerged as Truman's




test case of containment in Asiaz. Success in Korea would
resolve two difficult provlems. First, Truman could utilize
limited amounts of economic aid and technical advice to halz
the Soviet advance without naving to resort toc American mili-
tary power. Second, the Acdministration sought to atone for
America's failure in China and thus eliminate Republican
criticism of Truman's foreign policy. Containment promiged
to achleve a great deal at home and abroad, but at a
relatively limited cost in terms of men and materisl.
Unfortunately, the North Koreans decided to invade South
Korea in June, 1950, This attempt at forcible raunification
shattefed the foundation of Truman’s postwar forsign pelicy.
American prestige and crediﬁility demanded that the United
States act to defend the South Korsans. Tragically, the
Administration adopted an overly emotional and simplistic
justification for intervention. Far from being a local civil
war, Truman viswed the Korean conflict as nothing less than
the initial phase in a Soviet campaign for world ccnquest.
Previously, the United States was uncertain regarding the
nature and magnitude of the Soviet threat. After 19590,
Moscow's aims appeared global and aimed ultimately at the
United States. In the wake of the Korean War, the United
tates embarked again on a global crusade for the achlevement

of universal principles of law and justice.




The activities of the U.N. in
Korea have been described as "the
reluctant crusade.” . . .

Korea's significance is not the
final crusade. It is net finally
making valid the idea of collective
security. . . .

Collective security is not
something which 1s established once
and for all by some dramatic gesture.
Collective security is like a bank
account. It is kept alive by the
resources wnich are put into it. In
Korea the Russians pressnted a check
which was drawn on the bank account
of collective g=zcurity. The Russians
thought the check would bounce. They
thought it was a pad cnheck. But *o
their great surprise, the teller paid
it. The 1important thing was that ths
check was paid. The importance will
te nothing 1f the next check is not
raid and if the bank account is not
kept strong and sufficient to cover
all checks which are drawn upon it.

»e++. LDeazan Acheson
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American diplomatic historians have devoted consider-
able attention in recent years to an analysis of Soviet-
American relations after World wWar II. Initially,
scholars praised the United States for abandcninz prewar

isolationism and adopting a posture of determined opneosi-

tion to the percsived threat of Soviet idaclcgy and power.
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During recent years, however, some hisfori
gquestioned the motives and nbjsctives of postwar American
foreign policy. "New Left" ‘historians have attemptsd to
portray the United States as an imperialist nation
determined to astablish global hegemony for the benefit
of an American business elit=. Others have gquestioned
the techniques and scholarship of the "New Left," arguing
that thess writers intentionally distort reality. Yet,
few scholars have successfully formulated a realistic and
accurate appraisal of the Soviet-American confrontation.
Scholars have concentrated primarily on assigning
blame to Moscow or Washington for the emergence of the
Cold War. For some, particular issues such as Poland or
the Atomic Bomb were prime movars in producing the rvost-
war confrontation. Still other histerians argue that the

Tnited States and the Scviet Union could hawve rasoived
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thelr differences had it not heen for misunderstanding and
misconception. These evaluations dismiss the more obvious
conclusion that Soviet-American disagreements aftef Werid
War II were inevitable. Diplomacy could never completely

eliminate the problems of pcstwar Soviet-America
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because the principal cause of the dispute was a basic
divergence in national interests. Yet, if the two nations
had been able to accept their differences as the normal
outgrowth of changing conditions in international affairs,

ght have reduced resultant animosity
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then negotiations m
and tension. Unfortunately, neither the United States nor
the Soviet Union recspected the right of its adversary to
possess compliete freedom of action in areas of paramount
concern, In fact, neither Washington nor Moscow remzined
ininvolved 1n areas where its adversary possessed a greatar
nistoric national interest or a superior strategic vositien.
Tnis mutual failurs was responsiblzs for the transformaticn

t into a "zold war.”
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of a major cecnflict of inte
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Events in Korea from 1941 to 195C illustrate clearly

s

the nature of the Soviet-American confrontatinn. Afte

dividing Korea a* the 38th parallel in 1645, Washington and

Moscow pursued unilateral pol @s of zonal raconstructionn
that totally disregarded the other's interests. Each
nation's apprroach was a reflectlion of its own poiitical,

economic, and social system. Zoth American and Scvief

leaders wanzted Korea tc emulate i4s model for natinnal
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development. Tragically, the result was the emergence of
two incompatible Koreas. The price of liberation was dis-
1
memberment and permanent partition. FPerhaps worse, for as
one American official wrote, "In both north and south ¥orea
the drive for national unification was to te a primary
political force: neither area gould be expected to be
satisfied with the status gquo."

Soviet-American relations in Korea thus represent in
microcosm the nature of the Cnld War confrontation. ZXorea
unwillingly accepted two utterly opposed systems of political
and economic development. The two Koreas thus emerged as an
excellent example of %the "ahsorption of external forces into
a political vacuum."3 Both the United States and the Scviet
Union were dissatisfied with the situation not only in Korea
but 1in other areazas of the world as well. Yet, the major
powers averted an open mili<tary conflict with one another
because both realized that any attempt to alter the status
guo would be far too expensive in men and material. In

Korea, however, the logic of the Cold War was unrestrained

and led inexorably to the outbreak of civil war. In the

1

George M. McCune and Arthur L. Grey, Jr., K

Today (Cambridge: Harvard University Prsss, 1950
2

)
U.S. Department of Sitate, North Korea: A Case
Study in the Techniques of Takeover, Far Eastern 5
#103 (Washington, U.C.: Government Printing Office,
January 1661), 11.

Joungwon A. Xim, Divid
Development 1945-~1972 (Cambridg
Press, 1975), 3.

ed Korea: The Politics of
e: Harvard University




spring of 1950, George McCuna observed, "The fact that the
'ccld war' has reached an advanced form in Korea with the
establishment of separate fully recognized governments does
lend some logic to looking toward Korea feor signs of a
turning point in international relations.” Thus, the
logic of the Cold War meant that, in Korea, civil war was
both predictable and probably unavcidable.

Previous studies of the Korean War have, 2s a ruls,
either disregarded entirely or dealt cnly superficlially
with the events prior to 1950. A proper understanding of
American foreign policy during the Kerean War is impossible
without first grasping the nature of United States aims in
the peninsula prior to the attack. Similarly, it hampers
a proper perception of the impact of the Korean War on the
fundamental aspects cf American postwar policy outside of

Western Europe. Nany scholars have subsequently lauded

“limited war" in Xorea, arguing that it is an example of
realism and rspresents the only answer to Scviet "salami
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actics. In the words of *the Rritish writer David Rees,

-

the Korean intervention was "the greatest and noblest act
&)

of recent American history." Hopefully, a closer

E T
McCune and Crey, Xorea Today, 271.

Jonhn W. Spanler, The Truman-iacArthur Con=*r
and the Xorean War (New York: W.W. Norton,
Robert (sgond, The Limited War: The Challen
Strategy (Chicago: University of Chicago Pr

David Rees; XKorea: The Limited War (Naw York:

St. Martin's Press, 1G64), 446,




examination of American foreign policy in Korea from 1641
to 19350 will reduce such hyperbolic evaluations to more
manageable proportions.

At this point, I would like to acknowledge severa
individuals whose assistance was indispensibtle in +tne
res2arch and writing of this dissertation. Regardless
of where I traveled to engage in research, the staffs orf
these institutions were uniformly pleasant and exceedingly
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helpful. In particular, John Tayler, William Cunliff:
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and Edward Reese of the Modern Military Branch at the
National Archives devoted considerable times and energy to
remeving unnacessary barriers in my investigations. At
the Princeton University Library, Nancy Bressler permitted
my access to the Dulles Papers despite the fact that she
was then engaged in the arduous task of reclassifying
these manuscrirts., While visiting the MacArthur Litrary,
Larry Redford's efficiency in locating and troviding
documents ensured that none of my limited time was
wasted. I would alsc like to express my thanks to the
Ciplecmatic Branch at the National Archives, the Library
of Congress, the University of Virginia Library, and the
Clemson University Library for their assistance.

I am particularly gr ful to the Harry S. Truman

n

ibrary Institute for awarding me a research grant during

1975 During both of my visits to Independence, Dennis

Bilger spent many hours uncovaring and bringing to my




attention new and significant infcrmation. His friendly
attitude and professional competence is characteristic of
the entire archival staff thus making the Truman Library

an outstanding institution for research.
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I am deeply indebted tb Norman A. Graebner for hi
zuildance and assistance not only on this prcject, but
throughout my graduate carser. His sincere concarn for ny
intellectual and profsssional progress continue tec provide

a snurce of parsonal inspiration. His stylistic criticisms

and comments on content were indispensible for the comple-
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tion of the dissertation in its final form. Edward E.
Younger read parts of the manuscript in its initial form
and reminded me of the importance of objectivity and
balance in historical writing.

Wnile engaged in research in Washington, D.C., I was
invited to s*tay at the home of Tony Lerner and his family,
wnc reside in Vienna, Virginia. I owe the Lerners a d=ep
debt of gratitude for making my frequent visits both
comfortable and inexvensive, Finally, I wish io dedicate
this study to XKarin in appreciation for her willingness to
Sacrifice personal interests so that I could pursue my
career ambitions. Without Xarin's meoral suppors during
the past years, I could never have tursued or octalned 2

doctoral degree. Clearly, the credit for my success

telongs largely to her.
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Under the leadership of Harry S. Truman, the United

tates committed its power and prestige in a worldwide

preserve peace and security. As a result,
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nerican foreign policy expsrienced a fundamental trans-
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formation during the Truman years as the nation abandoned
isolationism and embracsd globalism as the central feaiture
in its approach to international affalirs. The crucial
turning point in postwar American diplomacy arrived in
June, 1950, when tne United 3tates intervened in the
Xorean War. In his memoirs, Truman himself indicates the

ficance of the event: The United States had learned
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he principal lesson of the interwar pevriod and now

recognized that, far from haltin
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ssion, appeasement
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only guaranteed a future war and r
1
succassful resistance. Truman enthusiastically stressed

uced the cnhances for

that American intervention in Korsa symbolized the deter-
mination of the United States to use force to resist

Communist imperialism and Scviet inspired military
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aggression. Thus, in his farew address in 1953,

Truman pointed to the Kecrean decisicn as "the most

1
Hdarry S. Truman, uem01rf Vvel. II: Years of
Trial and Hope (Garden City: LDcubleday, 1956), L463.
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important in my time as President."”

World War II convinced American leaders tha* the United
States could no longer avoid active political involvement

n international affairs without seriously endangering

s

national security. Policy-makers remained in doubt, however,
regarding the nature and extent of the new American commit-
ment to act positively for the creation andé maintenance of
world stability. Soviet expansion into Eastern Surope

alarmed American leaders and added urgency to the task of

'—Jo

defining specific postwar objectives and formulating
realistic policies that would achieve success at reasonable
cost. When Franklin D. Rcosevelt died in April, 1G45,
however, the United States had done little to reorient its-
foreign policy to correspeond with its new role as world

leader. Aside from a commitment to support an international

security organization, American leaders had not prepared
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the naticn to meet adequately the multipie cha
R}

4
vostwar foreign affairs.

Harry S. Truman thus assumed the direction of American
foreign policy at a crucial point in the nation’s history.

The new president faced the difficult task of resolving

two basic protlems. First, American leaders, even tafore

4]

Truman, "The Challenge of the Cold War,” Devart-

ment of State Bulletin, XXVIII, 709 (January 26, 15537, 127.
3
Steohen Z. Ambrose, Rise to Glotallsm: American
nli 38-1970 (Baltimore: Panguin Booxks, 1$72),




Roosevelt's death, perceived the challenge of Soviet

/]

ideology and power, but remained uncertain as %o the magni-
tude of the resultant threat to national security. Once
Truman defined his percevtion of Soviet intentions, he would
face, secondly, the more difficult matter of dewvising an
appropriate response. In essence, the vostwar foreign policy
debate reveolved around theses two fundamental issues, but
Truman benefited from a bipartisan consensus that supported

an American posture of opposition to any percsived danger to

th

world stability. Th

)

significant aspect of the initial
American r2action to the Cold War, however, was thas deter-
mination of policy-makers, domestic politicians, and

journalists %o secure American objectives thrcugh limited

d

(]

international involvement. American leaders thus focus
attention on a choice between several strategic and tacticsl
alternatives in confronting the Soviet challenge all cof

which emphasized restraint.

nt to dictate caution,

®

Inexperisnce alone was suffici
since the United States faced unprecedented problems.
Sweeping and complex change characterized the postwar
period and the world experienced extreme difficulties in
read justment and transition. Defeat of the Axls reguired

the destruction of thes prewar international system in

i
L
#illiam Reitzel, Mor*ton A. Kaplan. and Constance
G. Coblenz, United States Forelgn Policy 1945-1955 (Wasgh-
ington, D.C.: The Brookings Institute, 19%¢), 7&4.
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Europe and Asia. As a result, a rapid vrestoration of peace
g
and stability was an urgent necessity./ Korea was then only
one facet of a much larger rroblem, but, in many respects,
the American response to the challenge of instatilitv in
Korea typified postwar policy throughout Asia. Towarc the
enéd of World War II, the United States faced the dilemma
in Korea and elsewhere in Asia of "how simultaneously *o
drive out the Japanese, to prevent the resurgence of
European colonialism, and to foster the growth of democratic,
capitalistic local governments, all without actually making
the efgort necessary to put the man with the zun on the

spot.”

After years of colonial domiration, Koreans in parti-

ct

cular lacked suifficient pclitical experience to solve the

o 2
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manifold social and economic problems confronting t
nation. Nevertheless, they demanded immediate independence
and self-gecvarnment. Thus, as the United States commenced
occupation of Korea in Seontember, 1945, American leaders
faced not only enormecusly complex problams, but also the
likslinood of local oppositicn to American advice and

assistance. Perhaps worse, uncarzainty over Soviet aims in

Korea prevantad an accurate perception of the problem and

5
David S. McLellan, Commentary, in The Truman Per-
iod 2s 2 Research Field: A Rsaprraisal, 1G72, =dited by
Richard 3. Kirkendall (Columbia: University of Misscuri
Press, 1974), 139.
5
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the formulation of effective
Truman resvonded to postwar international instability
in a thoroughly predictable fashion that reflected a desp
devotion tc the American traditicn of peclitical liberalism.
Convinced of America's altruism and the superiority of ité
volitical system, Truman hoped to utilize +the nation's
power and influence to guarantee to literated reoplec
freadom of choice in the political, economic, and social
reconstruction of their nations. Truman was convinced that
the realization of the Wilsonian dream of national self-

determination throughout the world would produce an inter-
o

s

national system of maximum stability. In addition, if
natieons shared American values and institutions, thsy would
be less likely to threaten the security of the Unitad States.
Such an evaluation found substantiation in Korea. 1In
Marcn, 1946, occupation commander Lieutenant General John
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ge stressed that the United States was determined to
see that "a government that corresponds to the views of the
ma jority is established.” Only national self-dstermination,

Hodge argued, could produce "the political, economic, and

=

soclal progress of the XKorean people, the development of

Fas
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democratic self-government, and the establishment of

nationzl independence of Korea." The success of this

Alonzo L. Hamby, 3eyond the New Deai: Harry S.
Truman and american Liberalism (New York: Cclumbia

University Press, 1973), 1.15.
3
Ibid.; Ambrose, Rise to Zlobalism, 15.




approach in Korea would foster internal prcsverity and
international stability, thus serving well the economic and
security interests of the Uhited States.9
For the Soviet Union, on the other hand, Korea was
perhaps second only to Eastern Europe in strategic impor-
tance for Russian national security. Korea played a prom-

inent role in precipitating the Russo-Japanese VWar of 1904

which had been so completely disastrous for Tsarist Russia.

4

As a result, it was improbable that the Soviet Union would

D

entrust its security interests in Korea to the principle of

P
ke

national self-determination. Colonel General Terenty F.
Shtikov illustrates quite clearly the validity of this con-
clusion in his response to General Hodge's statement of
American objectives. Shtikov pointed out that the Soviet
Unicn sought the realization of "a true democratic and
independent country, friendly to the Soviet Unicn, so that
in the future it will not become a base for an attack on
the Soviet Union."lO

Soviet-American negotiations during 1946 and 1947
failed to reunify Korea and revealed with striking clarity
the incompatibility of the two nation's objectiyes in that

country. Thus, Korea smerged from World wWar II as not a

liberated nation, but "a hostags to the strategies and

Hodge's s

and Grey, Korea To
1.0

Shtikov's sta

atement 1s printed in full in McCune
ay, 270=-278.
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ment 1is printed in full in

te
McCune and Grey, 279-281.
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amoiticns of the cold war . . «." Truman refused *o

accept Soviet intransigence in Korea much as he had in
Fastern Europe, but lacked the power to force Soviet com-
pliance with American policy objectives in Korea. Lacking
an overall plan to counter the challenge of Soviet expan-

12
sion, American foreign policy manifested considerabie
irresolution during the early years of the Cold War.
George F. Kennan's formulation of the containment policy
and its subsequent application in Europe during 1%47 ended
a great deal of the uncertainty and vacillation.

Kennan's containment strategy had a powerful impact
on Truman and his advisors vecause it answered the most
vital questions confronting the Administration since its
assumption of power. Containment not only defined the
nature of the Soviet challenge, it also cutlined an
appropriate response. Kennan's policy promised to halt

the Sovi

{D
cl

advance and preserve American security at the

reiatively w cost of economic, technical, and military

ic
13
assistance. Initially, the nature of containment was
limited regarding the extent to which the United States

would have to commit its power to ensure success. Thus,

11
Frank Baldwin, Intrecduction, in Without Paral-
lel: American Korean Relationship Sincs 1545, edited by
Frank Baldwin (New York: Pantheon Books, 1974), 3.
12
Jonn Lewis Gaddis, "Was the
a Real Turning Point?," Foreisn Affail
(January 1974), 391.
2

Truman Doctrine
rs, LII, 2

7 - » . p »
George . Kennan, Memoirs 1925-1350 (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1907), 354-347.
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Harry J. Middleton distorts the meaning of Kennan's policy
recommendations, whenuhe refers to them as “containment-by-
force-if—necessary."1 In reality, Truman and his advisors
hoped that containment would remove the necessity for using
American troops to counter Soviet expansionism.

Ironically, although containment diverged sharply from
traditional tenets of non~involvement, the policy sought to
maintain some degree of continuity with previous principles
of American diplomacy. For example, Americans had long
viewed war as an aberration and an unpleasant interruption
in domestic pursuits. Once forceﬁ to engage in conflict,
the nation had always applied maximum force for quick and

1
total victory. ° An American attempt to defeat the Soviet
Union militarily after World wWar II would not only have bLeen
costly, but exceedingly unpopular with the general public.
Containment provided an attractive altarnative, since it
promised the avoidance of war and ultimate victory in the
Cold War. Although success would not emerge quickly,
Moscow's defeat would eventually occur in "“eisher tge

1

breakup or the gradual mellowing cf Soviet power."

