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INTRODUCTION

Very appropriately, Senator Mike Mansfield and the late Senator
Everett M. Dirksen called John F. Kennedy's tenure in Congress the
"years of emergence'" for the ideals and policies he pursued as
President. But since some of Kennedy's most deeply-rooted beliefs
on foreign policy were formed before he entered Congress, during and
even before the war years, the introductory chapter is devoted to this
formative period. Kennedy came of age, both emotionally and intellec-
tually, amid the upheaval of World War II and that experience left a
lasting imprint on his outlook.

His interest in international relations was first publicly ex-
hibited in 1940, shortly after the fall of France, when his senior
thesis at Harvard, '"Appeasement at Munich,'" was published as

Why England Slept. Here Kennedy explained thc various reasons for

Britain's lack of military preparedness in the face of German rcarma-
ment which, he believed, made Neville Chamberlain's ''surrender'" at
Munich inevitable. As a warning to America, he wrote in the intro-
duction: "In studying the reasons why England slept, let us profit
by them and save ourselves her anguish.' This was a message he
continued to urge throughout his years in Congress. The importance
of armaments to the conduct of foreign policy registered deeply on
Kennedy; he remained steadfastly convinced that military power was

the essential ingredient of successful negotiation.



The story of Kennedy's meteoric rise to political prominence

has been told well in James MacGregor Burns' John F. Kennedy, A Political

Profile. Only the highlights need be mentioned here to serve as a frame
of reference. He entered the House of Representatives in 1947 at the
age of twenty-nine and served there for six years. In 1952 he scored

an upset victory over Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., for the Senate, the only
Massachusetts Democrat to withstand the Eisenhower tide. At the
Democratic National Convention in 1956, he was narrowly edged out by
Senator Estes Kefauver for the vice-presidential nomination. In 1958

he was re-elected to a second Senate term by a record-smashing margin,
the largest in Massachusetts history, thus setting the stage for his
drive for the presidential nomination in 1960.

Kennedy once remarked to an aide that his central interest in
public life was the formulation and conduct of foreign policy. This is
vividly borne out by his enthusiastic and informed participation in the
give and take of debate on the major foreign policy issues of the day.
He prized his appointment to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee at
the beginning of the legislative session in 1957.

As one reads through Kennedy's speeches on foreign policy during
the years 1947-1960, three predominant unifying themes are apparent.
The first was his constant emphasis on military preparedness in
conventional weapons as well as nuclear striking-power. Kennedy disagreed
with Secretary of State John Foster Dulles on many issues during the
1950's but his major criticism centered on the so-called New Look
defense policy and Dulles' concept of massive retaliation. He
believed that total reliance upon such a retaliatory policy, coupled

with the scaling down of conventional forces, was both ineffective and



dangerous in an era of brush-fire wars. And he suggested further that
this policy actually encouraged guerrilla-type aggression. Kennedy was
always the advocate of a flexible military capability, which required
a larger military establishment and a larger defense budget.

The second theme was anti-colonialism. Kennedy spoke often of
the '"challenge of imperialism'", which he called the single most
important test of American foreign policy. He urged the United States
to oppose both Soviet and Western imperialism, and by so doing win
the support of the emerging nations of Africa and Asia. As a young
Congressman, he became aware that the growing importance of the
newly emerging nations demanded changes in America's foreign policy.
He recognized very early the force of nationalism in the nations
of the Third World and beginning in 1951, after he returned from a
study trip to the Middle East and Southeast Asia, he repeatedly urged
the United States to dissociate itself from Western colonialism. He
was not unaware of the dilemma this posed for the United States--
caught between the need to support the interests of its major European
allies, Britain and France, while at the same time remain sympathetic
to the drive for indepcndence in the emerging nations.

Although Kennedy persistently spoke on the need for the United
States to adopt a forthright policy of anti-colonialism in support
of self-determination, there were two particularly dramatic episodes,
and each of these involved an attack on France's colonial policy.
Since 1951, Kennedy had warned that France and the United States
had underestimated the importance of the independence movement in
Indochina and in 1954, at the height of the military struggle there,

he advocated independence for the Associated States of Vietnam, Laos



and Cambodia. However, there was always to remain a fundamental
contradiction in Kennedy's attitude toward the independence movement in
Indochina. 1In a Senate address three years later he once again
criticized French colonial policy when he called for the Eisenhower
Administration to support the cause of Algerian independence.