Containment would also facilitate the realizaticn

14
Harry J. Middleton, The Compact History of the
Korean War (New York: Hawthorn Books, 1965), 28-29.
15
Osgood, Limited War, 32-34,

16

George F. Xennrnan, "The Sources of Soviet
Conduct," in The Colc War: Ideological Conflict or
Power Strucgie, ecdited by Norman A. Graebner (Lexfﬁgton:
D.C. Heath, 1G63), 33.




of Truman's goal of national self-dstermiration. The Soviet

Unien, Truman helieved, exploited postwar econemic distress

oster civil strife that allowad Communist minorities %o

Hy

to
seize power and prevent freedem of choice. Application of
containment was then perfectly designed to "aid the nations
in the creation of such stability as makes free choice
possible.” Ignoring the crucial importance of the Red
Army to Communist expansion, Kennan's formula sought fc dern
the Soviet Union an environment concducive to expansion,

wnhile promising success at a relatively limited cost to the

ot

4

United States. As Truman explains in his memoir h

[4]]
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purpose of containment was much broader than 1t appeared
after a superficial examination, since it zaimed at "z united,
18
free, and prosperous wecrld." Few American leaders could
forsee that, as Walter Lippman explained at the time, the
implementation of containment would be neither easy nor
19

inexpensive.

Containment appearaed aspeciaily successful in Eurcce,

galy because the Soviet Union never seriously challenged
the American security system. The Truman Doctrine and *he

Marshall Plan both contributed mightily to European economic

and pvolitical stability because of a series of fortuitous
17 .
Jonathan Danlsls, The Man of Independence
(Philagdelphia: J.B. Lippincott, 135G6), 363.
13
Truman, Years of Trial and Horve, 2¢0C.
19
Walter Lippman, The Cold War: A Study in U.S.
Forelsn Policy (New York: Harper and Row, 1572).
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circumstances. The United States was, after all, operating

in an area of historic national interest and was applying the

g

roper remedy to easily defined problems. Most important,
the containment policy had tge support of those peopls it

2
sought tc help and protect. In Asia, however, containment
would not benefit from these advantages and its ultimate
objective was much broader. Truman and his advisors hoped
to utilize economic aid and technical advice to foster the
emergence of prosperous, democratic states. Although Asia
did not share Western traditions, the Truman Administration
anticipated the adoption of the American model for economic
and political development once Asians recognized the
superiority and benefits of the system.

Despite America's failure in China after Werld War II,
Truman maintained confidence in the ultimate promise of
containment in Asia. By 1948, Korea had emerged as the
test case for the policy. In April, Truman approved NSC-8
which provided for a three-yeag economic assistance progran
and a military advisory group. . In a revealing letter to
State Department official James K. Penfield, Arthur C.

Bunce, as Hodge's economic advisor, clarified the ultimate

objective of containment in Korea. Bunce stated his hope

20
Ronald Steel, Pax Americana {New Yorx: Viking
Press, 1972), 11. )
21
NSC-8, April 2, 1948, U.S. Department of State,
K gn Relations of the United States, 1548, Vol. VIII:
The Par East and Australasia (Washington, D.C.: Govern-

ment Printing 0ffice, 1974), 1163-1168.




that the new South Kcrean lezders "will institutes a whole

fete

series of necessary reforms which will so appeal to the
North Koreans that their army will revolt, kill all the
nasty Communists, and create a lovely liberal democracy to
2

the everlasting credit of the U.S.A.!" ; Containment in
Korea was intended to defeat Soviet expansion and register
a victory for national self-determination. 1In fact, the
Truman Administration viewed containment as a liberating
force throughout Asia. At least that was the hope.

Containment in Korea never reached the leval of success
that Truman and his advisors had anticipated. The nation
remained politically divided and economically weak a*t the
outset of 1950 and the future of containment as a liberating
force in Korea remained in doubt. At this juncture, as
Kernan later explained, the North Korean attack on South
Korea in June "stirred us up like a stone thrown into a

23

beenive."

For Truman and his advisors, the North Korean aggres-
sion was Soviet inspired and represented "nothing less Ehan

2

the beginning of a general assault on the free world.”

Tha Soviet threat now appearsd global in scope and

22
Bunce to Penfield, January 20, 1543, U.
Department of State Archives, Record Group 59, &9
1-2048, National Archives, Washington, D.C.
23
Kennan, Memoirs 1925-1950, 500.
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Norman A. fGraebner, Cold War Diplomacy 1945-
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determined ultimately

armec

invasicn. On June 26, Truman indicated to his special

advisor George M. Elsey the magnitude of the challenge:

Korea is the Greece of the Far East. If we
are tough enough now, if we stand up to them
like we did in Greece three years ago, they
won't take any next steps. But if we just
stand by, they'll take over the whole Middle
East. There's no telling what they'll do,
if we don't put up a fight now.

Por Truman and his advisors, the Korean attack indicated

Soviet threat of dire proportions and demanded a comparable
American responss.
the challange
economic, but also military in nature. In the wake of the
outbreak of civil war in Korea,
and embarked upon a global

vpower and prestige in areas that frequently tore no relation

ship

Containment revealed its inadequacy,

of Soviet ideology and power was not only

26
to historically established national interests.

American intervention in Korea produced a fundam

alteration in postwar foreign policy assumptions. The

United States now perceived the Soviet threat as global.

Tc ensure American security, Truman inaugurated a trend

toward large defense spending,

rlse
encea,

York:
Amer
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and intsense suspicion of revolutionary nationalist move-
2

ments. ’ Tragically, this transformation was not bvased on a
calcuiated estimate of means and ends in diplomacy, bgt

2
rather on an axiom rooted in the lessons of history. As
Truman indicates in his memcirs, the Soviet Unicn, in
ordering the attack, "was acting in Korea just as Hitler,
Mussolini, and the Japanese had acted ten, fifteen and

29

twenty years earlier.” Such assumptions confirmed the
American suspicion that Communism was a monolithic movement,
but failed to reflect the reality of the situation. It was
improbabke that Stalin could have ordered an attack on
South Kecrea unless the North Koreans themselves were
dedicated to forcibie reunification. In addition, while
purportadly fighting the Soviet Union, the United States
never engaged Soviet combat forces.

Several scholars have pointed to the Truman Ccctrine

and the Marshall Plan as the c¢rucial turning point in

27
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29
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lessons of history also shaped to sutlook of Secretary
of State Dean Acheson. Gaddls Smith argues that he
was obsessad with the memory of Hitler, Dean Achescn,
Yol., XVI: American Secretaries of State and Thelr
Dipiomacy, edited by Samuel Flagg 3emis and Rooert H.
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30

postwar American forelign peclicy. In a recent article,
John Lewis Gaddis disputes the accuracy of such a judgment,

when he observes:

. « o despite its sweeping language the

Trumanr Administration, between 1947 and

1950, had neither the intention nor the

capability of policing the rest of the

world; . . . the real commitment tc con-

tain communism everywhere originated in

the events surrounding the Korean Wari

not the crisis in Greece and Turkey.
Prior to 1950, the United States remained uncertain as to
the nature of the Soviet threat, but the XKorean War removed
such doubts. Unfortunately, the Kocrean War also lodged a
series of erroneous assumption into the American approach
to international affairs. Suddenly, American leaders
attributed any evidence of political instability in the
international system to the manipulations of "World
Communism." As a result of the Korean War, the United
States became incapable of formulating-a realistic

assessment of the Soviet challenge and the requirements

of an effective American response.
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Chapter I:

An End to Indifference




Korea had long been the object of American indifference

until World War II destroyed that tradition. Until then,

however, American disinterest was completely justifiad.

United States vossessed no vital naticnal interests in Korea

and thus was never compelled to formulate policy objectiv

regarding that nation. 1Instead, Xorean affairs were the

exclusive concern of closer and more powerful neighbors—

China, Russia, and Japan. Korea was, in fact, the szIrate

s

Uy

focal point of northeast Asia and, as 2 result, the Xorean

people became the long suffering victims of great pcwar
i
rivalry throughcut most of their history. In the wake

World War II, Korean affairs again centered around a str

gle for influence among external powers. The only differs

was that in 1945 the United States emerged as a principal

contestant in the competition to determine Kcrea’'s destiny.

Early Korean-American relations centered around the

attempts of the United States to expand trade in the Pacific.

During their tenures as Secretary of State, both William

Seward and Hamilton Fish endeavnred tc negotizte treatis

48}
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2
commerce, but the Xnra2ans resisted with force. American

and Korean leaders finally establisnhed relaticns on a
regular basis largely as the result of Sino-Japanese rivalry
over control in the peninsula. In 1876, Japan negotiated a
commercial convention with Korea that fostered economic
penetration at the expense of the traditional Chinese
influence in the area. In response, China encouraged
American economic involvement in Korea as a counterweight
to Japan anrd contributed to the successful signing of =z
Korean-American treaty of friendship and commerce in 1881.
One provision of the treaty carried particular
importance for the future of Korean-American relations.
The United States promised that in the event "cther powers
deal unjustly or ovppressively with either governmen*, the
other will exert their good offices on being informed of
the case, to bring about an amicable arrangement . . .."

Despite this pledge, Washington instructed its representatives

2

U.S. Department of State, A Historical Summary of
United States-Korean Relations 1834-1062, Far Zastern 3Series
#115 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 0ffice, 1962),
3; Gregory Henderson, Koreaza: Politics of the Vortex (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 196cd), 121; Robert T.
Dliver, Syngman Rhee: The Man Behind the Mvth (New York:
Dodd Mead and Company, 1955y, 30-31.

3

Robert K. Sawyer and Walter G. Hermes, Military
Advisors in Koreza: KMAG in Peace and War, U.S. Department
of the Army (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 0ffice,
1962), 4; James F. Schnabel, Policy and Direction: The
First Year, U.S. Department of the Army (Washington, D.C.:
Government Frinting Office, 1972}, 3-4; Oliver, Svngman
Rhee, 33; State Devartment, A Historical Summary, 4-5.




in Seoul to maintzin impartiality in the Sino-Japanese tug

.

of war and concenitrate on improving commercial activities
alone. In 1894, a political coup d'etat in Seoul brought
Chinese military intervention and Jaran quickly declared
war. After the American minister made a feeble attempt to
1imit the conflict, the Japaneseusystematically defeated
the militarily inferior Chinese.

After the Sino-Japanese War, American officials in
Korea were under strict instructions to aveid involvement
in Korean internal affairs. While attempting to maintain
an equal opportunity for American commercial ventures, the
United States endeavored to remain uninvolved in the emerging
Russo-Japanese competition for control of Korea. Despite the
afforts of American minister Horace N. Allen, the United
States refused to increase American commitments and persisted
in its policy of indifference toward Korea.5 This policy
reflected a clear recognition of American interests, sinca
the United States possessed no vital political or eccnomic

.

concerns in the peninsula. In February, 1904, Jagan staged

T
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Simmcns, The buralneﬂ Alliancp: kXing, Pyongyang, Moscow
and the Politics of the Xorezn Clei War {New York: The
Free Press, 19735), 4-10.
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a surprise attack on the Russian fleet at Port Arthur and
thus initiated the long-expscted Russo-Japanese War.
Japan's quick military victory confirmed its unchal-
lenged control over Korea. Despite the Korean Ambassador's
appeals, Washington remained indifferent to Korea's fate.
President Theodore Roosevelt accepted Japanese controcl over
Korea, realizing that he could do little to alter the
situation. Instead, Roosevelt attempted tc limit Japanese
expansion in other areas. In July, 1905, the United States,
in the Taft-Kutsuru Memorandum, formally recognized Japan's
control of Korea in returnéfor similar considerations with
ragard to the Philippines. Korean leaders who left their
homeland to escape Japanese repression never forgave
Roosevelt for his betrayal of their country. Yet, Japan's

protectorate over Korea was not within the power of the

4
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d States to prevent. Verbal protests would not gain
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dependence and would only create Japanese hostility
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g other matters of greater importance to the

national interests of the United States.

II

Korean opposition to Japanesa imperialism centared
| around the attempts of exiled leaders tc enlist foreign

‘ support for liberation. As Korean exiles scattered to

Q
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China, Russia, and the United States, however, theyv developsd
different beliefs, values, and ways of thinking that were a
reflection of the nations in which eacnhn lived. The resultant
diversity in the exile movement profoundiy effected disagree-
ments over tactics and strategies for achieving Korean
independence.? From the outse%, the exile movement lacked
unity in outlock and objectives and this situation rendered
cemmon purvose under one leader impossible.

Factionalism was, in fact, a hallmark of Korean society
and politics. At the same time, the competition for voliti-
cal power focused on individual ambition, ratherSthan on thes
achievement of social or ideological objectives. These
conditions produced an atomized society that gravitated

toward centralized power rather than the formation of

cohesive, professional institutions for the accomplishment

[}

of political, economic, and social change. As Gregory
Henderson explains, political incohesiveness and faction-
alism have been "a theme of Korean history, chronic,

9

endemic, extreme." These uniquely Korean characteristics

nave virtually precluded the development of democracy, let

7

Chong-sik Lee, The Politics of Korean Nationalism
(Berkaley: University of California Press, 1963), 154;
David J. Dallin, Soviet Russia and the Far Fast (New Haven:
Yale Unigersity Press, 1548), 25¢-257.

McCune and Grey, Korea Tcday, 16; Simmons, The
Strained Alliance, 4.

Henderson, Politics of the Vortex, 7 and 361; See
also, Lee, The Politics of Korean Nationalism, 270.




alone the maintenance of national sovereignty. Without
understanding the nature of domestic Korean politics and
soclety, no one can explain the traditional tendency of the
nation's leaders to seek personal power and prestige
through dependence on Korea's powerful neighbors.
Japanese control over Korea was initially confined to
the direction of external affairs. But in August, 1910,
Japan formally annexed Korea and began to systematically
integrate the peninsula inte its imperial structure. Japan
gradually achieved complete dominance over the political,
C
social, and economic life of the ‘nation.l Koreans played
no major role in the governing and judicial system of their
country. Althousgh Japan created an "Advisory Council" com-
posed of Koreans, the body dealt with a 1limited range of
issues and the Japanese Governor retained veto power. This
denial of self-government meant that by 1945 Korea possessed
1
few leaders experienced in governmental affairs.&l
Japan also attempted to destroy Korea's culture.
"Japanization" characterized the educational and judicial
systems, as the Japanese eliminated the Korean language,

customs, and traditions from all official functions. In

addition, Japan 2stablished control over the best farms

10
McCune and Grey, Korea Today, 24-24; Department
of State, A Historical Summary, 8.
11
Paige, The Korean People's Democratic Republicg,
18-19; See also, Henderson's 1lluminating chapter on the
Korean use of "council politics" for personal advancement
in Politics of the Vortex.
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and major factories, while enjoyinz unhampered exploita-
12
tion of Korean mineral resources. George McCune
effectively summarizes the impact of Japanese imperialism
on Korea when he conciudes that the "net effect . . . was
a thirty-five-year intermission in political responsibil-
ity and administrative experience at a time when the
Korean people needed education, training, and practice in

.

modern technigques of democratic government if they were
ever to become self-governing in a modern world."13
rposition to Japénese imperialism reached an early
climax. Using the death of the erstwhile Korean emperor
as a catalyst, religious leaders and foreignh missionaries
entered into a conspiracy to stage a peaceful demonsira-
tion to publicize Japanese exploitation. On March 1, 1919,
the conspirators issued a Declaration of Independence in

the name of Woodrow Wilson's Fourteen Peints and demanded

S
14
Korean self-determination. The Manifesto's elogquent and
moving words sparked nationwide demonstrations, as students

major

by

and religious leaders marched through the streets o

cities chanting and carrying banners protesting Japanese

12
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in South Xorea, 1947, International Reference Service, V,
31 (December 194&), 1; Kim, Divided Korea, 23-24,
13
McCune and Grey, Korea Today, 2£.
14
Henderson, Politics of the V
The Politics of Korean Nationalism, 11
Rhee, 13%-133.

ortex, 50-82; Lee,
1; Cliver, 3Syn&man




22

control. The peaceful outburst completely surprised the

Japanese, who delayed retaliation for fear of igniting a

more violent reaction. Shortly thereafter, Japan embarked

on a systematic program of arrest, torture, and village-

burning in an attempt to wipe out all vestiges of Korean
15

nationalist opposition.

Though poorly timed, the “March First Movement"
successfully publicized Korean aspirations for independence
and provided a symbol to inspire Xoreans in their quest
for freedom. Following the rebellion, Korean lsaders
secretly met in Seoul and formed the Korean Provisional
Government (KP3). Few of these men had ever met and the
group reflected diverse social, economic, and regional
backgrounds. Although the gathering fermulated a consti-
tution and a bill of rights, these nationalistic leaders
could actually agree cn little beyond opposition to Javan.
They did manage to elect a cabinet, which included Syngman

16
Rhee as president and Kimm Kui-sikx as foreign minister.
Many of the KPG officials were in exile in 1919 and did
not even attend the government’s first meeting.

Many scholars have argued that the United States

15

Richard C. Allen, Korea's Synhgman Rhee: An
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should have reccgnized the KPG as the legzitimate heir of
1
political authority in Korea.L In reality, the XPG never
possessed strong organizational support within Korea and the
motley group of exiles engaged in bitter factional disputes
from the outset. By 1921, the KPG was defunct and its claim
to legitimacy during World War II bore no relatiogship to
1

the reality of the Korean independence movement.

Korean radicals were particularly dissatisfied with
the KPG's emphasis on provaganda and diplomacy as tactics
in the fight for independence. The Russian Revolution and
3olshevik ideology convinced many Koreans that a*more
violent and extiremist strategy was necessary. Thus, in
1521, radicals formed the Korean Communist Party, which
quickly established close ties with the Soviet Union.
Moscow not only provided considerable amcunts of financilal

assistance %o the Korean Communists, but zlsc trained many

17
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19
0f the party's leaders in Soviet schooils.

Communism was particularly appealing for young Korezns
seeking a clear program for the defeat of imperialism.,
In addition, many individuals hoped to rise quickly in the
party's hierarchical structure to a position of power and
influence 1in Korean society. Gregory Henderson suggests
another reason for the popularity of Communism in Korea
during the interwar period:

A jail sentence, especially for political crimes,

was a badge of distinction . . .. Among a people

long famous for good manners and conduct, crime,

stealing, smuggling, opium dealing, illegality as

a way of life made gradually increasing inroads.

Like the child disciplined by an unloved parent,

Korean society struck back at its tamers with

unruliness.
Nationalism, the appeal of secrecy and adventure, and a
sense of participation all combined to foster the steady
increase of the Communist Party's prower and influence in
Korea after 1921. 1In comparison to Communist emphasis on
direct action, the KPG's reliance on verbal protests

20
inspired the support of few Koreans.

ITI

American contacts with Korea during the interwar
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period were largely confined to missionary activities and a
limited amcunt of trade. Korean attempts toc enlist American
support for the liberztion of their nation intensified after
the outbreak of World War II. Almost immediately, several
exile groups appealed to the State Department for recogni-
tion and assistance., Invariably, they stressed Korea's
readiness for independence, Theodore Roosevelt's betrayal of
Korea, and the need for vigorous action to resist Japanese
imperialism. Dr. Edward Lim appealed to the United States
"not to discourage us again." Qne particularly active
Korean exile was Kilsoo Haan, representative of the "Sino-
Korean Peorle's League." In May, 1941, Haan urged the
United States to tighten its economic restrictions against
Japan. He also pledged that the Korean guerilla army
fighting in North China would continue to actively oppose
Japanese expansion. Haan requested in return that the
United States issue a rublic statement advocating Korean
2

independence and commending Korean guerilla actions. .