The third theme was closely related. Just as he urged the United
States to pursue a policy of anti-colonialism in order to win the
support of the emerging nations and thwart Communist advances, so,
too, did he place an increasing emphasis on economic and technical
assistance programs to the underdeveloped countries. Over the years
he became steadily disillusioned with military aid programs which,
he believed, tended only to perpetuate military hierarchies which
lacked the support of the people. He underscored the importance of
economic growth in the new and uncommitted nations, and came to
believe that economic and technical assistance from the West was the
only effective basis on which the emerging nations of Africa and Asia
could be encouraged to resist the lure of Communism.

As many have noted, one of Kennedy's strongest and most idealistic
beliefs was that the United States shared a common bond with the
emerging nations of the world and could help them advance their social
revolutions. This fundamental conviction permeated all of his speeches.
Many American politicians and statesmen, of course, have shared this
belief, including President Franklin D. Roosevelt. However, as perhaps
with others, Kennedy's commitment to the cause of the emerging nations
was not motivated strictly by idealism. It is true that in his speeches
he expressed a concern for the people who sought independence, and a

concern for the principle of self-determination, but his primary



concern was that the West, and the United States in particular, was
losing to the Soviet Union the support of thcse nations struggling for
independence. He stated on many occasions his belief that the emerging
post-colonial nations would increasingly control the world balance of
power. So, he was always the 'pragmatic idealist'", as he liked to
refer to himself--support of the worldwide movement for independence
was clearly in America's national interest.

There was, of course, change as well as continuity in Kennedy's
outlook during his fourteen years in Congress. He had adopted the
unyielding Cold War state of mind earlier than most. As far back as
the campaign of 1946 he advocated a ''get tough policy'" toward Russia
and characterized that nation as a ''ruthless dictatorship'" that was
"on the march'". And in 1949 he assailed the Truman Administration
for having '"lost'" China even before Senator Joseph McCarthy convulsed
the country with his witch-hunt. But gradually he evolved from this
stridently hard-1line, anti-Communist frame of mind to become more
moderate and flexible in his thinking.

Yet, Kennedy always operated from a premise of aggressive anti-
Communism. His increased flexibility, which was so apparent during
the 1950's, indicated two very different things. On the one hand,
it reflected his growth, his greater sophistication and, to a degree,
his mellowing of attitude. But his advocacy of flexibility in
dealing with the Communist world, in contrast to the rigid outlook
of Secretary Dulles and others, was primarily because he simply
considered this approach to be a more effective method by which to

combat and restrict the advance of Communism.



Although Kennedy was not representative of all post-war American
politicians and statesmen, the development of his thinking on foreign
policy reflects, in important ways, the changing climate of opinion
in the Cold War from 1947 to 1960. During this period, American
attitudes, generally, evolved from a rigid, simplistic view of the

Communist world and became more enlightened and moderate.



CHAPTER 1

THE AMBASSADOR'S SON

The international scene during the final years of the 1930's was
increasingly turbulent and ominous. The unsteady structure of inter-
national order established at Versailles following World War I was
teetering on the verge of collapse. In the Far East, Japan was on the
march, determined to strengthen her position on the Asian mainland. Even
more foreboding was the growing militancy of Nazi Germany and the
general heightening of tensions in Europe.

The response of the two major European democracies, Great Britain
and France, to the threat of aggression was not unlike that of the United
States. Like many Americans, large numbers of Englishmen and Frenchmen
were disillusioned with the unsatisfactory results of World War I. As
much as they disliked and feared Japanese, German, and Italian expansion
during the 1930's, they disliked the thought of war even more. Pacifism
reached new heights. The appeasement policies of the British and French
governments, combined with the neutrality laws of the United States,
failed completely to meet these bold challenges to the prevailing
structure of international order.

In the autumn of 1937, a sick and dying Robert Worth Bingham, the
United States Ambassador to the Court of St. James since 1933, returned
home from London and submitted his resignation to President Roosevelt.
The President, in the closing months of 1937, departed from tradition
and appointed a Catholic, Joseph P. Kennedy, to replace Bingham in London.
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For Joseph P. Kennedy, his tenure as ambassador, from 1937 to 1940,
was doomed to end in personal frustration, humiliation and defeat. He
was an outspoken and controversial figure. His close identification with
Neville Chamberlain and Britain's policy of appeasement angered Roosevelt
and was one of the prime factors that led eventually to his resignation.1
But the appointment provided his son with a rare opportunity to observe
firsthand the impending European crisis.

It was in this setting of international upheaval that the young
John F. Kennedy first developed an interest in foreign affairs and
began to express his views. Kennedy was an undergraduate at Harvard
during most of his father's tenure as ambass%dor. As a result of
privileged opportunities, he had an uncommonly broad exposure to foreign
affairs as a young man. Not surprisingly, his opinions during those
years were strongly influenced by the views of his father.

As Kennedy began his junior year at Harvard in September, 1938,
Britain's policy of appeasement reached its zenith. 1In an effort
to reach an accommodation with Hitler, Britain and France, led by
Neville Chamberlain, compelled the Czechoslovaks to yield the
Sudetenland to Germany. The underlying reasons for Chamberlain's policy
at Munich would later consume Kennedy's interests and become the subject
of his senior thesis.

By the time of Munich, relations between Ambassador Kennedy and
President Roosevelt were beginning to grow strained. Secretary of the
Treasury Morgenthau, no friend of Kennedy, wrote later that the President
was irritated by the Ambassador's close association with the Cliveden
Set, (the informal Conservative clique that was supposedly the center

of the pro-appeasement policy in England).2 Kennedy did have a close



relationship with Chamberlain and they were in basic agreement on
policy. During the Munich crisis they consulted almost daily.3 This
association reportedly led Roosevelt to exclaim: 'Who would have thought
that the English [the Cliveden Set] could take into camp a redheaded
Irishman?"4

A few weeks after Munich the Ambassador spoke in defense of
Chamberlain's policy. He addressed the Trafalgar Day Dinner of the Navy
League and urged coexistence between the dictatorships and the democra-
cies. "After all," he said, "we have to live together in the same
world, whether we like it or not."5 His Navy League speech was not
popular with certain groups in Britain, of course, especially the foes
of appeasement. But from Harvard, James MacGregor Burns noted, John
Kennedy wrote his father that the speech 'was considered to be very good
by everyone who wasn't bitterly anti-fascist. ."6

In 1939, Kennedy was granted a leave of absence from Harvard for
the entire second semester of his junior year to allow him to take an
extended trip to Europe. The purpose of the trip was to see if he wanted
a career in the diplomatic service after he graduated from llarvard. A

New York Times dispatch from London on February 13, 1939, quoted Mrs.

Kennedy as saying that '"it was Mr. Kennedy who thought of John's making
the experiment."7 Kennedy's older brother, Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr., had
served as a secretary to his father in the London Embassy and he planned
to transfer to some other American legation in Europe. It was this
position in London that Kennedy was to fill. But first, his father
arranged for him to take a wide tour of Europe and the Middle East.
Kennedy arrived in London in the late winter of 1939 just before

Germany seized the rest of Czechoslovakia. From London he went to Paris
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where he stayed with United States Ambassador William C. Bullitt during
the spring. From there he went on to Poland where he spent two or
three weeks. Here he visited Warsaw and Danzig, the pressure point of
the coming crisis between Poland and Germany. He travelled on across
the Soviet Union to Moscow. From the Soviet capital he went to Turkey,
Palestine, and then back through the Balkans, stopping over at Berlin
and Paris before returning to London.8 The Ambassador had arranged for
him to stay at the United States embassies during the trip and asked
only that he submit back to London detailed reports from each capital.
James MacGregor Burns noted that Kennedy sought out representatives of
all parties in order to get a balanced point of view and that his reports
revealed a ''cool detachment".9

In a long letter outlining the Polish and German positions on
Danzig, he concluded that: 'Probably the strongest impression I have

goten [sic] is that rightly or wrongly the Poles will fight over the

question of Danzig.“10 The Ambassador received another letter from his
son on June 7, 1939, in which he reported on some talks he had had with
certain Nazi officials in Danzig. lle wrote that he was very disappointed
in the unsoundness of the Danzig arguments put forth by the Danzig Germans.
He wrote of the 'petty grievances'" of the Danzig Nazi officials and
concluded that although the Poles would negotiate on specific issues
they '"have made their stand for fear that defection might spread and
will prevent their making any compromise."11

Kennedy had just returned to London when Germany invaded Poland. In
early September, just after war was declared, the Ambassador sent his
twenty-two year old son to Glasgow to assist the American survivors of

the British liner Athenia, which had been torpedoed by a German
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submarine. A short time later Kennedy sailed for home to begin his
senior year at Harvard.