Kim Koo, the president of the KPG, strongly cpposed
the attempts of Kilsoo Haan and other exiles to gain
American support. While in exile in Chungking, the KPG
conducted an organized campaign to gain Chinese and

American recognition. Foreign dMinister Tjo Sowang
J g
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21
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appealed to Secretary of State Cordell Hull on several
occasions for Lend Lease assistance to help the KPG fight
for Korean independence. In June, 1941, Tjo sent papers of
accreditation for Syngman Rhee, now the KPG's official
representative in Washington.22 The United States rejectad
this and all other Korean requests for recognition and
assistance, maintaining a position of impartiality toward
all rival exile factions. Franklin D. Roosevelt and his
advisors realistically recognized that aid to the Korean
exiles would not halt Japanese expansion and might even
increase Japan's aggressive tendencies. Perhaps more
important, President Roosevelt still hoped to avoid war.
Pearl Harbor forced the United States to alter its
Asian policy and formulate a ccurse of action that would
foster peace and security in the Pacific. The XPG was
determined to play a éignificant role in Washington's
formulation of a policy toward Korea. Almost immediately,
Syngman Rhee began to apply political pressure of the
Administration to gain recocgnition. (©n December 9, 1G#41,
Kim Koo formally regquested that the United States recognize
2
the KPG and extend Lend Lease assistance. ’

Kim Koo's request was hardly unique. Countless exils

2 _
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groups representing other countries inundated the State
Department with requests for recognition. As a result, the
Roosevelt Administration publicly announced a policy
regarding all “free movements." The United States stressed
that it would not tolerate any efforts to divide the American
people and urged its citizens not to participate directly in
any efforts to gain recognition for any particular exile
group. The Administration also announced that it had not
extended recognition to any particular group and would require
all exile leaders to register as foreign representatives.24
State Department officials did, however, conduct inves-
tigations into each individual exile claim to legitimacy in
anticipation of adopting a more definitive policy at some
future date. For example, on December 18, Stanley K. Hornbeck
and Alger Hiss conferred with Syngman Rhee regarding Korea.
Rhee urged that the United States join China in recognizing
the KPG. He discounted Haan's political influence in the
Korean exile movement and criticized his rival for lack of
judgment. Hiss responded that the United States could not
alter its policy of impartiality until Washington had con-
sulted not only China, but also the Soviet Unioh. He
emphasized that Moscow possessed a major interest in the fate

of Korea, but could not engage in consultations until it was

24
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States," December 10, 1941, Department of State Bulletin,
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28

2
at war with Japan. Thus, Rhee was disappointed in his

early attempts to influence American poiicy.

Rhee was able to enlist the support of some American
political leaders, among them Pennsylvannia Congressman
Charles I. Faddis. Faddis wrote to Hull urging recognition
of the KPG and arguing that such action would "a
oringing wholly gsic7 war of all the down trsod oriental
peoples against the Japanes;é. . Yull's response was
cordial, but non-committal. Several private American
citizens were also active in seeking American support for
Kim Koo's regime. John W. Staggers and Jay Jerome Williams
were particularly prominent in pressing the Administration,
but remained unable to alter the American stance. The State
Department dismissed recognition as an impossibility at that

time, but approved continued ccntacts with Rhee. American

27

offi 1s urged Staggers and Williams to k2ep the govern-
nfo on the KPG's activities.

Roosevelt's advisors refused to commit themselves for
good reason. As Hornbeck explained, recognition of the KFPG
"might involve responsitilitiass which in the light of later

events it might have been better for this Government not to

25
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28
nave assumed." As a result, the State Department returned

Rhee's credentials to Tjo Sowang without ccomment. In a
letter to Iowa Senator Guy Gillette, Secretary Hull elaboe-
rated upon the reasons for non-recogniticn. Hull point
out that precipitate action regarding Korea might andanger
the lives of American citizens still located inside the
Japanese Empire. In additicn, the United States did
intend to formulate a specific policy on Korea until
consulted the other Allies. Such explanations nev
fied Xim Koo and Rhee. The XPG continued to stress the
moral obligations of the United States under the treaty of
1882 and the military contribution that Kcreans ig China
<

could make to the war effort with Lend Lease aid. ’

Despite the appearance of inaction, the State Depart-

ment was formulating a more definite apcroach toward Korea.

In a crucial memorandum written in February, 1942, william

R. Langdon of the Division of Far Eastern Affairs vrovided

the foundation for American wartims policy. Langdon noted
that the vast majority of Koreans were poor and illiterate,
politically inexperienced, and economically backxward. After
forty years of domination, only the older Koreans could even

remember freedom. One can pinpoint the origins of American

28
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support for a Korean trusteeship in Langdon's observation
that "for a generation at least Korea would have to be pro-
tected, guided, and aided to modern statehood by the great
powers."” Langdon went on to suggest that the United States
should focus attention on supporting those Korean exiles
with proven ties inside Korea and avoid being "stampeded"
into recognition of any "shadow organization." Even an
American promise of postwar independence would be ill-advised,
since such action "woculd only do the Korean cause harm, give
the Japanese and their allies a good laugh, and irritate our
own friends if we promised independence to one Asiatic people
as we were being pushed out of our own pcssessions in Asia

30
by the Japanesa."

Roosevelt's awareness of the avents surrounding Korea
during the early stages of the war remains in doubt. Yet,
the President did refer to the Korea "experience of enslave-
ment” uncder Japan in his radio address of February 22, 1942,
Roosevelt then guaranteed that the promise of national self-
determination enunciated in the Atlantic Charter applied "to
the whole world . . .." Significantly, the statement cor-

responded precisely with Langdon's recommendation that the

United States, "until the situation beccmes clearer, not

g
o

beyond referring . . . to the third principle for a better
world proclaimed in the joint Anglo-American declaration of

30
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August 14, 1941, namely our '~.esgpet of the right of all

people's to choose the form of government undar which they

4y

will 1live' and our 'wish to se=2 sovereign rights and s=1

-

government restored to those who have been forcibly
31

deprived of them.'"

Iv

Roosevelt and his advisors thus decided at an early
date not to support the immediate independence of Korea,
because of Korean factionalism and political inexperience.
Instead, American policy wculd seek to foster Korean unity
in making positive contributions to the defeat of Japan.
Nevertheless, factionalism withlin the Korean exile movement
remained.intense. In January, 1942, Staggers demanded that
Haan direct all his activities through the "Xorean Commis-

tad States had

(R

sion" of Syngman Rhee, alleging that the Un
recognized Rhee as the legitimate representative of the
Korean government in exile, Haan immediately sought veri-
fication. Hornbeck and Under-Secretary oI State Sumner
Welles quickly disavowed Stagggrs' allegations and reaf-

firmed American impartiality.
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After Staggers' scheme failed, Rhee decided to approach
Hull again with a formal request for recognition. In
response, Assistant Secretary of State Adolph A. Eerle
raferred Rhee to the stated American pelicy of non-recogni-
ticn of all "free movements." Rhee's consternation was
apparent, as nhe deniasd that the policy bore any relationship
to the KPG and demanded consideration under the terms of
the treaty of 1882. Korean leaders now *turned to the

American public in an =2ffort to stimulate suppert for the

KPG. On February 28, j a three day "Liberty Conference"

opened in Washington, D.C., which publicized the KPG's
demand for recognition. Welles perceived the need for some
clarification and, during a March press conference, stated
nis sympathy for all free movements. He noted, however,
that the Korean case involved complex problems that reguired

delay. The United States had Korea under consideration
34
and would announce any policy change.

Rhee's strategy focused on enlisting the support cf
private American citizens who possessed influence in the

33
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Roosevelt Administration. One such individual was James H.
R. Cromwell, former ambassador to Canada, who became parti-
cularly outspoken in his advocacy of the KPG. Cromwell, in
a letter to Hull, insisted that the United States wsas
refusing to honor its treaty commitments to Korea and thus
discrediting itself in Asia. After insisting that the
services of XKorean patriots were not for sale, he proceeded
to contradict himself and level a thinly disguised threat:

The young Koreans are stralning at the leash

but Dr. Rhee will not release them. Not until

the State Department, by recognizing the

defacto government of the Republic of Korea,

fulfills the pledge of the President . . . to

see sovereign rights and self-government

restored to those who have been forcibly

deprived cf themn.

Hull responded that the United States would nct engage in
any action that deprived captive peoples of the freedom of
choice. After noting Cromwell's attempt at blackmail, Hull
observed that the KPG could support the Atlantic Charter

35
regardless of American action on recognition.

Cromwell continued, however, to press the United States
for recognition of the Kim Koo regime. Unable to gain Hull's
support, he turned to his old friend Adolph Berle and
pleaded for Berle to propose a program for positive suprort
to the KPG. Cromwell termed American inaction "criminal

35
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negligence," since it would be inexpensive %o organize and
inaugurate a disciplined and systematic campaign of sabotags
and subversion inside Kocrea. As Cromwell pointed out,
"Adolph, you are abcut the only firecracker I know in the
State Department—why don‘*t you do 1it?" Cromwell insisted
that implementation of his plan would create a "bonfire"

in Japan's "backyard."

Berle referred Cromwell's prcposal to the Joint Intel-
ligence Committee for ceonsideration on July 31, 1942, The
Committee report reaffirmed opposition to recognition, but
did support the maintenance of contacts with wvarious Korsan
nationalist groups. At the appropriate time, the United
States might consider 2 plan for espionage and sabotage.
The repeort thus recommended contacting Generzl Joseph Stil-
well in China for comments on the plan's feasibility.37

In response, Stilwell completely rejected Cromwell's
scheme, arguing that it would bte a waste of money, provide
no tangible benefits, and entail serious political ccnse-

‘ quences. Army Chief of Staff George C. Marshall also
‘ opposed recognition of the KPG, observing that it would be
"doubtful policy to blindly pick some one group . . ., thus

antagonizing the other groups . . . which might emerge
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later." Thus, the Combined Chiefs of Staff joined in
rejecting Cromwell's proposal and informed Berle of the
decision on September 24, 1542. These American military
leaders urged Berle to explain te the KPG's supporiers that
recognition alone could not produce a rebellion in Korea.
Even if such an uprising did occur, they reasoned, J
would easily gquell such a poorly prepared cperation.

Hornbeck completely agreed with the appraisal oI the
American military leaders, emphasizing that at such a diffi-
cult stage in the war the United States could spare little
material for any free movements. As a result, he exprassed
admiration for the Korean guerillas operating in Siberia and
Manchuria. Although these Xorean exiles demonstrated an
affection for Communist ideology, Hornbeck admired their
willingness to fight for freedom without American assistance.
In contrast, the old conservatives in Chungking appeared

39
self-seeking and ambitious. Such conclusions found sub-
stantiation in the observations of American diplomats and
missionaries fleeing Korea aboard the Gripsholm during the
summer of 1942. These individuals stressed the totality of
Japanese control and the virtual incapacity of Koreans for
self-government, let alone hostile action against the
38
Stiiwell to War, Augzust 15, 1942, Marshall Memo-
randum, August 11, 1942, and CCS to Berle, Septemter 24,
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40
Japanese.

Arthur B. Emmons III, prewar Vice Consul in Seoul,
plaved a significant role in confirming America's determina-
tion to negotiate a trusteeship for Korea. Upon his return
on the Grivosholm, Emmons submitted a memorandum emphasizing
that the isolation and economic backwardness of the average
Korean produced incredible political apathy. At the same
time, Korea suffered from a precarious geographic position
among China, Japan, and Russia. One-power dominance or
prolonged international intrigue, Emmons argued, would pro-
bably mark Korea's future® "unless such pressure could te
neutralized by some effective form of international agree-
ment to which Far Eastern Countries concerned would give

41
their sincere effective support.” Once again, available

information and expert analysis dictated non-recognition of

the KPG and impartiality toward all Korean exile groups.

Information originating in Chungking regarding the
Koresn exile movement was particularly important in the
formulation of American poclicy. Throughout 1942, Ambassador

Clarence Gauss noted in his cables to Hull the extrame

40
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factionalism in the XKPG. At the same time, he suspected
that Chlang Kai-shek possessed undue influence over Kim Koo
and his supporters, vecause of Tjo Scwang's evasive and
secretive responses to questions pertaining to the KPG's
financial resources. Gauss stressed that the KPG suffered
from a lack of organization and a concrete plan of action for
achiaving independence. Hull informed Gauss in March, 1942,
that the United States and Great Britain hacd agreed =o defer
action on Korea until the onset of Allied military victory
42
in the Pacific.

Evidently, the Administration had not consulted Chiang

on Korean policy. Rumors began to emerge that the Chinese

intended to recognize the KPG and extend a promise of post-
war independence. Welles thus cabled Gauss requesting
information. The American Ambassador's response confirmed
tha rumors as accurate, but stressed the uniikelihood of

43
precipitate action. Gauss had already forwarded a memo-

randum in which John Stewart Service emphasized the increasing
factionalism in the KPG, as well as its lack of significant
support inside XKorea. In view of the circumstances, Gauss
completely supported the American policy of delay, but did
stress the need for consultation with China prisr to any

L2
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Ly
reversal in policy.

Chiang applied heavy pressure on the United States to
force the abandonment of an impartial posture. On April 8,
Chinese foreign minister T.V. Soongﬁproposed to Roosevelt
that the Allies create and equip a "Korean People's Army" to
engage in sabotage and espionage inside Korea. At the same
time, the Allies would publicly recognize the KPG as
Korea's legitimate government and promise Korean independence
at the end of the war. Roosevelt referred the proposal to
Welles for comment and the subsequent response conformed to
Langdon's recommendations. While Welles admitted that support
for an irregular Korean army possessed some merit, he stressed
the lack of realism in a promise of independence aﬂd the
extreme factionalism in the Korean exile movement. °

Welles relied upon Hornbeck's judgment in opposing
Soong's plan. Hornbeck drew up a memorandum stressing that
Koreans were incapable of immediate postwar self-government.
In all probability, considerable political chaos would pre-
vail in Korea at the end of the war. He thus recommended
some form of "dominion status" prior to complete independence.
For the present, the proper course of action was delay, since
"the work of the peacemakers ZEhoulg7 be not impeded by

jon
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hampering antecedent commitments to a greatsr extent than

3 nec
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The Pacific War Council considered the matter of Korean
recegnition on april 15, 1942, Although the State Lepart-

ment had drafited a statament promising independance, the
Administration decided to postpone action until Korean

exiles gained more unity and the military situation improved.
In apprising Roosevelt of the decision, Hull emphasized the
dubious nature of the KPG's support inside Korea and the

.

nee¢ to avoid any action deoriv

}.J.

ng the Koreans of freedom of
choice. Hull had already cavbled to CGauss instructions to
urge Chiang to delay action on Korea, since "parallzal and
cocverative action . . . would be desirable so far as
practical.”" China agreed to wait, but continued tc urgs
48

racecgnition of the KPG as soon as possible.

China's position on Korea was a reflection of Cniang
fears of Soviat intentions. He was well aware cf Soviet and
Chinese Communist support, both moral and financial, to the

Korean guerillas fighting in northern China. Chinese

leaders recognized that when Moscow entered the war against

46
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Japan, Stalin would utilize the Korean exiles in Siberia and
Manchuria as a vehicle for exerting influence inside Korea
after the war ended. At a very early date, China and the XK&G
stressed Soviit designs on Xorea in urging an end to American
impartiality. 7 Yet, petty political intrigues and personal
differences continued to plague Kim Koo's regime. In the
absence of unity, the United States wisely refused to suvport
recognition or material aid to any Korean exile group.so
Interestingly esnough, the United States was far more
concerned about Chinese rather than Soviet aspirations in
Korea during the early years of World War II. Chilang and
T.V. Soong never ceased emphasizing China's determination
that Korea would be free and independent. Chinese leaders
insisted that they sought international responsibility, not
domination, in the postwar world.51 Yet, the United States
found ample reason for doubting China’'s motives. In 1942,

Kim Koo granted Chiang control over his military forces in

return for financizl assistance. Rumors spread that the
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agreement also bound "Kcrea to China in any postwar scheme
52
in the Orient.”

American diplomats in Chungking immediately requested
information from the KPG regarding the terms of their
arrangement with Chiang. Tjo Sowang explained to Vice
Consul 0. Edrnund Clubb that the KPG's financial limitations
necessitated Korean dependence on China. He then suggested
that Kim Koo could terminate the relationship if the United
States agreed to extend Lend Lease assistance. Tjo also
insisted that facticnalism in the exile mcvement had ended
and all Koreans now supported the XPG. He expressed regret
over the "misundérstanding“ which had resulted from the
"alleged" threat that the KPG would nct participate in the
war unless 1t received recognition. Korean exiles were
determined to destrcy Japan and placed no price tag on

53
support for the Allied cause.
Tjo Sowang's argument failed to convince American

representatives in Chungking. All available evidence indi-

cated that Kim Xoo's pclitical support was tenuous at best.
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In addition, Chinese influence in the XKPG continued to

grow. Late in 1942, Chiang created a2 "Sino-Korean Cultural
Association" which Gauss suspected was intended tc foster
Chinese control over postwar development of Korea. The
Roosevelt Administration agreed that Chiang was qualified

to assist in the formation of Allied policy on Korea. In
fact, John Carter Vincent suggested that the United States
urge Chiang to press the KPG to broaden its support.

China's historic national interest in the Korean peninsula
did not, however, justify undue influence in the exile move-

54
ment, let alone outright control.

VI

Korea's future depended more upon Allied cooperation
during and after Werld War II than on the intrigues of Korean
exiles in China and the United States. If Korea was to
obtain self-gcvernment, the Allies would have to negotiate

an agreement that protected the interests of all nations

[o N
e

rectly involved in the peninsula. Roosevelt believed that
China's role would be crucial to the success of aAmerican
policy in Korea and elsewhere in Asia. Chiang had %o

develop sufficient power to varticipate in an active and

meaningful manner for the vreservaticn of peace in Asia.
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Wartime policy toward Korea effectively illustrates
Poosevelt's approach toward the achievement of American

security interests 1in Asia. In a letter written %o Chiang

(which Roosevelt ravised and approved), Owen Lattimore

stressed the importance of China as a "policeman" in Asia.

He warned Chiang, however, that the views of the Soviet

Union were extremely important. As a result, "it would bte

undesirable to exclude Russia from such problems as the

independence of Korea," since such action woulc only creats
T

fresh tensions.

American leaders began to devete attention to the
develeopment of specific plans for postwar reconstruction of
Asia during the fall of 1942. The Division of Far Eastern
Affairs proposed that China, New Zealand, and the United

tates appoint representatives to a committee that would
formulate a united Allied policy on Korea. This commities
would seek "to ccoperate with the Korean reorle in setting up
and establishing a nationzl government of Korea and . . . to
assist in forming a temporary trusteseship under which there
would be given advice and tecnnical assistance." State
Department officials also proposed measures for policy

56
coordination with the Soviet Union.

Trusteeship thus emerged at an early date as the ceniral
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feature of Roosevelti's approach to the Korean issue. The
President even issued a public statement indicating that the
Philippine experience would provide the model for the future
development of small nations in Asia. He observad that
American policy toward the Philippines was

based on two important factors. The first is
that thers be a period of preparaticn, through
the dissemination of education and the recogni-
tion and fuifillment of physical and sccial and
economic needs. The second is that there be a
period of training for ultimate independent
sovereignty, through the practice of more and
more self-government, beginning with local
government and passing on through various
steps to complete statehood. .
Roosevelt argued that the stability of independence depended

57

upon training and expsrience in seli-government. Clearly,

the Administration intended to rely on the Philippine model

in formulating a plan on trusteeship for Korea.