Kennedy had been stimulated by his European trip and his observa-
tions became the subject of his senior thesis. The complete title of
his thesis, which reveals his central argument, was ''Appeasement at
Munich: The Inevitable Result of the Slowness of the British Democracy
to Change From a Disarmament Policy."12 The idea grew out of the
various impressions he had gathered in Europe--most particularly from
the criticisms he had heard of Chamberlain's policy at Munich. The work
was his first real success as a student and shortly after his graduation
in 1940, he re-wrote parts of the thesis, largely following his father's
direction and advice, and had it published under the title Why England
Slept. James MacGregor Burns noted that one of the most striking aspects
of the book, which differed little from the thesis, was its agreement
with his father's position on the European war. This can be seen in
the Ambassador's reports to President Roosevelt and Secretary of State
Cordell Hull during the same period of time that Kennedy was researching
and writing the thesis.

The book was timely, of course, being released when the United
States was preoccupied with problems of national defense. At the time
of its publication in the summer of 1940, France had fallen and Britain
was fighting the blitz. Kennedy wrote his father that Arthur Krock,
of the New York Times, a family friend, suggested the title, Why England

Slept, as a contrast to Churchill's While England Sle t.13 The
21€pt ng P

implication of the title was that Kennedy's study would probe deeper
into the reasons for the conditions described by Winston Churchill's

Collection of speeches, While England Slept. Henry Luce, of Time, Inc.
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wrote a highly laudatory foreword insisting that the book should sell

a million copies! The Ambassador sent copies of the book to Harold

Laski, Winston Churchill and Queen Elizabeth. Ultimately, the book be-

came a best-seller and sold about 40,000 copies in both the United States

and Britain. 1

There is some slight question concerning the original motivation

for the study. In August of 1940, shortly after Why England Slept came

out, the Ambassador, a firm supporter of Chamberlain's policy at
Munich, told a British correspondent that the study had been his idea:

"When I was in the States with Jack, and heard some professors talking

about Munich, I realized they knew nothing about it. I said to Jack,

'You get down to it and tell them all about it.'" Many years later,

on the eve of the 1960 election, Kennedy himself had a different
"The subject interested me ever since I was over there to

recollection:

see the results of the Chamberlain thing. I wouldn't say that my father

They were things that I saw for myself. No,

got me interested in it.
the book didn't contain anything that differed with my father's opinions

at that time except perhaps in the final part.
episode in Munich and all that resentment in America about Munich and
I didn't think that it was justified on our part in view of the fact

that we weren't ready to do anything."

Why England Slept was not concerned with the consequences of

aAppeasement at Munich. Rather, it was an analysis of the various

A n £ lyences operating within Britain during the 1930's--pacifism,
Pubijc apathy, business and labor self-interest, and weak political
‘leadership which, in Kennedy's opinion made Chamberlain's concessions at

“unich inevitable and even desirable because the Pact gave Britain

There was the Chamberlain
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Mainly, he argued, it was the 'poor condition
w17

precious time to rearm.

of British armaments that made the 'surrender' inevitable.
Although he recognized that Stanley Baldwin and Neville Chamberlain,

as national leaders, bore a heavy responsibility for Britain's military
unpreparedness, his primary target in explaining Britain's failure to

rearm was the entire British people.

Even though the content of Why England Slept differed little from

the thesis, the Ambassador did suggest one significant change. His
advice was ironic considering his close identification with Chamberlain

and Britain's policy of appeasement. However, in a longer letter written

on May 20, 1940, he informed his son that he had gone too far in
absolving Chamberlain and Baldwin from blame for Britain's weakness at
the time of Munich. According to James MacGregor Burns, he urged his
son to blame both the people and the leaders. Kennedy responded: 'Will
S top white-washing Baldwin."18 Although he dutifully followed the
advice, his main focus remained on the diverse, impersonal forces under-
lying Britain's weakness, rather than on personalities. It is entirely
Probable that the Ambassador, in his advice to his son, was influenced
by  the mounting popular hostility, both in England and the United States,
Toward the spokesmen for appeasement.
Kennedy began his account of Britain's policy toward armaments
Wi th the year 1931 and traced its slow evolution to the outbreak of
wWaxr in 1939. He supported his analysis with figures showing money
SPent on armaments, and included a sampling of the views of the major
Bxri tish spokesmen as expressed in the Parliamentary Debates, the Times
o London, and various journals, most notably the Economist.

He clearly established that the slow conversion from a disarmament
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psychology in Britain, at the beginning of the 1930's, to one of
rearmament at the end of the decade, was impeded by a diverse variety
of influences that reached into all sectors of British society.

Rearmament in Britain was opposed by pacifists and by those who supported

the League of Nations. It was opposed by many members of the Labour Party,

he argued, as well as by the Conservatives. This was a point well
worth emphasizing because many later analysts absolved the Labour Party

of any such complicity. Also, the national mood was affected by a

general disillusionment over the results of World War I and the feeling

that certain German claims were justified. It was public opinion

generally, he argued, that was to blame for Britain's state of military

unpreparedness. The opposition to rearmament in Britain, much like

the policy of appeasement, he reasoned, could not be limited to any
single group. Both developed out of a state of mind that was
identifiable in virtually every sector of British society.

From this general line of reasoning, of course, it was but a

short step to defend Chamberlain's policy at Munich. It was short-

sighted, he argued, to blamc Britain's position on "onc man or one

group of men's blindness."19 Rearmament had begun slowly in 1934 and

had picked up by 1936, but the rate was still woefully inadequate.
Bxri tain did not wake up effectively to the need of rearmament until
Muni ch, he contended.

Kennedy did detect, however, a certain flaw in Chamberlain's
2T 1 ook that contributed to Britain's tardiness in rearming.
C’_1"“'~"Jll>er1ain's foreign policy, he noted, was motivated by two factors.
"lrough appeasement he tried to remove the causes of war. But, on the

ot .
hex hand, he urged rearmament. His rearmament efforts were weakened,
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Kennedy suggested, because Chamberlain had so much hope and confidence
in his appeasement policy that he could not conceive of a war as being
inevitable. Kennedy likened the state of mind of Britain and especially
Chamberlain to that of a boxer ''who cannot work himself into proper
psychological and physical condition for a fight that he seriously
believes will never come off."20 Nonetheless, Kennedy defended
Chamberlain's actions at Munich and declared that the criticism should
be directed not at the Pact itself but to the underlying conditions

such as the state of British public opinion and Britain's military

unpreparedness, which made the policy '"inevitable .

Quite apart from the defense of Chamberlain, Why England Slept
had another major theme. Kennedy saw Britain's disastrous failure to
rearm as, in large part, a weakness of democracy itself and a warning
to the United States. He suggested that democratic, capitalist
nations, such as Britain and the United States, contain inherent
disadvantages that prevent speedy and effective responses to a threat
from a totalitarian form of government. A democracy, subject to the
will and self-interests of the people, moves slowly. This was es-

Ppecially true in the short run. A totalitarian state, in contrast,

is geared to mobilize swiftly. ''We must realize,' he argued, that

"*democracy and capitalism are institutions which are geared for

a world at peace. It is our problem to find a method of protecting

Tthen in a world at war."21 He was aware of the dangerous possibility

That democratic nations might not be able to meet the demands of
Waxr yithout becoming totalitarian states themselves. In his
SOnciusion he cautioned the United States that it is one of democracy's

'f?él:i-]Mings that it seeks to make scapegoats for its own weaknesses,
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and warned the United States to profit from Britain's example.

Kennedy was thorough, perceptive, and judicious in his outlining
of the broad impersonal forces which left Britain unprepared. He
did not fall victim to the common oversimplification of making Stanley
Baldwin and Neville Chamberlain the scapegoats--although he did criticize
their leadership and he praised Winston Churchill for his warnings. His
description of the problem, however, was far more developed than his
remedy.