Significantly, the Institute of Werld Affairs provided

something of a trial balloon for Rcosevalt's Korea policy.

In December, 1942, the organization recommended trusteesnip
for Korea, producing an exile reaction that was immediate
and hostile. The KPG denounced the proposal as "Jaranese-
inspired" and promised to resist any postwar mandatory
status. Kim Koo insisted that XKorea "must secure her .,
absolute independence."” Tjo Sowang protested that the
decision "does not accord witnh the Atiantic Charter, is

57
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against the will of 30.000.000 Koreans and ever endangers

peace in Eastern Asia." Both Syngman Rhee and Kilsoo Haan
argued that Koreans had earned immediate postwar indepen-
dence through resisting Japanese imperialism. Roosevelt
definitely read these protests and was aware at an early
date that the most vocal Korean exiles oppoosed the heart of
nis Korean volicy. Yet, Korean exiles failed to alter the
58
President's commitment to trusteeship.

Roosevelt's policy in Asia also alarmed Great Britain,
but for different reasons. Winston Churchill had made it
clear that the British Empire would remain intact after the
war ended. As a result, Lord Halifax submitted a proposal
on Allied policy in colonizsl areas to the United States in
February, 1%942. Halifax recommended that the Allies issue
declaration promising the destruction of the Axis aggressor
and the creation of postwar international peace. He <*hen

noted that, while some colonial peoples were sufficiently

2

S

advanced to ensure their own security and prosperity, others

required experience in self-government and international

59

guidance prior to independence.

Britain's plan provided for Allied designation of
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"trustee" naticns to develop social, econcmic, and political

institutions in the more backward cclonial areas in the
interests of world peace and commercial activity. The

trustee nation and other interested countries would comprise

a "Regional Commission" under an international organization

that would provide for consultation and collaboration in the
furtherance of the interssts of the colonial people involved
and the internationzl community. Colonial policy was an
important item on the agenda for Anglo-American discussion
in March, 1943, when British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden
visited Washington.

Eden conferred primarily with Roosevelt, Welles, and
Harry Hopkins while in the United States. Secretary Hull

determined, however, to discuss the Halifax proposal and

with Zden privately on March 22. After Zden summarized

British position, Hull stressed that any colonial pclicy

to focus on the development of sufficient experience in
self-government to guarantee ccmplete independence without
Xternal interference of any kind. Thus, Hull believed that

60

3ritain's provosal did not go far enough.

Hull then presented an alternate plan which emphasized
maximum local participation in self-government and rapid

60
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realization of independence. The trusteseship machinery
largely followad the British propesal, tut increased the
61
supervisory pcwers of the international organization.
Curing his discussions with Roosevelt that same day, Zden
expressed concern over tcc troad an applicaticn of trustee-
ship and overreliance on China's role in postwar affairs.
Hopkins noted later the divergence of opinion between the
United States and Britain, when he observed that "it
becomes clearer all the time that Eden thinks very little
of trusteeship and would rather nave the full responsi-
62
bility in the nands of one country."

On March 27, Roosevelt expressed to Eden his general
approval of Hull's proposal. The President stressed that
the Allied policy toward dependent peoples had to possess
universal applicability. Roosevelt favored international
control over Indochina and the Japanese mandated islands.
In addition, "Korea might be placed uncer an internationzl

trusteeship with China, the Uni States, and one or two

t
&
sther countries participating.” Although Eden reacted

favoratly to Roosevelt's comments, he insisted that Hull's

61
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proposal was not the final word. Both Hopkins and Hull

expressed optimism, believing that Britain would not demand
oL

a restoration of colonial rule in all areas.

In reality, the American proposal deeply disturbed Eden,
who feared its wider implicationé for the British Empire.
Eden decided nevertheless to hold his criticism in reserve
until a later date. Roosevelt, in his public evaluation of
the conference, noted the inconclusive nature of the results.
Yet, the ambiguity of the outcome permitted the United
Stateg to develop comprehensive plans for a Korean trustee-
shir. ° In April, the State Department vroduced a specific
plan providing for machinery to implement, supervise, and
finance a program of international control in dependent
areas. The memorandum stated that Kofea was one of several
areas suitable for trusteeship and thus would "be temporarily
administered by the Council, anticipating indegendence

probably with close economic ties with China."

Obviously, the State Department plan required that the

Y

United States fully inform China of the results of the

Roosevelt-Fden discussions. On March 29, Wwelles informed
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T.V. Soong that the United States and Britain had agreed to
treat China as a major power after the war and support the
return of Formosa to China. Hs then explained that Roosevelt
and Eden were 1in agreement that Korea would tecome indepsnd-
ent only after a period of international trusteeship. Berle
later informed Soong that the Allies could not recognize the
KPG because 1t lacked popular support inside Korea. Thui,
Berle reaffirmed the American policy of impartial delay.u?

VII

Roosevelt and his advisors had firmly tied American
policy in Korea to trusteeship early in 1943, but Washington
never clearly voéalized the decision. The State Department
would only issue a public promise that the Allies intended
to strip Korea from Japan and accord it national self-d

68
mination at the end of the war. Such a policy offered

D

ter-

little to the KPG, but Kim Koo had some reason for optimism.
Late in 1942, Rhee had been able to enlist the suprport of

Colonel Preston Goodfellow of the Office o

-

Strategic

oo

Services (0SS). Together Rhee and Goodfellow formulated

‘ a vlan to recruit, train, and equlip one hundred Koreans for

o 67

Welles Memorandum, March 29, 1543, FRUS, 1343,

| China (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 0Ofrice, 1957),
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‘ Walles, Press Conference Remarks, New York Times,
1 8, 1943, 11:1; Territorial Committee, WMlnutes, July
, 1943, Hull Parpers, Reel 49, Box 35-86, Folder 366, LOC.




50

espionage and sabotage activities inside Korea. Goodfellow

then urged the State Devartment to adopt the program and

«t

racognize the XPG, warning that any delay "mizht b2 of

benefit to the Soviet Union in any plans the latter might
59
have in respect to Korea."
State Department officials quickly rejected Goodfellow's
plan, doubting the unity and ability of the Kim Koo rezime,

More important, the United States feared that "to try to

steal a march on the Soviet Union might create fresh diffi-

[
ct

culties." Hull was determined to maintain impartialiity an
even urged Congress not to pass resolutions supnorting

reco

g

nition of the XPFZ. Such action, he argued, would serve

"no useful purpose . . . but create confusion, misunderstand-
70

inz, and embarrassment . . .." Yet, Allied military

victories against Japan during 1943 forced tne United States

ct

to consider meore seriously the impact of Soviet eantry into
the Pacifliec war.
In Auzust, 1943, Hornbeck prepared a memcrandum out-

lining Soviet objectives in Asia. He argued that Stalin

rlaced paramount importance on Russian national security and

09
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sympathetic governments in nearby areas." Hornbeck noted
that Moscow maintszined close ties with Keorean guerillias in
Siberia and thus possessed an excellent vehicle for exerting
influence in Korea. In a letter to Hull, Hornbeck indicated
the danger inherent in the Korean situation:

The future of Xorea, . . ., will, it is
believed, be of paramount importance to
Soviet Russia and to China. The Soviet
Unicn may te expected to exert efforts to
assure that the future government of Korea

is favorably disposed and ideologically
sympatnetic toc the Government of %the U.S.S.R.
Such a policy, if vigorcusly pursued by the
U.S.S.R., would almost certainly conflict
with Chinese policy in regard to Korea.

Thus, Soviet agreement to trusteeship, nct to mention that
71
of China and Britaln, took on added importance.
While the Roosevelt Administration favored trusteeship
in some areas for moral reasons, strategic considerations

dominated American thinking in regard to Korea. Only an

international agreement *to nesutralize Kecrea would presvenz

ct

area and ensure

]
®

the resumption of rostwar conflict in tha
peace. Chilang certainly recognized the Soviet challenge
and instructed Soong cduring the fall of 1943 to support a
Korean trusteeship. Thus, the Roosevelt Administraticn
embarked on a determined attempt to obtain an agreement

72

among the major powers in support of trusteeship.

g
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Hull immediately experienced difficulties with the
British at the First Quebec Conference in August, 1943.
After twice refusing to discuss the trusteeship issue, Eden
finally stated his opposition to the emphasis on "inde-
pendence" in the American proposal. Despite the liberty to
request independence at any time, he argued, several British
Dominions preferred continued imperial ties. Hull assured
Eden that the United States did not favor immediate inde-

pendence, but btelieved it necessary %to emphasize freedcm as

the vltimate objective. FEden remained unmoved and Britain

73

opprosed Hull's plan for the duration of the war.

In October, 1943, Hull traveled to Moscow for a meeting
of the Allied foreign ministers. Prior to his departure,
Roosevelt instructed his Secretary of State to gainusupport
for wide application of the trusteeship principle.7 The

President hoped that through publicizing the plan, popular

subport would force British, Chinese, and Russian compliance.

Reel 24, Box 5$2-53, Folder 150, LOC; In a recent disserta-
tion, William G. Morris overemphasizes moralism and ethno-
centrism in explaining American support for a Korean trus-
teeship, "The Korean Trusteeship 1941-1947," Unpublished
Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Texas, 19753 Atcheson to
Hull, August 206, 1943, RG 59, 895.01/286, NA; Hornbeck Memo-
randum, September 28, 1943, FRUS, 1943, China, 133-136.
73
Hull Memorandum, August 20, 1643, Pasvolsky lemo-
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at Washington and Quebec, 914, 919, 717, and 92£-927; Hull,
Vemolrs, 1237-1238. -
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Thus, on {ctover 29, Hull raised the issue of dependent

peoples and distributed his proposal. He expressed regret

Jg

that there would not be encugh time to discuss colonial
volicy in depth. Zden then reminded Hull that Britain had
expressed opposition to his plan just three days earlier.

Molotov, on the other hand, agreed that the issue was of
75

vital importance and deserved study and discussion. AsS
a result, the other Allies could expect the United States
to raise the issue cf trusteeship during the upcoming
meetings at Cairo and Teheran in November, 1943.
Roosevelt arrived at Cairo determined tc obtain 3ritish

and Chinese support for a three-power t:usteeship for Korea
75
and was confident of Chiang's support. On November 23,

however, Chiang strongly supported the issuance of an
immediate statement promising Korean indevendence. This
apparently revived Roosevelt's apprehensions, since he
expressed concern over China's “"wide aspirations" to Winsten
Churchill the following day. Roosevelt suspected that
Chiang sought military occupation of Korea at the end of

75
Feis, Churchill, Roonsevelt, Stalin, 214-215;
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sal application of trusteeship, particularly for Japansese
mandated islands, I Was There (New York: DMcGraw Hill, 1950),
210 and 258. Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson and Marsnall
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76
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the war.

Despite such suspicions, Rocsevelt, Churchill, and
Chiang agreed to issue the famous "Cairo Declaration™®
promised the ligquidation of the Japanese Empire and the
restoration of China's contrcl over Manchuria and Formosa.
With respect to Korea, the Cairo LDeclaration stated that the
Allies, "mindful of the enslavement of the veople of Kocrea,
are determined that in due course Korea shall becomes free

78

and independent.” Wnile the Allies may have drawn the
nther sections of the Declaration in haste, the provisicn
regarding Korea was the product of considerable American
preparation. llied policy avolded any reference speci-
fically to trusteeship, since the United States expacted
hostile Korean reaction. In addition, the Unit States
nad not formulated a complete and detailed proposal.

Many scholars have criticized Roosevalt for including
the phrase "in due course" in the Cairo Declaration, arguing
that the United States should have satisfied Korean demands
for immediate postwar independence. Even Hull criticized
Roosevelt for not consulting the Soviet Union and appearing

79
to justify Kerean fears of Chinese intentions. Inr

777
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Conference Notes, November 23, 1943, and Roosevelt-
Churchill Meeting, November 24, 1943, FRUS, The Conferences
2t Cairo and Tehran, 334 and 389,
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the President recognized that only an Allied agreement would

guarantee postwar peace and security in Asis. Realizing

that Chiang's aspirations in Korea would alarm Stalin,

Roosevelt pursued an international trusteeship tc reassure
80

both nations and preserve Korean independence.

Thus, Roosevelt left Cairo for Teheran with the

intention of gaining Stalin's assent for the Cairc Declara-

tion and a Korean trusteeship. On November 30, Stalin
indicatad that, although he could make no commitments, he
approved of the Far EFastern Communique. Rooseve later
suggested tnat Stalin had specifically agreed that "the
Koreans are not yet capable of exercising and maintaining
independent government and that they should be placed under
81
a 40 yesar tutelage.” Roosevelt must have been pleased
about Korean volicy when he left Teheran; the Alli now
appeared united in suppcrt for trusteeship.

Upon his return to Washington. Roosevelt explained

that the Cairo Declaration involved "the restoraticn of

Zvaluation of American Responsibility (Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California rress, 1967), 23; Cho is clearly in
error when he argues that Roosevelt did not consult his
advisors about Korea. Langdcn, Hornbeck, and even Hull
supported the trusteeship policy as the best means for
ensuring Korean independence; Hull, Memoirs, 1584.
20
Herbert Fels, The Cnina Tangle (Princeion:
Princeton University Press, 1953), 106.
81
Conference Notes, November 30, 1542 and Pacific
uncil Notes, January 12, 1G44, FRUS, The Conferencss at
iro and Tehran, 566 and 869; Cho speculates that Roo3a-
1%t equated Xorea with the Philippines and thus ravealsad
s "lack of insight," Kcrea in World Politics, 23.
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stolen proparty to its rightful owners and the recognition
of the rights of millions of people in the Far East to build
up theilr own forms of self-government without molestation."
Despite Roosevelt's promise of eventual independence,
Korean exile movement was extremely dissatisfied with
phrasa "in due course" and demanded a clarification.
Koo denounced the Cairc Declaration as disgraceful and
insulting, since 1t meant a continuation of outside contrel.
Kilsoo Haan joined the leaders of the XPG in demanding
immediate independence and self-government for Korea after
liveration. Korean exiles were unable to accept the
American argument that a unified and viable civil govern-
ment would prcbably not emerge immediately after the defeat
82

of Japan.

Obviously, the emergence of a new balance of power in
Asia was vital to Roosevelt's strategy. Success dervended to

83

a larze extent upon China's development into a great vower.

If the President was gambling with American security in the

Pacific, one can hardly argue that American policy lacked
rezlism and wisdom in regard to Korea. All indications

pointed *to Korean unpreparedness for independence and the

82
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probability of Sino-Soviet disagreement over how best to
reconstruct the Korean nation. Trusteeship provided the
dual benefit of ensuring that the Koreans could protect
their own sovereignty and security, while reducing the
ikelinhood of great power conflict in a strategic area. To
argue that Korea's long history of self-government negatad

4
forty years of Japanese domination was patently absurd.

VIII

Americans generally recognized that Cairo marked the
[ 4
end of American indifference toward Korea and the teginning

of attempts to realize Korean independence. It was guite

clear that "in due course" mean® some form of guardianship

for Korea to prepare 1t for self-government. ome observers
hoped that this gqualified promise of independence would
85
open resistance to Japanese imperialism inside Xorea.
Thus, by the end of 1943, Americans began to focus greater
attention on the fate of the Korean nation.
Arthur C. Bunce, who would later become an accncmic
advisor to the American occupation commander in Korea, wrote

two articles during 1944 discussing Korea's future. He

warned that, in the avsence of internationally zuarantesd

ol
Chc relies on this argument, as did the KP3, to
portray the American f“usteeshlo policy as "ill-censidered,"
Korea in World Politi 23.
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peace and security, Korea would again become the victim of
great power competition for control. Kcrea ceserved
independence, but it would be meaningless unless tied to
some vostwar security system in Asia. Bunce recommended
that the United States recruit Korean exiles and train them
in government administration, economics, and educatiocn,
thus providing for the rapid assumption of governmental
responsibilities after the war. Korea's economic problems
would bve serious. Thus, Bunce also urged American supvori
for land redistribution, confiscation of Japanese holdings,
tecnhnological improvements in agriculture, and the develop-
86
ment of new industries.

Early in 1944, the State Department also began to
formulate more concrete plans for the occupation and admin-
istration of Korea. In March, the Inter-Divisional Committee
on the Far East produced three papers dealing with
policy aims in Korea. Hiss and Clubb were
responsible forBthe prorosals dealing with occupatinon and
administration. ’ The first paper stressed that Korea had

been subject to Japanese rule for decades and exiles

possessed doubtful local support and negligible

lo]e)
Arthur C. Bunce, "The Future of Korea: Part I,"
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administrative experience. I% also noted that the largest

group of exiles were Scviet-trained and imbued with Communist

ideology, numbering approximately 35,000 as compared to 1,000
88

located at Chungking.

The second paper emphasized that the United States,
Britzin, China, and the Soviet Union all possessed legitimate
interests in the peninsula and should all participate in the
occupation and administration of the country. The Allies
had to avoid one-power control at all costs. If zonal
division proved unavoidable, the occupying naticns should
fashion a unified administration as quickly as possible.

The United States would play a major role in the civil admin-
istration of Korea and strive to maximize Korean particiva-
tion in self-government. The paper provided for military
responsibility in civil affairs at the outsgt and postproned
outlining the final detalils of trusteeship. 7

The third paper dealt with the utilization cf Japanese
technical personnel; it would have considerable importance

at a later date. It stressed that the Allies might not be

able to keep industrial activity in operation with Korean

and military personnel alone. Thus, the United States

loJe]
"Korean Political Problems," PWC-124a, May &,
1544, Bdward R. Stettinius Papers, Box 330, Postwar Commit-
tee Documents, 120-140, University of Virginia Library,
Charlottesville, Virginia.
89
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intended to permit Japanese technicians toc continue %o

function where security allowed and when qualified Koreans

were not avalilable. Events soon demonsirated that the

paper grossly miscalculated when it argued that "politically

undesirable results of the use . . . of Japanese technical

(including administrative) personnel can to a great extent

be controlled and will be more than offset by the practical
90

need for the use c¢f such personnel."”

On May 3, 1944, the State Department Postwar Programs
Committee discussed and approved the three papers with minor
alterations. The Committee members generally azreed that an
international trusteeship was "absolutely necessary" for
Korea because of past competition among the great powers over
the strategic area. Intersstingly enough, the only change
provided that the United States should, under no circum-

1
stances, accept an exclusive mandate in Korea.gw

While the United States formulated more definite plans
for Korea, the KPG continued its efforts to gain sufficient
unity to warrant recognition. Reports from Chungking
indicated that Kim Koo had finally agreed to broaden the
representation ¢f the KPG in hopes of ending disunity 1in the

30
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g2
exile movemant. Evidently, Chiang was responsible for the

decision, since he nhad threatened *o terminate Kim Koo's
subsidy unless the KPG eliminated its factional disputes.
Such highhanded treatment drew criticism from nct oniy the
Koreans, but also the American diplomats in Chungking. Clubb
warned Chiang that the United States would not tolerate any
interference in the rights of China's neighbeors tsc determin
thelr own destiny. Perhaps more important, Service observed
that Chiang's obsession with Scviet expansion was producing
divisions in the Kuomintang. Political weakness would only

contribute to economic deterioration and force China's

neighbors to reach an accommodation with the Sovist Union.