He concluded that it was only through strong political leadership
that the apathy, self-interests, and party squabbles, which were in-
herent in a democracy, could be overcome. He was forever after to
place great importance on the necessity for strong political leadership
as an activator of public opinion.

Why England Slept was highly praised by a wide range of reviewers.22

They were impressed both by the perceptive observations and Kennedy's

mature handling of the research data involved. The London Times

Literary Supplement for example, remarked that although it was "a young

man's book'", it contained "much wisdom for older men."23

Kennedy's views in Why England Slept are interesting in a strictly

h i storiographic sense. The Munich crisis remains one of the great
historical controversies of modern history. For the most part, historians,
Mmuch like the public, have been bitterly critical of Chamberlain's
PO1licy. Indeed, Munich and appeasement have become words of universal
S CoOxrn and nothing is ever likely to change that image in the public mind.
This predominant view, it is fair to say, was strongly influenced not
enly by the disastrous consequences of Munich, when seen in retrospect,

bz also by Winston Churchill's highly popular The Gathering Storm, which




17

offered a blistering assessment of Chamberlain's policy of appeasement.
So, Kennedy's understanding explanation of Munich and Chamberlain's
policy has not been the prevailing view. In more recent years, however,
there has been a growing awareness among historians of the tremendous
complexity of problems that Chamberlain was confronted with as he
approached Munich.24 Many of these problems--political, military, and

psychological--were discussed in Kennedy's Why England Slept. In this

sense, the book was more in line with historiographical trends in the
1960's than it was in the late 1940's and 1950's.

Until quite recently, one of the most neglected factors in
weighing the Munich decision was the role of the Dominions.25 For the
most part, historians tended to focus exclusively on the European
situation. But, at the British Imperial Conference of 1937, some of
the Dominion Prime Ministers refused to give a firm commitment to
resist Hitler by force and, during the Munich crisis they stated that
they did not consider a German attack on Czechoslovakia an adequate

reason for war. Kennedy, in Why England Slept, wrote of this additional

Tres training pressure on Chamberlain and that increases the value of his

analysis. 26

Kennedy spent an aimless year following his graduation from Harvard

in 1940 and the publication of Why England Slept. At first, he decided

TO enter Yale Law School, then abruptly changed his mind. Instead, he
SN tered Stanford's Graduate School of Business in the fall, but dropped
©Out after six months and left for a long tour of South America. Finally,
Me was commissioned in the United States Navy in September, 1941. At
Fx 'S t, he was assigned to rather tedious administrative duties in

W -
ashlngton, D.C., but was then transferred to Charleston, South Carolina.
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Ultimately, late in 1942, he prevailed upon his father to obtain an
assignment for him in PT boat training which would provide overseas
service.

In early March, 1942, while Kennedy was still stationed at
Charleston, he read Blair Moody's recently published book, Boom or
Bust. A Washington news correspondent, Moody later became a United
States Senator from Michigan. Although the central focus of Moody's
book was on the economic policy of the United States in the post-war
world, Kennedy was stimulated by some of Moody's observations on
international relations prior to the outbreak of war. Kennedy typed
a long letter to Moody challenging certain of his ideas about the
causes of World War II. There is no indication that Moody ever
responded to the letter.27

In the first part of his letter, Kennedy contended that it was
the failure of the Western democracies to solve the problem of
disarmament that ''really doomed peace for our time." He recognized
the importance of the various crises of the 1930's--Manchuria, the
Rhineland, Spain and Munich--but he suggested that the pivotal
turning point came during the Disarmament Conference of 1932, when
the French refused to grant any concessions to the German moderates
on armaments. This action, he said, weakened the position of the German
moderates at home and paved the way for the rise of Hitler. The
German people, he continued, 'despairing of achieving equality through
negotiations, decided to gain superiority through force.'" Kennedy's
brief assessment displayed a sharp awareness of the intricate workings

of international politics.
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Kennedy's second point related to Munich and appeasement.