Clubb and Service stressed that cnly cooperation, nct uni-
93
lateral action, would guarantee Chinese security.

American leaders not only attempted to limit Chinese
influence in the Korean exile movement, but also exercised
indirect pressure on the Koreans in hopes of fostering
unity. Syngman Rhee had requested American assistance in
transporting five representatives of the KPG to Washington,
but the United States rejectad the proposal because the

o4
KPG did not rerresent all exile factions. For similar
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reasons, the Administration refused to grant Korean repre-
sentation on UNRAA. If the XKPG obtained 'such status, it
would exploit the act fcr political gain.‘ American leaders
believed that "the efforts of each faction are directed
toward obtaining political capital, prestige and monetary
assistance for that faction and not for the benefit of a
concerted effort directed toward liberation of Korea."
Until the Koreans attained unity, the United States would

95

refuse to recognize any single claimant.

IX

Soviet agreement to a specific trusteeship agreement
became even more important during the summer of 1944, 1In
July, Roosevelt apbporoved General Douglas MacArthur's plans
for the invasion of the Philippines and the final assault cn
Japan. American military leaders had already convinced the
President that Soviet participation in the Pacific War would

26
render tne defeat of Japan infinitely easier. vet, it

was clear that Stalin would not enter the Pacific War until

victory in Furope was certain. The 0SS speculated that if,

prouse Memorandum, March 27, 1944, RG 226, CSS Revport
, N%g Lee, The Politics of Korean N1+1orallsm 225.
Minutes, Policy Committee, July 17, 1944, 72nd

Meeting, Stettinius Papers, Box 378, UVAL; Stettinius to
Roosevelt, July 27, 1944, Stettinius Papers, Box 219, Undsr-
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1944, Stettinius Papers, Box 216, UVAL.
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at the moment of Soviet entry, “the *rend in Europe is

toward competition among th

(6]

powers, a correspcnding compe-

-

"

tition can hardly fail to arise in the Far East.

would not, for example, accept a Korean government more

favorable towaré China than the Soviet Union. 1In view of

Chiang's determination to reestablish predominant Chinese

influence in Asia, the report predicted that Sinc-Soviet
97

conflict in Korea was highly probable.

America's dilemma was clear. The United States desired
Soviet entry into the war against Japan, but feared that
China would be unable to cooperate with Moscow for the pre-
servation of peace and security in the area. Hull beliesved
that trusteeship would prevent any undesirable political
ramifications stemming from Soviet participation in the
Pacific war, while at the same time reassure China. Huil
thus intended %o finalize Allied volicy on dependent pecples
a* the Dumbarton Qaks Conference in August, 1944. American
military leaders forced Hull to postpone action on colconial
policy, fearing that disagreements among *he Allies would
delay Soviet entry intc the Pacific War. The War Department
offared the pessimistic observation that the entire trustee-

ship issue was academic, since "the fall of Japan will

leave Russia in a dominant position on ccontinental Northeast

98
Asia, and, . . ., able to impose ner will in all that area."
97 . . _ ,
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State Department officials manifested less pessimism

relative to Korea, but did recognize the delicate nature of

the situation. Berle, for example, now urged that the United
States implement Rnee's plan for the creation of a Korean
espionage force. Emphasizing the previous successful
cooperaticn between Rhee and Goodfellow, Berle argued that
utilization of the KPG would constitute a positive ccntribu-
tion to the defeat of Japan. Hornbeck, on the other hand,
urged the adoption of a plan to provide Chiang with enough
military aild and support for the creation of a strong China
that could act as a barrier to Stalinist expansion. Since
the United States and Britain would be concentrating cn the
defeat of Japan, only China could deter Soviet occupation of
Q
Manchuria, Mongolia, and Korea at the end of the war./9
Unfortunately, Chiang's expansionist tendencies continued
to alarm American leaders and thus undermine the logic of
Hornbeck's strategy. Langdon, now Consul General at Kunming,
reported that the Chinese were far more ccncerned with
establishing predominrant influence in Tibet, Mongolia, and

100
Korea tnan with fightina Japan. Roosevelt himself
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was beginning to sxpress concern over China's future. At a
cabinet meeting in May, 1944, the President suggestad that
Chiang's regime would not survive for the duration of the
war. Allied agreement still appeared the only logical

course for the preservation of peace. During ths summer of

1944, Roosevelt dispatched Vice President Henry A. Wallace

on a mission to China and the Soviet Union. Among other

things, Wallace was to urge unity among Korean exiles and

obtain Stalin's views toward the XPG. By August, 1944, the

United States was considering an Allied conference to rsach

agreement on military government in Korea and other areas
101

recaptured from Japan.

Moscow satisfied American desires for a Soviet commit-
ment to enter the Pacific War in October, 1944, Stalin
informed American Ambassador W. Averell Harriman that the
Soviet Union would declare war cn Japan within three months
after the defeat of Germany. He then inquired as <o the
concessions tnat the Soviet Union could expect in return for

articipation in the war. Harriman warned Roosevelt that
China's future would be in jeopardy unless the Allies

reached agreement on postwar reconstruction of Asia. Secre-

tary of War Henry L. Stimson agreed, pointing out that only

101
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firm agreements would guarantee support for the posiwar peace
02

settlement and ensure American security in the Pﬂc&_lc.l

American military strategy continued to play a crucial
role in the formulation of a specific proposal on Korea
during the first month of 1945. The Chiefs of Staff even
recommended that the Soviet Union occupy the entire peninsula
at an early date to prevent Japanese reinforcement of the
home 1slands prior to American 1invasion. Despite the
opposition of Admiral William D. Leahy, Roosevel: supported
Soviet participation in the Pacific War at the earliest
possible moment to ensure a quicker and less costly

103

victory. The Administration also rejected any action

that might rouse Soviet suspicinn of American intentions

.

Any effort to 1imit Soviet participation in the postwar

reconstruction of Asia woculd jeopardize China's position
104
and place Korean independence in doubt.

As Roosevelt left for Yalta, his main objective was

102
Feis, The Ching Tangle, 223-233; See
FRUS, 94;. The Conferences at lalta and Yalta
ton, L.C. Government Printing Ofiice, 1555).
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to finalize plans for Soviet entry into the Pacific War,
while gaining Stalin's support for an agreement that would
produce a strong China and an independent Korea. The State
Department had drawn specific plans for Korea which followed
the recommendations of the Pacific War Council reports formu-
lated during the spring of 1944. The Briefing Book Paper
stressed the necessity for inter-Allied participation in the
occupation and civil administration of Korea, suggesting a

four-power *trusteeship if the Soviet Unlon antered the

"0

acific War. The paper rointed out, however, that it "would
seem advisable to nave Soviet representation on an ifiterim
administration regardless of whether or not the Soviet
105
Union enters the war . . .."
On February 8, 1945, Roosevelt raised the issue of Korea
during his discussions with Stalin and recommended a thres-
power trusteeship. The President pointed to the American
experience in the Philippines and observed that the Korean
trusteeship would probably last twenty or thirty years.
Stalin replied that the shorter the duration the better and
then inquired as to the stationing of foreign iroops in the
peninsula., After agreeing that there should be no foreizn
military forces in permanent occupation, Roosevelt raised
the “"cdelicate" matter of excluding the British from parti-

cipation in the arrangement. The President believed that

103
Briefing Book Paper, "Inter-Alliied Consultation-
Korea," Undated, FRUS, 1945, The Conferences at ¥Malta and
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British inclusion in the trusteeship was unnecessary.
disagreed, pointing out that Churchill would be off:s
might "kill us." Thus, Roosevelt and Stalin agreed to
106

support a four-power trusteeship for Korea. Roosevelt
must have left Yalta confident that Soviet-American coopera-
tion had increased the likelihood that Korea would emersge
after the war as an independent and sovereign nation.

Scholars have debated at length the wisdom of the Yalta
Agreement on the Far Fast. With the benefit of hindsight,
many have argued that Soviet participation in the Pacific
War was unnecessary. Some observers have termed Roosevelt's
failure to consult China as "unpleasant and immoral" whileo

.

others insist that he "gave away" more than was required.L ’

Regardiess of the larger aspects of the Yalta Agreements,

one can hardly find fault with the Korean arrangement. 4all

Korean experts in Washington agreed that Korea was nct pre-
pared for self-government and American experiences with the
exile movement added credence to such conclusions. Rcosevelt

speculated that with international guidance and assistance

106
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(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1347), 221.
107
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Korea could develop sufficient political skill and experience

for the maintenance of independence.

Strategic considerations underlined the realism of the
trusteeship policy. In view of past Sino-Soviet competition
for control in Korea, it was clear that only an Allied agree-
ment could ensure an atmosphere of stability in that area.
Success would cdepend upon mutual trust, harmony, and coopera-
tion, which would be impossib1e8if Korea obtalned sovereignty
and independence prematurely.lo Trusteeship, however, would
foster Allied cosoperation and coordination, thus ensuring
Korean protection until it was capable of self-direction.

In pursuing Allied support for trusteeship, Roosevelt
had clearly followed the advice of his Korean experts. 1In
the abtsence of such an agreement, the United States could
guarantee Korea's independence only through the application
of considerable military power. Such an alternative was not
feasible in view of the priority given to the defeat of
Japan. Thus, after forty years of Japanese domination,

Korea became "the test case in international cooperation and
international good faith." American indifference toward

109
Korea was at an end.

108
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Chapter II:

Captive of the Cold War




Soviet-American objectives 1in Korea at the end of
World War II were not entirely incompatible. BRBoth nzations
sought Korean independence and self-government through the
creation of political and economic stability. Stalin was,

however, more determined to preserve Soviet security

interests in the Korean area. He would not permit the

mergence of a Korean government hostile to the Soviet

Union if at all possible. Roosevelt, it would appezr,
recognized the strategic nature of the Korean peninsula,
but was also devoted to the principle of national self-
cdetermination. After all, if the Koreans chose a govern-
ment hostile to the United States, it would present only
a remote threat to American security interests. Yet,
despite the difference in emphasis, Roosevelt and Stalin
had agreed at Yalta that trusteeship would satisfy their
objectives in Korea. 3Both leaders seemed to believe that
through cooperation and coorcdination the Allies could
eliminate Korea from the arsena of great pcwer rivalry
and conflict.
Realism thus characterized Roosevelt's avoreach to
problems surrcunding postwar reconstruction of Korea.

factors emerged, however, to frustrate the American
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attempt to balance divergent interests and arrive at a new
palance of power underwriting Korean independence. First,
Soviet actions in Eastern Europe greatly alarmed Roosevelt
and his advisors. Harry S. Truman, Roosevelt's successor,
was even more suspicious of Soviet intentions and easily
concluded that the United States could expect "sovietization”
in the Far East as well. Second, Korea itself experienced a
period of rapid and sweeping change in the wake of Japan's
defeat. The Truman Administration neither understood nor
1

reacted well in the face of such revolutionary turmoil,
As a result, Korea did not emerge as a free and independent
nation in 1945, but as a captive of the emerging Soviet-
American Cold Wwar.

Few observers anticipated that the Pacific War would
end so quickly after the defeat of Germany. Thus, Roosevelt,

Churchill, and Stalin had not engaged in a detailed discussion

of trusteeship at Yalta. Inste=ad, the Allied leaders daecided

that a five-member committee, composed of representatives

from those nations on the proposed Security Council of the
United Nations, would meet prior to the San Francisce Confer-
ence to finalize the terms of an international trusteeship

2

system, Significantly, the meeting would involve only pre-

liminary discussions, since the committee would not determine

1

Baldwin, Introduction, in Without Parallel, 5.

2

Yalta Communique, International Trusteeship, 3
The Confersnces of Berlin (Potsdam) 1945, Vol. II (Washing-
ton, D.C.: Covernmant Printing Qffice, 1980), 1368.




which particular nations would fall under the arrangement
and what specific provisions would apply in each case.
China was clearly dissatisfied with such délay and
urged its allies to adopt a more definite program, mparticu-
larly for Korea. Chiang still harbtored fears of Stalin's
intentions. He continued to press Kim Koo for the creaticn
of a more representative and unified XPG, which would
warrant American recogniticn. At the same time, China
favored an Allied agreement for a three-power military
administration of Korea, with Soviet participation if
Voscow entered the Pacific War.3 Joseph Ballantine of the
Division of Far Eastern Affairs agreed to exchange provposals
on Knorea in preparation for future action, but reminded
T.V. Soong that the United States opposed any bilateral
discussions except on a "purely exploratory"” basis. Prior

to the simultaneous consultation of all concerned Allied

nations, a final policy determination on Korea was simply
4
not possible.

Syngman Rhee recognized that American victory over
Japan was now certain and thus began to lobby more vigorously
for American support. Shortly after Yalta, Rhee warned the

3

Ballantine Memcorandum, February 5, 1945,
1945, Vol. VI: The 3ritish Commonwealth, The Far ¥
ingten, B.C.: Government Printing Office, 1909),

Ballantine Nemorandum, February 17, 1945, FRUS,
1345, Vel. VI, 1021; Vincent to Stettinius, February &,
1945, FRUS, 1945, Vel. VII: The Far East: China (Washing-
ton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 19959), S534.
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State Department tha* Moscow had created a "Korean Liberaticn
Committee" in Siberis. His attempt to compare Kecrea with
Poland was unmistakable. Rhee demanded an immediate
investigation and reiterated the wisdom of recognition of
KPG. He also demanded Korean representation on any body
considering the formulation and administration of occupation
5
policy for Japan.

Rhee's repeorts of Korean Communist activity were far
from unique. Sources indicated that Moscow had trained over
100,000 Korean guerillas for participation in the liberation
of Korea. Reports alsoc revealed that the Chinese Communists
had created a "Korean Revolutionary Military-Political
School" at Yenan to train Korean leaders for participation
in the postwar administration of Kcrea. While the KPG arsgued
that 1t was the strongest and best organized resistance group,

such evidence provided abundant information to the contrary.

Kim Xoo's regime still manifested factionalism in the

extreme, wnile its principal leaders appeared constantly
o)

/
nreoccupled with personal ambitions and financial g=ain.

American leaders thus confronted the fundamental problem

5

Stettinius to Hurley, February 20, 1545, FRUS,
1945, vOé. vI, 1022-1023.
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being unzvle to find a capable and popular exile group that
warranted American ald and support.

Trusteeship and impartiality thus remained the hallmarks
of Roosevelt's Korea policy. Yet, Stimson and Secretary of
the Navy James V. Forrestal expressed concern that American
responsibility and power 1in colonial areas lacked
svecificity. Both men feared that the United States would
surrender strategically important areas in the Pacific,
while other nations would nct fecllow suit. Roosevelt refused
to abandon Hull's policy toward dependent peoples and, in
March, 1945, reaffirmed his support for one nation acting
as a "trustge" and deriving its power from the United Nations
as a whonle. Korea remained part of this larger trusteeship
arrangement. As a result, the State Department rejected the
requests of both Rhee and Haan for Korean representation at
the San Francisco Conference. Only those nations that the
Allies recognized as of March 1, 1945, the Administration

xplained, would participate in the formation of the new
international security organization.9

In the meantime, American planning progressed on a

specific program for the occupation and interim administra-

tion of Korea. In March, the State-War-Navy Coordinating

o]
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Committee (SWNCC) completed a series of papers dealing with
the treatment of the Korean population during occupation, the
utilization of Koreans and Japanese in the military govern-
ment, and the deportation of Japanese to the home islands.

In addition, the SWNCC devoted attention to the composition
of the occupation force and the relationship between the
temporary military administration and the future international
supervisory authority.lo Roosevelt had already decided that
the War Department would control civil affairs in liberated
areas. The President apparently accepted Stimson's argument
that "the State Department by its nature was unequipped for
major administrative chores" and "could not hope to equal the
Army in the task of carrying them out."ll In May, 1942, the
War Department created a school in Charlottesville, Virginia
to train military officers for civil administration. Thus,
by April, 1945, American plans for a temporary military
government in Korea prior to the establishment of an inter-

national trusteeship were virtually complete.

II

Roosevelt's hope for postwar peace and security in

Korea and elsewhere rested upon the success of Allied

10
SWNCC Papers 76, 77, 78, 99, and 101, March 19,
1945, RG 218, CCS 383.21 Korea (3-19-45), Section I, NA.
11
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cooperation and mutual trust. Soviet actions in Eastern
Furope immediately following the Yalta Conference alarmed
the United States, causing Roosevelt to question Stalin’s
willingness to fulfill Allied agreements. When Roosevelt

died on April 12, however, he remained optimistic over the

chances for continued Soviet-American cooperation, despits

clear differences regarding such issues as the fate of
12

Poland. While the future of Soviet-American relations in

Eastern Furope appeared uncertain, American policy toward

Korsz remained intact.

Whether the United States would have beccme alarmed
about Soviet aspirations in Asia had Roosevelt lived
remains a matter of speculation. Harry S. Truman's
assunption of the presidency, however, clearly marks a
turning point in America's Korea policy. After 1945, the
United States anticipated that Soviet actions in Asia
would parallel those policies followed in Fastern Europe.
Although thers existed no clear relationship between the
two areas, Truman preferred to view Soviet expansionism as
a2 basically unchanging feorce in postwar international

affairs. Less than a week after assuming office, Truman

reversed Roosevelt's stand on territorial trusteeship and

12
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supported the views of Stimson and Fcrrestal. As a result,
the new Administration decided to oppose any detailed dis-
cussion of an international trusteeship machinery at the
13

upcoming San Francisco Conference.

Harry S. Truman was poorly prepared for the presidency.
" Roosevelt had done little to inform his Vice President of
major policy develorments, particularly in the area of
foreign affairs. MNore important, Truman's political expertise

was wholly in the realm of domestic politics and, as a result,

he possessed a limited understanding of the complex nature

of internatiocnal dinlomacy. American leaders, such as Senator

,

Arthur H. Vandenberg, expressed justifiable concern over the
14
nation's future. Admiral Leahy, for example, wondered how

"the complicated and critical business of the war and the

peace can be carried forward by a new President who is com-
i5
pletely inexperienced in international affairs.”

13
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Truman's parochial and provincial political b
certainly limited nhis world view and rendered a bvalanced
appraisal of the delicate problems of postwar diplomacy

's

infinitely more difficult. At the same time, Truman
Midwestern conservatism fostered inflexibility and impatience
in rnegotiations. The new President thus lacked the tempera-
ment and understanding required for the tactful implemsnta-

16
tion of his predecessor's policies. In addition, Truman's

diplomatic inexperience produced a penchant for oversimplifi-

cation, while impulsiveness comgounded the dangers already

inherent in following a leader possessing such serious

versonal shortcomings. As Bert Cochran explains, at times

"some of his associates were not sure that Truman understood
17

the implications of his decisions."

Trumszn's approach to diplomatic issues was a reflection
and an extension of his response to Zomestic problems. He
beliaved +that local communities could solve their own
particular problems with a minimum of outside interference.

Thus, in foreign affairs, Truman was a staunch supporter of

the principle of national self-determination as a panacea

16
Daniels, The Man of Independence, 16; Mclellan,
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197; Koenig, The Truman Administration, 261.
17
Ber®t Cochran, Harry Truman and the Crisis Presi-
dency (New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1973), 135; David K.E.
Bruce, (Oral History Interview Transcript, March 1, 1972,
HSTL, 46-47; Harry Middleton refers *o Truman as "an expvert
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18
for international problems. Soviet actions in Eastern

Europe deeply disturbed Truman, because Stalin refused *o
accept the basic ingredient of Truman's postwar vrogram.
For Truman, only the worldwide realization of the liberal
political ideal of national self-determination would ensure
postwar peace and security. The new President was determined
to force the Soviet Union to respect each nation's freedom
of choice, although it was questionable that the United
States possessed the means to achieve such an objective.

Many of Roosevelt's advisors had become dissatisfied
with a policy that continued to emphasize Moscow's willingness
to cooperate with the United States after the war. These

men welcom2d the new President's decisiveness and urged the

During private discussions, Harriman informed Truman that
Stalin was imposing his will on Fastern EFurope in direct
violation of wartime agreements. Leahy and Forrestal Jjoined
Harriman in arguing that Soviet acticns rerresented a clear
rolitical and strategic threat to American security. In
response, Truman assured his advisors that he intended to be
firm in his dealings with Stalin agd insist upon the ful-
1¢

fillment of the Yalta Agreements.

Truman gssumed the hardline attitude toward Stalin that

18
Hamby, Beyond the New Deal, 4539,
19

Truman, Years of Decision, 72; Gaddis, Ths Unizted
States and the Origins of the Cecld War, 201-2C2; Caniels,
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Roosevelt's advisors recommended without hesitation. To a
man of Truman's blunt, contentious personality,” John Lewis
Gaddis observes, "this tough policy must have seemed parti-

cularly congenial." Almost immediatel Truman came to rely

1]
on those advisors most firmly committed to a policy of
20
toughness toward the Soviet Union. On April 23, 1945,

the President informed his advisors that, during his dis-
cussions with Molotov that day, he would assume a hard 1i
on Poland and demand Scviet fulfillment of the Yalta Agre
ments. Although Truman had not abandoned the possibility
of cooperation with the Soviet Union, it was dcubtful

4

whether tough rhetoric alecns would improva Scoviet--american
21
relaticns in the postwar world.

Leahy welcomed the change in American policy and noted
that, with the imminent defeat of Germany, "no particular
harm can now be done to cur war prospects evan 1f Russia
should slow down or even s*top its war effort in Zurope and
Asia." Thus, the Truman Administration was already beginning
to question earlisr suprort for the extension of Soviet

influence in Asia. Harriman was alreacdy urging a hard line

in the Far Fas%, expressing the conviction that the United

20
Caddis, The United States and the Origins of the
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21
Rose, ibinus Vietory, 104-105; Gaddis, The United
States and the Origi of the Cold War, 198-206.




81

States coculd expect the same pattern of Sovi action in

22
Manchuria and Xecrea that existad in Pcland and Rumania.
Interestingly enough, George F. Kennan did not entirely
agree. He dispatched a cable from iioscow expressing doubts
that the Soviets had created a "Korean Liberation Committee™
in the "obviocusly unnatural surroundings" of Siberia.
Instead, if such a group existed at all, 1t was probably

23
located at Yenan with the Chinese Comnunists. Although
American support for a Korean trusteeship had begun to waver,
the Truman Administration decided to maintain impartiality
24

toward the Korean exile movement

III

Harsh words alone would not force th: 1 Union *o
abandon its control over Eastern Furop
States could prevent a repetition of
circumstances in the Far EFast, since the Red Army was not

in occupation of this area. American leaders certainly

recognized that if American forces liberated those areas

22
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23
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under Japanese domination, Soviet expansion in Asia would
not emerge as a sericus proolem. In May, 1945, Harriman had
reminded Truman that Soviet inveolvement in the Pacific War
would necessitate Soviet participation in the occupation of
Japan. Relative to Korea, Harriman alleged that Stalin had
questioned the need for trusteeship in the event zthat
Koresans could rule themselves during the Yalta Conference.
Although the record does not reveal such a statement, Truman
clearly impressed with Harriman's warning that Korean
self-government meant "sovietization" if Stalin occupied
the Korean peninsula.

Under-Secretary of State Joseph C. Crew also expressed
concern over the consequences of Soviet entry inzo the
Pacific War. He urged Truman *to obtain Stalin’s assent to
2 number of conditions prior to the implementation of Ihe
Yalta Agr: the Far East. Grew desired lMoscow's
specific support for Chiang Kai-shek's regime, respect for
Chinese control in Manchuria, and agreement to implement a
four-power trusteeship in Korea. Grew agreed with Harriman

that the Soviet Union, in refusing to fulfill 1ts agreements

in Furope, nad sacrificed American trust. Thus, the United

~ 2
<0

States had every right to deny Stalin a free hand in Asia.
Korea's fate was, however, completely tied to American

and its strategy for the defeat o

Porrestal Diaries, 96,

Jonnson, Turbulent
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Stalin refused to support

american occupration cculd

vendence. American military le s continued to insist upon

military victory over Japan as the nhighest priority. For
MacArthur urzed | ing not o dalay a frontal
assault on the heartland of Japan. He also favored early
ticipation in the Pacific War, arguing that Yoscow
tably seize Manchurila and Korea and might as well
27
such territorial acquisitions.
Grew strongly disagreed with ¥acArthur's conclusions.
If Moscow entered the Pacific War, T : the Soviet
Union would emerge the dominant power in postwar Asla and
constitute an even larger threat than Japan to American
security. Grew offered the dire prophesy that once licscow
eantered the war "NMongonlia, Manchuria, and Koraa
1y siip into Russia's orbit to be Tollowed
China and eventually Javan . . .
ed States nad to maintain
power and control several strategic arsas in the
Wnile Grew kKept these views larzely tc himself,
XDprs 2d similar apprehensions to Truman and urged
resident to meet with Stalin ané Churchill within

weeks to terminate th opinz split among the

\‘IOL Ld Wal“ II
MARETE L L S x
19¢e), =-11.
23
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In particular, Harriman pointed out that Yalta Agree-

ments on China and Korea were vague and ambigucus and 1in
29

need of considerable clarification.
An insoluble dilemma thus faced the Truman Administra-

tion in Asia. Washington had to devise z milltary strategy

defeat of Japan, which would provide a strategic

rosition from which the United States could react in th
face of anticipated Soviet duplicity. On May 21, the War
Depvartment presented its case in support of MacArthur's
two-phase plan for the defeat of Japan. t urzed rapid
Soviet en into the Pacific War in order to save American
uggestion that
States withhold the Yalta concessions until Stalin
promised to respect the sovere Ths
War Department contendad th I nti . was a mic
because "Russla is militarily caraole
Japanese and occupyinz Karafuto, Manchuria, Xorea and North
China before it would be pessible £ ne | military
forces to occupy these he T1: of conflicting
advice, Truman . ‘ Dep
on May 25, approved MacArthur's plan.

Truman realiyv had nec choice, because American alternatives

29
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30
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were few znd far from promising. The SWNCC did ccensider
train and equir a Korean
force in China, which could invade Korez and
1ish control prior to Soviet entry. The War Devartment
red its oppnosition to the plan, arguing that the
orean prisoners of war were of low calikter. As Assistant
Secretary of War John J. McClov explained, it would be
1
"impractical to make combat soldiers of such personnel.")#

State Department official Earl R. Dickover disagreed

with MeCloy's judgment at the SWNCC meeting of May 18, 19453,

He speculated that such a Korean force would hs 2 powerful

prcpaganda weapon that would svark acts of sabotaze against
the Japanese inside Korea. To resclve the dispute, the SWNCC
submitted the trropesal to CGeneral Albert C. Wedemeyer in

for comment. In response, Wedemeyer strongly

trainers, and equiprment which made the plan
infeasible. 0On May 29, the SWNCC dropped the ide:
sideration. It did, however, decide to increase Americar

ties with important exile leaders in order to maintain

32

influence over future developments.
Truman sooh realized, as Roosevelt had, that 1if the

31
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32
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United States could not use its military power in Asia to
foster Soviet caution, diplomatic agresment was the only
alternative. Rather than arranging for an early meeting
the Allies, as Harriman desired, Truman decided instead to

send Harry Hopkins tc Moscow in an effort to resolve out-

standing differences and firm up the Yalta Agreements.

State Department officials formulated a detailed szet
of recemmendations for the Hopkins Mission. The ins<tructicns
stressed the importance of obtaining Soviet suppecrt for
four-power Korean trustseship which guaranteed eqgual
sentation in the civil administration. In addition,
was to achieve Stalin's assurance that the internation
arrangement would concentrate on training reliable
Korsans for self-government. Hopefully, through Allied
cooperation, the trusteeship would prcduce a Korean government
that truly reflected the free will of the pecople. Both #
War and Navy Departments supported these recommendations,
L!“
but urged delay regarding specific military ma*ters.3
Unfortunately, all the planning and prevaration was
ort. At Moscow, Hopkins completely ignored the
recommendations and refused to engage in a detailed discussiocn
33

Gaddis argues that the Hopkins mission was evidence
of Truman's conciliatory attituds, The United States and *

che
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of Korea. He merely pointed out that the Yalta Azreement
only provided for a four-power trusteeship, but did not
specify its duration. Hopkins observed that the veriod of
international guidance might last as long as twenty-five
years, but certainly a minimum of five to ten yesars. Stalin
avoided specifics as well, but did reaffirm his complate

35
support for a four-vower trusteeship.

Clearly, the Hopkins Mission did not indicate that the
Soviet Union intended to undermine the Korean trusteeship
agreement. Yet, Soviet action in Europe did suggest the
possibility of Stalinist expansion in Asia. Ch¥ng never
doubted that Moscow had designs on Korea and continually

reminded Washington of the existence of Soviet-trained

Korean guerillas in Siberia. In contrast to the exiles in

Chungking and the United States, he observed, the Korean

Communists possessed administrative experience, military
36

skill, and political prestige.

Despite the apprehensions, Truman and his advisors
decided to continue American reliance on the trusteeship
policy and refusal to compromise Xorean self-determination.
In June, 1945, Grew announced that the KPG did not have "at
the present time the qualifications requisite for obtainin:

35
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36
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recognition.™ Farly in July, the British indicated their
complete support for the American position. Truman also
informed T.V. Soong of his intention to abide by the provi-
sions of the Yalta Agreements on the Far East. Based upon
the resulzts of the Hopkins Mission, the President expressed
confidence that Stalin intended to suprort Chlang's regime
2
and international control over Korea.Br Thus, the Truman

Administration decided to trust Stalin to fulfill his

promises. In the absence of a willingness to use military

power, Truman had little other choice.

Military strategy reinforced Truman's commitment to
achieve a Xorean trusteeship. In the wake of the Hepkins
Mission, American military leaders continued to advocate
direct invasion and Soviet entry into the Pacific War as
best mathod for defeating Japan. Late in May, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS) rejected a proposal to land troobvs
Manchuria or Korea, because such action would prolong the
war and have doubtful impact on the Japanese war machine.
Since America's highest priority was the rapid defeat of
Japan, "the employment of substantiazl United 3States forces
37

Grew Statement, DSB, XII, 311 (June &, 1GLkg),
1058-1059; Winant to Stettinius, July 2, 1945, RG 59, 711.

95/7-245, NA; Elsey Memorandum, July 1, 1945, FRUS, The
Conference of Berlin, Vol. I, 309-310; Fels, The Atomic
Bomb and the End of World War II, 164-165; Grew and Joanson,
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Manchuria and Korea 1s not justified.” Such military
strategy precluded the achievement of a suificiently power-
ul military vosition after the war from which the United
States could oppose Soviet expansion on the northeast Asian

mainland.
Truman gave final approval to iacArthur's invasion

plan—ccde~-named "Olympic"—at a White House strategy

meeting on June 18, 1945. At that time, Mars

convince Navy Chilef of Staff Ernest R. King that the
States had to occupy Kyushu prior to an invasion of

His strongest argument stressed that "Olymplc" was
expensive sirategy available, particularly in cecmparison
with a potential landing in Korea:

An outstanding military voint about attacking
Korea is the difficult terrain and beach condi-
tions which appear to make the only acceptable
assault arsas Fusan . . . ané Keijo . . ..
gat to Fusan which 1s strongly fortified zre
we must move large and vulnerable assault force
past heavily forL¢L1ed Japanese areas. Tn er-
aticn appears more difficult and costly than
assault on Kyushu. Keljo appears an equally
difficult and costly operation. After we have
undertaken eilther one of them we still will rot
be as far forward as going into Kyushu.-:

—
TA

|
L0

3

Nevertheless, Truman decided to delay Tinal approval for the

second phase of the plan—actual invasion of Japan—since he

35
Cresg to JCS, ay 31, 1945, RG 218, CCS 383
xnrea, Secticn I (3-19-45), NA; Fels, Churchiil, Roosevelt,
Stalin, 2838.
39
*eis, The Atomic Bomb and
8; "Objectives andé Strategy Javan,"
June 18, 1945, FRUS, The lJonference
903-10.
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was aware that the successful testing of the atomic oombd

Lo
might remove the necessity for this costly operation.

American military leaders had already begun rreparations

for a possible sudden collapse of Japan in the aftermath of
an atomic attack. On June 14, the JCS instructed MacArthur
and Pacific Fleet Commander Nimitz to formulate plans for
the early occupation of Japan.

on June 29. On the same day, the President autho

intensificaticn of bombing and blockade nperations against

Japan in order to reduce the enemy's z2bility to resist ths
41
scheduled invasion on November i, 19&3.

While completing military plans, Truman also prepared
for the Potsdam Conference. On June 30, he announced his
aprointment of James F. Byrnes as Secretar arguin
that only an individual who had held elective office should
occuny the highest vosition in the cabinet. In reality,
Truman did nct accept Edward R. Stettinius, Jr. andé his

1

devotion to the United Nations as congenial with an effective

approach in Soviet-American relaticns. Ironically, Truman

later regretted his choice of Byrnes. The new Secretary of

Lo
Feis, The Atomic Bomb and the Znd of World
113 Leanhy believed that Japan would surrender before
invasion of the islands was necessary, I Was There,
L1
Memorandum of the Chiefs of Staff,
FRUS, The Conference of Berlin, Vol. I,
Churchill, Roosevelt, Stalin, 236;
on Sovlet entry as a means 1o hasten Ja ah 3 d?fe
however, believed that Soviet aid was no longer
and Truman did nct have %o "beg" for 3talin's as
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State was determined to perform an active role in policy

formulation. Byrnes was confident of his own ability and

his independent spirit would have a decisive impact on the
L2

Soviet-American dispute over Korea.

Stimson was also engaged in preparations for Potsdan.
Farly in May, 1945, he requested a policy position paper
Korea from the State Department. The response stressed
likelihood of widespread unrest and demands for agrarian
reform in Korea after years of imperialist exploitation.
The absence of an experienced and revresentative group of

exiles to assume governmental responsibilities would compcund

Korea's problems. In addition, the report predicted that

Moscow would insist uvon establishing a "friendly" sgovernment

>
in Korea. The State Department observed that the unfavorabvle
conditions in postwar Korea would prrobably contribute to 2z
o

of Communist ideology. hus, a Soviet-

regime "might easily receive popular

Bock papers for Potsdam stressed that
the United ' had to obtain specific Soviet

the Calro Declaration and ¥Korean independence.

)
hard
in An uuccrtaiﬂ T
Varshall as Secre
justification;
United States
L”B
Policy Parer, State Department, June
FRUS, 1945, Vol. VI, 561-564,

"Ta es F. Byrnes (1945-1547),"
Truman later appolntad
Tkereoy undermining his own
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minate Korean suspicions, it would be

he interested countries alone . . . 1lnvade
State Department urged that the Allies designate Kcrea a
combined zone of operations under a single unified command.
American planners hoped to obtain support for a multinational
invasion force and "agreement among the three powers that,
with China's anticipated cooperation, they will jointly
support whatever measures appear best adapted ic develov in
Korea a strong, democratic, independent naticn."” A four-
vower international supervisory body would replacs ths
military government as quickly as possible to shorten the
duration of occupaticn and decrease the chance of tension
among the Allies. Althouzgh Soviet participation was vital,
the State Department emphasized the importance of avoiding

L4
complete Soviet control at all costs.

America's Korean policy thus sought staged indenendence
in three phasss, consisting of Allied occupaticn and military
government, international administrative suvervision, and

L5
finally the achievement of complete sovereignty. " Such an

approach was not only realistic, but feasible, since the

; i ni; f the
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Soviet Union continued to indicate support for truste

In July, Stalin expressed interast in discussing the

during consultaticns with 7.V. Soong. ¥olotov sugg
formulation of a detailed understanding on trusteeship, sincse
the proposal was unusual and unprecedented. Soong refused,
however, to engage 1in specifics. He later informed Harriman
of his fears that moscow intended to include Soviet-trained
exiles in the vostwar government and

Harriman agreed that China's concern

Truman that, in preparation for Potsdam,

should prepare "a detailed discussicn of

oroposed four power ftrusteeship for Xorea." Evidently, the
President approved the suggestion, since Leahy instﬁgcted

Grew to pre ! study while enroute to Potsdam.

that his main cocncern at

upport
although American milid advisors stressec that the United
States "should Frempt k ip the Caliro Declaration
with armed force." News oi the successful prelimilnary

testing of the atomic bomt hed Truman on tne day of his

46
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arrival at Potsdam. Stimson testifies that at this

the President began "losing his interest" in Scviet
8

into the Pacific War.
Truman and Byrnes, 1t seems clear, both hoped

successful utilization of the atomic bomb against Japan

would bring a quick end to the war. DMNot only would this
save many American lives, dbut it would remove *the numerous
complications entailed in Soviet participation in the defeat
of Japan. It now seemed possible to achieve the unilatera:i
cccupation of Korea and avold the distasteful necessity for

trusteeship. Stimson harbored serious doubts about the

wisdom of leaving anything to chance. He continued to urge

an agreement on multinational occuvation of ¥ores, because:

nternaticnal trusteeship is not set up
and pernaps 1f it 1s, these Korean
/In Siberia’/ will probably gain con-
1influence the settinzg up of a Sovies
local government, ratner than an
independent one. This is the Polish question

- — Q
transplanted to the Far nast.“/

2N -

Yet, Truman and Byrnes believed that they had found an
avenue cof escape from the Korean dilemma. The rapid surren-
der of Japan would preempt Soviat entry into the war and

17

eliminate the possibility of 2 "sovietized" Korea.

to Truman, July

yol. II, 531.




Truman, Churchill, and Stalin met at Potsdam in July,
1645, to discuss the postwar settlement. On July 17, Stalin
stated that he would not declare war on Japan until China
agreed to the terms of the Yalta Agreement on the Far East.
Truman responded that there existed some misunderstandings
about the terms of the agreement. For example, the United
States believed that D%iren was to te a free port ultimately

50

under Chinese contrcl. The following day, Stalin observed
that the Soviet Union would not be able to enter the war
against Japan before August 15. These initial discussions
reinforced America's determination to preempt Soviet entry
into the Pacific War. Byrnes privately proposed that the
Allies issue an ultimatum demanding Japanese surrender
within two weeks and threatening complete destruction after
that deadline. He reasoned that if Soong stood firm
Stalin delayed entrance into the Pacific War, the
bombd would bring the prompt defeat of Japan "and this

51
save Chilna." Quite obviously, such 2 chaln of events
would also preclude Soviet control over Daliren and Korea.

On July 22, the Allied leaders discussed the issue of

international trusiteeship. Stalin nbserved that ¥olctov

Feis, The Atomic Bomb and the En

1, 73.
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was the "expert" on the subject and suggested that the time
nad arrived to discuss specific areas, such as the Itzllian
colonies and the mandated islands. XEden's

was "Do you want our mandates?" Stalin responded t

were other mandates that deserved attention and the 4llie
cculd also exchange views on Korea. Churchill strongly
ovposed any further discussion of the matter, but Truman
expressed his willingness tc refer the matter to the Council
of Foreign Ministers (CFM). There then ensued an acrimonious
and pvrolonged discussion of the fate of the Italian colonies
as Churcnill disvlayed a marked suspicion of Soviet motives
in the Mediterranean. Finally, Churchill reluctantly agread
to allow the CFM to consicder the Soviet vrcvosal on trustee-

52

shio. Unfortunately, Korea's future was now involved with
the unrelated issue of Anglo-Scviet competition in <thne
tediterranean. The bes*t and last chancs n amicablie
settiement of the Korean issue was lost.

Leany later observed gquite accurately that the long
discussion of trusteeship actually revealed nothing specific

I3 - o DB 13 - .

about Sovlet prostwar lntentions. Britain's overreaction

certainly made the task no easier. The Soviet trusteeship

propesal was inoffensive enough, while Noscow possessed

ference

1945, Leahy Fapers
in World Politics,
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a clear right to lay claim to certaln of the Axis mandates.

In addition, the Yalta Agreements cslled for negotiations
gL

BN

to determine the specifics of international trusteeship.

Events in Fastern Europe, however, prevented Truman from

trusting Stalin. On July 23, Harriman visited Stimscn and

expressed great aporehension over Stalin's motives in

(9]

olonial areas. The Soviet Union was no longer acting as

a continental power, but was seeking "to branch out in all

i)

direc*tions.” Harriman speculated that Stalin favored imme-
diate trusteeship in Korea in order to demand a similar

settlement on fdong Kong and Indochina. Aware that Britain

and France would reject such action, Harriman telieved thzat

Staiin and Kolectov weculd "probably drop thelr provposa

trusteeship of Korea and ask for solitary control of iz.”

Stimson conveyed Harriman's scerario to Truman

a meeting that afternoon. Th2 President agreed tha

nad demonstrated his expansionist intent, but belisved the

Soviet leader was bluffing. Stimson related later that

Truman then assured him <hat "the United States was standin

Ug

firm ancd he was apparently relying greatly upon the informa-

tion as to S-1." That same day, Truman hacd received word

that the United States could dron the zatomic bomb on Japan

I

Soviet Trusteeshi Docunment 733, July
20, 15435, TRUS, The Conferencs of 3erlin, Vol. II, ©32-637.
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first week of August. (Clearly, Truman and Byrnes
if the United States used the bomb on schedule,
the Soviet Union weculd not enter the Pacific Wiar and only
58
Britain, China, and America would cccupy Korea.
General Marshall did not fully share Truman's con-
fidence in the atomic strategy. On July 23, he
Stimson that Socviet troops were already massing in
and the United States could do little tn prevent the
of any territory Stalin desired. Marshall continued to

support Soviet entry as the surest means for hasteninz the

1

surrender of Japan. During the Allied millitary meeting =n

llowing day, Marshall's views seemed tc be the bas

ingredient in the American approach. Soviet

E. Antonov stated that the Soviet army would

during the latter vart of Augus®t. He then inguired

American intentions to

that the United States inte to concentrate on the occu-

pation of Kyushu anc thus Zid not contemplate entry into

or in the near fuiturs. Without control of Kyushu, any
57

landing in Korea would be open to zair attacx.

Allied military leaders met azain on July 26 and agreed

ones of air and naval operations, which
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the division of Korea just below the #41st parallel. The
Allies alsoc provided for coordination between zones, a
liason apparatus after the Soviets entered the war, and the
exchange of communications egulipment. Antonov then asked
for the specific date of the American landing on Kyushu.
Marshall responded that the United States intended to begin
operations in late October. While Antonov expressed
approval, he also indicated a strong desire for the action

58

to occur at an earlier date. Thus, American military

1

leaders ignored the 3riefing Book papers and agreed %o
nothing specific regarding the multi-national occupation
of Korea. Truman later explained that the Allies did not
establish clear lines for ground action because "1t was not
anticipated by our military leaders that we would carry our
59

operations to Korea."

American military leaders apparently accevted Truman's

Sovliet participation in the Facific War was

no longer necessary on July 25. On that date, karshall
requested MacArthur's plan for the n2ccupation of Japan in
the event of sudden surrender, as well as information on
force requirements for a possible entry into Korea. lac-
Arthur's office responded¢ that, although the plan was

~

it provided for the occupation of Japan twelve

Soviet-American Chiefs of 3Staff ¥eeting liinutes,
n

1945, FRUS, The Conferance of Berlin, Vol., II,
Department of State, A Hlstorical Summary, 560.
59 -
~

Truman, Years of Decision, 333.
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days after surrender and entry into Korea at a later date.

Marshall immediately ordered lMacirthur to prepare tc entsr

Japan 1n the very near future and to establish cccupation of
60

Korea as the nhext priority. During discussions with

tenant General John E. Hull, Marshall explained

event of Soviet entry, the United States should control a%

least two major ports. Thus, Marshall and Hull decided uron

1

S

a line near the 38th parallel, but both hoped that Japan
quick surrender would render Soviet action unnecessary.
American policy toward Korea thus experienced a remark-
able transformation duriflg the Potsdam Conference Truman
and his advisors decicded %o abandon trustesshin in anticiva-
tion of a rapid en ! acific War that wculd forestall
Soviet occupation. £ 1 CFM meeting on July 23, Bvrnes
joined Eden in opposing any detailed discussion of trustee-
ship. Volotov agreed to table his p , but r
that the final vrotocol provide specifica

sion of the trusteeship issue con the
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Eden objected and Molotov then insisted that the protocol
at least note Moscow's raising of the issue. After scm
discussion, Byrnes agreed to support Molotov's request
When the Allies drafted the final protocol, however,
both Byrnes and Eden cvpecsed the inclusion of a general
statement on the trusteeship issue. Byrnes rejected the
Soviet proposal because "trusteeship as presented in the
Soviet request was much broader and it was not his under-
standing that the Big Three had agreed to refer it to the
Council of Foreign Ministers." N J vi

that he did not intend to press the matter. ©As 3 suls

the final protocol only noted that the Allies had raised

and examined the trusteeship issue, but referred cspecifi-

cally only to the Itallan colonies. Stalin accepted this

2

reluctantly, vointing out the Russilans were given
o4
1ittle in this paper."”
Potsdam thus wiltnessed the emergence of no definitive
agreement on Korea. It appears quite clear that the Soviet

Union had genuinely souzht to fulfill prior agreement

X

international coope ion 1 lorea, while the United

£2
CFM Meeting idlinutes,

nce of Berlin, Vol. II,
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Weetln: winu
Berlin, Vol.
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Yost Memorandum, Au
ment Minutes, August 1, 16<9,
Berlin, Vol. II, 53¢-637 ard
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and Britaln now adorted a policy of delay. Tha2 Truman
Administraticn was pursuing a strategy that required the
quick defeat of Japan to ensure success. On Jul y

3yrnes observed that Soviet entry inte Darien and Por:
Arthur would result in permanen® control. Korea clearly

fell inte the same category. Realism thus dictated Truman’
actions. If the atomic bomb brought Japan's rapid surrender,

the United States could avert in Korea a repetition of the

io
5
difficulties being experiencsd in Fastern Zurcpe

VI

America's strategy for preventing Soviet sntr y into
proceeded according to plan. On u‘y 26,
the United States and 3ritain issued the "Potsdam Declara-
tion" demanding Japan's immediate
absence of a response, the United
bomb on Hiroshima and Nagasaki on ch
the interim, Yoscow declared war
scribed to the "Potsdam Declaration," wnich included a

reaffirmation of

pendence of Kor

o
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enter the war earlier than American leaders exvected had

destrnyed Truman's strategy. Yet, one can hardly fault the

Soviets for attempting to avert a fait accompll andé ensure

participation in the determination of Javan's future. A% the

same time, Soviet entry meant that the Unitad St S was not

tate
&7

in a position to guarantee Korea's independence.

Byrnes observes 1in his memoirs that Japan's surrende
was no surprise. Soviet entry prior to August 15, however,

€8

was certainly unexpected. The SWNCC was already engaged
in completing plans for the occupation of Japan. On July 23,
MacArthur had cabled his propnsal—code-named "Blacklist"—
which anticipated unified Allied cccupation and administra-
tion of Japan, Korea, Formosa, and the China coast. Nimitz
opposed MacArthur's position and sent his own plan to King,
which called for a more rapid occuvaticn uvnder the direction
of the Navy. This inter-service rivalry forced the JC3 to

delay action until MacArthur and Nimitz agreed on
operation. e meantime, Marshall consicered
sion of Korea in the Chinese zone of orerations angd
59
Wedemeyer requesting his comments on the idea.

Soviet entry inte the Pacific War meant that the

67
Tais, Contest Over Janan, 9.
A8 ‘ -

Byrnes, Sveaking Franxly, 212.

53

Sutherland to Marshall, July 28, 1543, and ¥emo-

randum for the Chief of Staff, August 1, 1945, RG 319, OFD

014.1 7S, Section III, NA; rshall to Wedemeyer, Auzust G,
1945, RG 319, OPD 371, TS, Korvw, NA.
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States could not afford further delay. On August 10,
Washington ordered Wedemeyer to assist China in occupying
Formosa and Korea, while the American Iorce would concen-
trate on Japan. On the same day, Japan asked for terms
and the United States made 2 final attempt to prevent
unilateral Soviet occupation of Korea. Byrnes instructed
the SWNCC to prepare a plan for Scvist-American occupation
of Korea, which would 1include a divisicn oI the peninsu

7
into two zones with the line as far north as vossible.
American military leaders cautioned against such action,
pointing out that the United States had limited men =aad
material in that area, while the Soviet Army was vcisad
the Korean frontier. Nevsrtheless, late in the evening
August 10, the SWNCC instructed Colcnels C.i. Bonesteel III
and Dean Rusk to find a line in Korea thzt would harmonize
tha political desire to have American forces receive the

far north as possible and the obvious limita-

Bonesteel and Rusk deci DOt e 38th parallel as
suitable dividing line and the SWNCC incorporated tnis
provision into a preliminary draft cf "General Order Numoer

One." Truman clearly recognized tnhat time was of the

G

SWNCC ¥eating Minutes, August 11, l9¢5, FRUS,
1945, Vvol. VI, 103%9; Truman, Years of Decision
71
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essence and thus informed the other Allies immedliately of
the general terms for accepting Japan's surrender. The
President still hoped, however, that the United States could

occupy most of Korea. On August 11, he ordered Marshall

arrange for the occupation as soon as possible of Darien and
72
a port in Korea. In all probavility, Truman was responding

to an urgent cable from American Military Attache
William Deane 1in Voscow on the same day:

Conclusions I have reached through discussion on
reparations and otherwise . . . lead me %to the
belief that our forces should occupy quickly as
much of the industrial areas of Korez and Man-
churia zs we can, starting at the southerly tip
and vrogressively northward. I am assuming all
cf this will be done at no risk of American lives
« « .« and occuvancy to continue only until satis-
factory agreements have been reached tetween the
nations concerned with respect to reparations_
and territorial rights and other concessions.’”

d such action the following day,

establish a positicn in Xoreza

mesting of August 12, Admiral M. 3.
Gardiner voiced suprort for Truman's desires. He proposed
a revision of "General Order Number 0On2" to include the
39th parallel, thus providing for American occuprat

72
SWNCC ieeting Ninutes, Auffus+
1945, Vol. VI, 634-637; Memorandum
August 11, 1945, RG 313, 0PD O14.1
73
Ceane to Truman, August
PSF (Pauley), HSTL.
74
Truman, Years of Decision, 433-434.
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Dairen and a larger porticn of Korea. After

JCS, the SWNCC reaffirmed the 28th parallel,

because the Soviets entered Keorea on August 12.

z.%. Lincoln explained that the Soviet Union certainly would
D J
nct accept the new line, nor could the United 3%tates hope to
75
reach a point any further north. Thus, the final draft of
"Ganaral Order Number One" possessed only minor changes on
Korea and Truman dispatched 1t to the other Allies on August
15 for approval. The JCS was satisfied that the 33th paral-
lel provided for not only American control ocver the capital
of Korea, but also sufficient land to apportion zones of
occupatlion to China and Britain. Yet, American leaders did
recozgnize that the Allies had not agreed on administrative
and governmental ccntrol in Xorsa after occupation. T JCS
urged Truman to obtain a detailed agreement, while at the
same time formulating a policy directive for the eventual
76
American occupation commancder.
Subsequent attempts to portrayv th Th

ision as the procduct of military expediency and convzan-

ience hardly reflact the reality of the situation. Political
75 ) ‘
SWNCC Meeting Minutes, August 12, 1945,

1945, Vol. VI, 645; Schnabel, Policy and Direction,

75
JCS Iemorandum, August 14, 1945, FRUS, 1545, Vol.

-658; Fels, The Atomic 3omb and the End of World War
James E. Webd's testimony pefore Congress in June,

n accurate description of the events sur-

the proposal and acceptance of "General Order

One" and the 38th varallel, U.S. Congress, House,
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and strategic considerations were primarily resvonsible for
77
American actions. After Truman abandoned trusteeship, the
United States lacked sufficient power to block Soviet expan-
sion when Moscow entered the Pacific War. ilany American
leaders even doubted whether Stalin would accept the
parallel. 1In anticipation of such a rejection, the JCS was
75
prevared to order the immediate occupation of Pusan.
as Stalin had maintained gocd faith on trusteeship, howaver,
he also cooperated in quickly approving the terms for
3 79 *
accepting Japan's surrender. Rusk later expressed nis
surprise that Mecscow accepted terms which clearly did not
30
reflect the Soviet Union's superior military position.

Several schelars have criticized the 38th varallel

77
Truman insists that "there was no thought 2t the
time other than to provide a convenient allocation of
responsibility for the acceobtance of Japanese surrender.
All previcus discussiocons on the subject of Korea had shown
the Russians agreed with us that Korea wculd pass throuzgh
a uruSteeshlp vhase before attaining indevendence," Years
01 Decision, 445; See also, "White Paper on Korea," Current
1storg, XIX (September 1950), 170; Cabell Pnillivs, The
ﬂ*umal Presidency: The History of a Triumphant Succession
(Baltimcre: renguin Books, 1966), 292.
78
U.S. Department of State, United S*atns Policy
Korean Crisis, Far Fastern Series #34% (Wasnlnoton,
Government Printing Office, July 19_0) ix;
Policy and Direction, 11l
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decision, offering a variety of reasons. Certainly the line
was 1ll-advised as a permanent boundary, since 1t cut across
natural areas of geographic, cultural, and climatic continu-
ity. On the west coast, for example, a small peninsula was

part of the American zone, yet possessed nc land connection

to that area. In view of the alternative of complete Soviet

control, however, Truman believed he had scored a major
31

success. Clearly, the decision meant de facto reco

gni-
tion of Scoviet control in northern XKorea, out Truman hoped
to remove the barrier through subsequent negotiztion. Soon-
sung Cho argues that the United States should have azirlified
trooprs into north Korea and‘that Truman's fallure to do\so
32

was an indication of shortsizhitedness and indifference.
Yet, the United States had formulated plans for the occupa-
tion of Korea, but Moscow's rapid movement into the
precluded implementation of the operation.

Stalin's decision to enter the Pacific War spoiled
Truman's stratagy for excliuding lMocscow from Korea. AsS a

rasult, the United States had to settle for half a loaf,

since its troovs were over 600 miles away. In fact, the

vI, 1039.
81
Middleton contends that it would be "difficult to
conceive of a more unsatisfactory military boundary," The
Compact History of the Korean War; Shannon lcCune, "The
Thirty-Eignhth pParallel 1n Xorea," World Politics, I, 2
(January 1949 7; Arthur L. Crey, Jr., "Thne Thirty Eighth
Parallel," | non Affairs, XXIX (april 1951), 4382; John C.
Caldwellé T ea Story (Chicazo: Henry Regnery, 1952), 10
g2

Cho, Korea in World Politics, 52-38.
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Soviets could have occupied the entire peninsula before the

United States troops could have reached Korea and Truman

realized the political importance of avoiding such an event.
If he had not, the United States would have never pressed
for a zone of occupation in that area.83 Under these
circumstances, control of southern Korea was the most that
Truman or anyone else could expect. Stalin's willingness

to respect the agreement on surrendgi made possible the
American occupation of south Korea.

Stalin's acceptance of the 38th parallel was not the
product of altruism. In all probabilility, the Soviet leader
sought to maintain good relations with Truman to galn an
equal voice in Japan. At the same time, Stalin probably
viewed the 35th parallel as a suitable division of Korea
into spheres of influence. WVoscow certainly viewed the line
as possessing some basis in history, while constituting a

&5

rough halving of the country. Stalin would have preferred

83
Cho errs when he arcues that the Administration
overlooked the political implications of Soviet occupation,
Korea in World Folitics, 52; U.S. Department of State, The
Fisht Acainst Acgression in Korea, Far Eastern Series #37
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, Autumn 1950),

3; Hermes, Truce Tent and Fightins Front, 5.
84

Goodrich, Korea, 13; Walt Rostow disagrees, arguing
that the Soviet Union would not challenge American authority
in Korea "if the United States had the purpose and will to
exercise8it," The United States in the World Arena, 201.

5

Martin Lichterman, "To the Yalu and 2Back," in
American Civil-¥ilitary Decisions: A Book of Case Studies,
edited by Harold Stein (Birmingham: University of Alabama
Press, 1963), fé34; NMcCune, "The Thirty-Eighth Parallel in
Korea," 226; Bruce Cumings, "American Policy and Korean
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a unified and friendly Koreaz, but he wculd
division in the 1 ests of Allied co
American relations deteriorated, he cou. \ maintain

control in the north and preserve Soviet national security.

Dy

An attempt to seize the entire peninsula, on the other hand,

would alarm the United States and nezate possibplie csoncession
86

in other important areas.

A concern over the future of Japan also dominated
Truman's attitude toward Korea. he President belisved that,
if Stalin controlled the peninsula, the Soviet Union could

ndermine Chiang's positicn in China and vplace *the gecufity
of Japan in doubt. Thus, occupation of south Korea was
Truman's sscond priority in Asia at the time of Japanese
37
surrender. When Stalin requested a zone of occupation in
Japan, Truman respconded that ¥MacArtnur would vossess com-
enthusiastically ] ed T
dominance
On Aug ' Harriman met wit}
Stalin and apparently won hi: for American occul

da

tion policy in Japan. Significanzly, 3talin decided to

Beloff, Soviet

a The China Tancle, 338;
the nighly speculative argument that Truman
in orcder to use withdrawal as a bargaining
Soviet cocncessions 2lsewhere at a later date,
the Past: The Use and lisues of History in Anme
Policy (Mew York: Oxford University Press,
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respect the Korean arrangement and halted the Scoviet Army
838

at the 38th parallel despite Truman's obdurance.

Unfortunately for Korea, once the Soviet Union =2nd the
United States btoth entered the peninsuls, only a diplomatic
agreement could end the partition. Korea would soon become
a captive in the developing Soviet-American Cold War, since
both nations sought to determine the course of Korea's
political and economic development. Neither Stalin nor
Truman would acquiese in any settlement that appreciably

- 89 -

strengthened hls adversary. Thus, Korea was once agaln
the pawn 1in a struggle bstween the major powers. For the
United States, the 38th varallel decision constituted an
overextension of American vower and vrestige into an area

30
of marginal value to American national security.

Truman's refusal to grant Stalin an equal voice in

rendered an amicable solution to the Korean problem

lofe]
Stalin %o Truman, August 16, 1945, Truman to
Stalin, Auzust 17, 1945, Harriman to Byrnes, August 23,
1945, and Harriman to Truman, August 27, 1945, FRUS,
1945, Vol. VI, 667-670, 62G-£690, and 695-6396.
89
Harold . Vinacke, The United States and the
ast 1945-1951 {Stanford: Stanford University Press,
y 59; Pauline Tompkins, American-Russian Relations
e Far East (New York: Xacmillan, 1949), 310G,
30
Barton J. Bernstein, "American Foreign Policy
and the Origins of the Cold War," 1n Politics anrd
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infinitely more difficult. Truman and Byrnes certailnly
recognized this fact, but remained optimistic nonethelsss.
At a press conference, Truman stated that the Allies had
discussed Korea at Potsdam and expressed confidence that

91

Korea would eventually emerge as a free nation. such
optimism lacked reality in view of tha absence of any firm
acreement among the Allies. Perhaps worse, the Unitad

tates faced the formidable task of implementing change in
Korea in an atmosphere of anarchy that prevailed thrcughout
Asia at the end of World War II. Japan's defeat left vast
areas struggling for a new equilibrium and few Aslan nations
possessed exverienced leaders with specific programs for
postwar reconstruction. Competition for political control
revelvad around each native group's ability to instigat

ist agitation and exploilt reveolutionary
press the United S
Potsdam Conference, Rhee
nto an illicit deal with
the "Yalta sell-cut."” He warned that

at the sacrifice of justice to

August 14,
Presidents: H y Truman,
(Washinzton, Governmant
G2
Steei,
Why War Came in Xorea (lNew York:
24-26,
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Xorea, is bound to result in disaster.” Washington did
consider apvroving Rhee's request tc deliver shortwave
broadcasts tc Xorea urging rebellion, as well as the
“"NMapko Project" for introducing clandestine agents into

Korea by submarine. With Japan's surrender cn August 15,

however, the JCS dropped both plans from consideration.

In Chungking, Tjo Sowang and Xim Koo successfully
enlisted the support of the new American Ambassader Patrick
J. Hurley. The KPG sought participation in the Allied

cceptance of Japanese surrencder zand any postwar discussiocon
osf Korea. Korean apprehension cver Soviet influence

actions in Korea greatly impressed Hurley. After noting
Moscow's refusal to contact the KPG, Tjo urged the United
States and China to assist in transporting the leagitimate
Korean government to its homeland. Hurlsy now began to
dispateh alarming cables to Washington, stressing that the
Korean Communists i aft China for Korea with the intention
of creating a Soviet puppet regime. He urged the Truman
Administration To utiliize the KPG leaders as assistants and

95
interpreters, wnile sending missionaries to the north.

93
Rhee to Truman, July 21, 1945, and Rhee to
hardt, Juiy 25, 1845, FRUS, 1945, vol. VI, 1031-1036.
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“ull Memorandum, August &, 1945, RG 319, OFD 3381,
0, NA; MacFarland to Nimitz, June 18, 1945, RG 213, CCS
5, Korea (3-156-43), NA.
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durley to Byrnes, August 1%, 1945, Kim Koo %o
Rhee, August 17, 1¢45, and Hurley tc Byrnes, August 29,
1%4g, FRUS, 194
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5, Vol. VI, 1036-1037 and Vol. ViI, 540
s, August 31, 1945, RG 59, 895.01/2-3145,
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Despite Hurley's warnings and apprehension over Soviet
intentions, Truman continued to malatain impartiality toward
ne KPG. On August 23, the War Department rejected Rhee's

request to accompany the American cccupation fo

96

Xorea. Significantly, America's attempt to b
was not a complete success. On August 13, William

van, director of the 0SS, conveyed to Truman 2
Kim Koo requesting recognition. Donovan supported such
action, ncting the successfuli record of wartime
between the 0SS and the KPG. This clear violation of stated
American policy on Korea upset Leanhy, who urged Truman noz
to resvond to Xim's note. Léahy recommended to
draft reply to General Donovan informing him that you do
consider it vproper for any agents of Donovan's office to
transmit to the President messages from officials of self-

tyled governments that are not recognized by the Government

0‘7
nf the Unitaed States.” Truman approv the suggestion,

but 1t 1s doubtful that Goodfellow ceased his advocacy of
divlomatic and material su
Inside Korea, the incdependence movement lacked unity,

strength, and purpecse, as well as experience in government

NA; New

RG 319, 0OPD

Donovan to Truman, August 13, 194
Truman, August 22, 1945, Leanhy Papers, RG 2
From Truman, 1945, N&a; Also in Truman Paper
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affairs. Several leaders vied for political power as pro-
vincialism and factionalism hampered united action. The
only group that enjoyed some semblance of coheslon was the
Communist Party, which had organized and ccntreclled the

Korean undergrouncd. The undisputed leader of the Xorean

resistance movement was a Coemmunist named Pak Heun-yong, who

organized local Communist cells and published a radical

newspaper to foster rebellion. On the eve of Allied occupa-

tion, Communism was extremely vopular, particularly among
93
yvoung Koreans. In 1945, the Communist Farty was in con-
trol of Korean nationazlism and "unquestionably the country'
99

most 1mportant single political force."

Quite obviously, the Japanese were far mors concerned
about Pak and his underground movement than the feeble exil

movement. News of Japan's surrencder shcoccked the Lorezn

veople, because censorship and propaganda had 1solated them

from any knowledge of Allied military successes. Upon
surrender, the Japanese were deathly afraid that their
recent servants would retaliate. The Koreans themselves
frnstered such fears, declaring a spontansous holiday and

160
staging wild parties and demonstrations. In the face
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such chaos, Japanese Governor Nobuyuki Abe decided *o court
local leaders in the hope of ferming a pseudo-Korean govern-
ment to maintain law and order and protect Japanese lives
and vroperty. Local landiords and tne Communists rejected
Abe's offer, fearing the onus of ccllabtoration. Abe then
turneé to the prominent leftist leadsr Lyuh Woon-heung, who
possessad a conslderable following both 1inside XKcrea and
overseas. Lyuh accepted, but only on the condition that
Abe release political prisoners, guarantee freedom of sveech
and foreswear intsrference in his political activities. {n

<=

August 15, Abe agreed and Lyuh formed the “"Committee for
101
the Preparation of Korean Independence."”

.

Lyuh's regime immediately set about creating loccal

"People's Committees" to assume administrative responsibil-
iti Wost Koreans accepted Lyuh's authority, including

profassional veople, landlords, intellectuals, and students.

Thus, Lyuh emerged as the unchallenged de facto leade
102

throughout Korea. By the end of August, one hundred
thirty-rive committees were in existence and Lyuh utilized
the Japaness communication, transportation, and administra-
tion network for considerable centralization. The main

the "People's Committeecs" was to expropriate

rean Liveration,"
McCune and Crey, Korea Todayv,

Henderson, Politics of 52X, 114-117;

allin, Soviet Russia and the rar




the land of the Japanese and their Korean collaborators,
while releasing all political prisoners. Lyuh's public pro-
nouncements also reflected his extreme socialist philosovhy,
but such views corresvonded "with reasonable accuracy to

103
the views of the Korean majority."

Soviet entry into Korea only enhanced the leftward
drift. Lyuh realistically recognized that he had to respect
the views of the Communists if he horved to enjoy Soviet
suveort. Increasingly, wealthy Koreans became the objects

of

volitical repression, as the Lyuh regime denied conserva-
tives any influence in the "People's Committees." Late in
August, news of imminent American occupation caused Lyuh *o
convene a national congress in Seoul to provide his regime
with the stamp of legitimacy. The Communists controlled the
rroceedings and formulated a platform that guaranteed civil
liberties, called for the expropriation of Japanese property,
recommended equal access tc the militia and police force,

and supported such reforms as the eightesn year old vote,

child labor laws, and an eight nour work day. On September

&, in the presence of six hundred delegates, Lyuh proclaimed
104
the establishment of the "Korean People's Republic.”

For a few days during the summer of 19435, then, Xoreans

103
Meade, American Military Government in Korea,
llen, Korea's Syngman Rhee, 74; zerzer, The Korean

104
Lauterbach, "Hodg Korea,'" 350-351; Dalli
Fussia and the




were relatively united in suppor®t of the People's Republic
and Lyuh's vision of Korea's future. Yet, few knowledgabla
Koreans believed that conservative exile leaders would
suppert sucn a regime. liore imy t the arrival »f
the United States and the Soviet Union,
began 1o play a significant role in determining
destiny. Kores emerged as a true testing ground for Soviet-
American cooperation, because the two nations met on neutral
territory and pursued policies reflecting vastly different
idenlogies. 2o0th Truman znd Stalin were determined that
postwar Kcorea would reflect thelr own naticnal values and
institutions. Thus, both the United States and the Scoviet
1058
Union sought to conquer, as liberate.

Unfortunately, the 38t arallel separated two arsas
that were traditionally dissimilar, thus compounding the
prodlem of zonal division. The north was rich in industry,
hydroelectric prower, and such minerals as coal, iron ore,
and az variety of chemicals. The south, on thes other hand,
was much more agricgltural and valuable for its production

106
of rice and fish. More important, the two zones mani-
fested traditional sectionral differences in social and
108

Lauterbach, "Hedge's Xorea," 34
*Ll+arJ Covarnm nu in Xorea, 4-5; Robert

9; veacde, Ameri-
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74 (Octoner
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of War in Yorea, " Current History, XIII,
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1947, 3; "Review of Korea war =con-
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religious respects, while being separate politically during

ancient times. North Koreans possessed a more radical

ideological outlook, as well as an attitude of stubborn

superiority which caused them to view southerners as lazy,
107

effete, unambitious, and scheming rascails.

Differing systems of land tenure contributed to this
diverzence between north and south Korea. Landlordism was
much less prevalent in the north, where plots were smaller
and less productive. Scuth Korea, however, experienced
serious agrarian overpopulation and a higher rate of Japanese
absentee-landownership. In addition, the American zone
possessed an inordinate share of rich and conservative land-
lords, poverty-stricken farmer-tenants, dissatisfied workers,

108
nd Japanese businessmen. Thus, the real tragedy oi the
38th parallel was that the line separated

regions with physical differences and long

established economic, social and political

iversity. The super-position of a rigid

barrier over a pattern which already has

latent divisive tendencies is most danger-

ous—The regional diversities, which werse

elements of strength when Korea was a unit,
. . . /Pecame/ critical disruptive forces,:%9

107
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circumstances 1 ¥ he likelihood that partition
would be permanent. h 5 worse, Japanese exploltaticn
110
resulted in serious economic deterioration during the war.

Thus, whan the United States occupied Korea, Truman and his

advisors confronted extremely difficult problems.

VIIT

American occupation of Korea experienced
bezinning. Originally, Washington instructed
Army ¢ : but on August 12 designazzd
Corps as =2 rerlacement. The JCS occcupration plan—ccde-named
"Campus"—required three weeks to gather suificient men and
an additional thrse weeks for the acquisition of assa

111
ships to transport these troops tc Korea. Truman

American military leaders to occury Korea at
the JCS to turn to the 24%h Cor
OXinawa. As a result, =he
force possessed little knowledge of
since avallability and *the need
112
dictated its cholce.

Uncertainty surrounded America's Korean
N

110
Grad jdanzev, "Korea Divided," 281.
111
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e summer of 1245 meant that there were no clear directives
for the commander of the United States Armed Forces in Korea
(USAFIK). On August 22, MacArthur requested informaticn
vertaining to any Allied agreements on Korea. He
that he was formulating detailed instructions for
Corps Commander and operating on the assumption of

N

sccupation on a guadripartite basis. In resvonse, the

™

informed MacArthur that the State Department had no know-

ledge of any agreement to four-power occupation. The Allies

had only settled upon a trusteeship after Japan's defeat.
Thus, the State Depaftment urged the JCS to administer
Xorz2a's civil affairs in such a manner as to facilitate the
nandling of the nation as a unit. In addition, the USARFIK
Commander was to sirive for the creation of an Allied
control council which would hasten the implementation of
113
the trusteeship arrangement.
On August 28, Washington cabled a more

directive to MacArthur. This SWNCC plan
USARIK Commancder would treat Korea as

ttempt to contact the Soviet Commander
rracticable for the formation of an administrative body
which would formulate unified policies for all of Kore=a.
In the meantime, the American Commander would continue ths

nperation of the local judicial ghem I institute only

113
siacArthur aug >, 1935 and JCS
Memorandum, Undated, E . i I, 1037-1038.
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necessary economic, soclal, and financial refo:
mportant, the JCS authorized the temporary use
nfficials and Korean collaborators where security permitted
114
and technical expertise was in short supply.

Javan's rapid defeat left the United States unprepared
for the immediate occupation of Xorea. Thus, %the United
States instructed Japan to maintain law and order 1n Xorea
until the srrival of the USAFIK. Interestingly enough, AD
now reversed his supper the Lyuh regime, which
acted effectively to limit looting and blocodshed in the waks

115
mass rioting. YMore important, the conservative

ow began to organize opposition to Lyuh's radical
hoping to prevent exvropriation and possible
Kim Sung-son took the lead in forming the
Party, composed of conservatives, landlords
and professional peopla, with ccllaborationist supvort.

Cemocratic

status quo.

Korea announcing American occupation and thus remeving the
necessity for cooperation with Lyun. The conservatives

longer needed to fear Soviet occupation of south

114
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115
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71 Hender§on, Politics of
115
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American policy did not, how , Seek to obolster
wealthy landlerds and prevent meaningful reform. Truman

Pal

genuinely sought the creation of Korean political and
economic independence throuzh the elimination of Japanese
coloniglism and the ti of a self-governing, soveraign
state that reflected the will of the people. 0On September
7, 1945, MacArthur formally a2stablished American control

in southern Korea and zu ntsed the prctection of indi

ra
17
ual and property rights. The fecllowing day,

Corps landed in Korea under the command of

General John Reed Hodge At that time, Washington had not
completed occupation guidelines and the JCS could send conly
a summary of instructicns. It would be

Washington sent a final 43

on expediency and common sense,

plans, American occuvation manif

vacillation in the extreme.

Military Government (AMG) becama known as "operatlon trial

1.8
and a2rror.”

Pclicy Toward Korea," 108-111; Schnabel, Policy and Direc-
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"aAmerican Policy and Korean Liberation,' in Without
Parallel, 57
117
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Public Affairs (Washington, D.C.: GovernmenJ P
0ffice, August 1951), 7; lacArthur Preoclamatic
ber 7, 1945, FRUS, 1945, Vol. VI, 1043.
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John R. Hodge was poorly
cemplexities of the Korean situation.
arm in Golconda, Illinoils, Ho
University of Illinois and later taught military science
and tactics at a college 1in Mississipvi.
combat soldier, who had fought with distinction at Leyte,

1.

Bougainville, and Okinawa, he possessed littls political
119
or administrative experiance. Upon arrival, Hodgse
hardly endeared himself to the lccal populace whan he
observed that "Koreans are the same breed of cats as tne
120
Japanese."

Declining morale compounded Hodge's proolems, since
the American soldiers in Korea were anxious to return home
after Japan's surrender. The USATFIK also sufferad from
inadequate housing, irregular delivery of supvlies, and

121
inferior post exchange facilities. A total lac

K of

familiarity with *the Xorean climate, customs, and culture,

let alone the languaze, magnified the seriousness of the

situation. Fodze quickly turned to missionaries and
Xoreans for advice. The AxG soon earned

of "zovernment by interpreter.”

In addition, Washinzton informed Hodge of its determination

119
Truman Papers,

Tompxins, Amarican-russian

’
1

quoted 1n Gunther, Th
121
Meade, American Military Government
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Lee, "American Policy Toward Xorea," 14




to cut his force level in half within four months. Such
circumstances forced rHodge to emphasize the preservation of

o

law and order. Quite understandavly, he refused to tolerata
122
even remote threats to the security of his command.
A general atmosphere of anarchy prevailed in south

Korea at the time of American occupation. Koreans used

thelir new-found freedom to attack any symbol of Japanese

authority. The Javanese police reacted hysterically and

the day of American arrival, massacred a largs numter of
peovle massed to welcome the landing. Hodge's first asction
was to seek assistance from local leadsrs to deal with such
problems. Upcn requesting a meeting with two repressnta-

tives from each party, however, a group of twelve hundred
123
leaders confronted the startled USAFIK commander.
Korean leaders universally opposed any delay of com-
andence, out could agree on little else. The
Cairo Declaration only worsened the
ean exiles engaged in a propaganda campaign

wnich translated "in due course” as "immediately" or "in a

claim as the

iitchell,
Public

s of the

r, 182

"Hodge's Korea," 359; Sunoo and
;cy in Korea: Two Views," 230; lNew
].9“‘5) l:?.




legitimate leader of Korea's national government, while Kim

Sung-soo denounced ths People's Republlc for collaboraticn

-+

with the Japanese. In nis initial report, Pclitical Advisor

H. Merrell Benninghoff indicated the revolutionary nature of
the situation when he observed that "southemKorea can best

be described as a powder keg ready to explode at the applica

tion of a spark." The widespread demand for radical chanss,

Benninghoff surmised, was vrobably Soviet-inspired. He ther

offered the conclusion that occupation "by armsd forces

nations having widely divergent political philesophiss,

kK
L)

no common command, is an impossible situation.”
Hodge strongly supported Benninghoff's assessment.
began at an early date to urge Soviet-American agresment
to the gquick removal of the 38th parallel, thus zllcwing the
withdraw. If there was to be a trustee-
ts immediate implementation and pro-
Ve
the stage of interim civil administration.
southern deficiencies in coal and elactric
the result of partition and wers
Soviet Commancer Ivan Chistiakov

to respond to Hodge's communications. Hodge

Washington that prozress in the direction of Xorean

125
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Benninghoff to
VI, 1049- 10<2
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independence and self-zovernment was essential or the

Stetes would sacrifice public Itrust and respect. The

s <

varallel decision "created a situation impossidle of

corractlion with credit to the United States unless immed
action on an international level is forthcoming

an overall provisional government which will he fu
127
supported by occuration forces under common volicy."

Soviet policy in ncrth Korea reprasentaed an additional
spur to action. Hodge had feared that the Soviets would be
in occupation of Seoul upcn his arrival, dut his avprehension
oprovad unwarrantad. ZFarly reports from the north indicated,
howaver, that the Soviets were ftreating the people with
"barbarous cruelty" and attempting to destr<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>