Moody had expressed the common view that it was the "British upper-
crust' who should be blamed for the policy of appeasement. Although
Kennedy agreed that one of the bases of Britain's appeasement policy
was the British aristocracy's fear of Red Revolution at home, he
emphasized that this feeling was not confined to the Tories but
permeated the entire country. Kennedy also agreed, and this is a
debatable issue among historians even today, that a '"fundamental of
British foreign policy during the 30's was to see that Hitler never
forgot that his principal objective, as set down in his Kampf, was
Russia.”" At this point, Kennedy reiterated the thesis of Why England
Slept; Munich and appeasement were the natural result of Britain's
failure to provide armaments.

Kennedy did not know Moody personally and it is unlikely that he
was in the habit of writing to authors. His letter mainly illustrated
his continued interest in foreign affairs and his commitment to
armaments. According to the recollections of his war-time friends,
Kennedy maintained a lively interest in international relations during
his war years.28

As is well known, Kennedy served most of 1943 on PT Boat
assignment in the South Pacific. In August, 1943, PT 109 went down
in the Solomon Islands and his experience has since become a part of
American folklore. The PT 109 sinking marked the virtual end of
Kennedy's war-time service. He was shipped back to the States in
December, 1943 because of his aggravated back injury. He also had a

siege of malaria which dropped his weight to 125 pounds. In the spring
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of 1944, still ailing, he was admitted to Chelsea Naval Hospital

near Boston for a disk operation on his back. In June, 1944, he was

awarded the Navy and Marine Corps Medal for '"extremely heroic conduct."
Kennedy was discharged from the Navy in January, 1945 and in

February he wrote a short essay titled '"Let's Try An Experiment in Peace'.

It was a curious piece for the author of Why England Slept. Here he

dramatically reversed his pro-armament outlook expressed in the

earlier thesis and book and came out against the buildup of armaments
in the post-war world. It was the only time that he took such a
position on armaments and national defense. Throughout his public
career, his constant concern for national defense was much more in tune

with the views in Why England Slept. Essentially, Kennedy advanced

the argument that after the war, nations should make efforts to prevent
the recurrence of an arms race. He advocated that the United States
the Soviet Union and Britain reach an agreement for limiting postwar
rearmament plans. But, the question how Big Three unity was to be
maintained, was not effectively answered.

Apparently, his essay, which was never published, was in rebuttal
to Harry Hopkins' plea for rearmament, published in the American
Magazine. Kennedy recalled sometime later that he wrote it 'more as
a kind of exercise for my own satisfaction than as a serious effort,"
because, he said, he was '"outraged'" at Hopkins' judgment that 'we did
everything possible to prevent war--except prepare for it."zg Why
Kennedy was '"outraged'" with a viewpoint that he once held was not
apparent. Perhaps the long years of war caused him to pin his hopes

on mutual international trust and cooperation as the key to peace.
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There is something intriguing about this essay. He had written

earlier in Why England Slept of the double-barrelled policy pursued

by Chamberlain; on the one hand Chamberlain had sought to eliminate
the causes of war through negotiation, but on the other hand, he built
up the nation's armaments. Kennedy was caught by this same dualism;
much like Chamberlain, he was now urging international negotiation
and trust as the basis for a peaceful world. But, he would later revert
back to his emphasis on armaments. The reconciliation of these two
divergent ideas, of course, is the central dilemma which confronts
anyone who grapples with the shaping of foreign policy.

In the essay, Kennedy took a sympathetic view toward Russia and
he noted that mutual trust would not come easily between the United
States and the Soviet Union. Many Americans distrusted the Russians,
he said, because of the Soviets' actions in Eastern Europe and he
recognized that a radical change in the Soviet attitude was necessary
before arms limitations could be worked out. But, he also declared
that Americans would have to demonstrate to the Russians their own
willingness to try to work out European problems on equitable lines.
Only then, he said, would the Russians place any genuine confidence in
America's protestations of friendship. '"The Russian memory is long."
he explained, ''and many of the leaders of the present government
remember the years after the last war when they fought in the Red
Armies against the invading troops of many nations, including Britain's
and the United States'."30

Through his father's connections, Kennedy became a special

correspondent for Hearst's New York Journal American shortly after

writing this essay. This was in the spring of 1945 and it was a brief
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stint. His column was billed as '"the GI viewpoint'. He was first
assigned to cover the organizational convention of the United Nations
in San Francisco.31 Later, he reported on the British elections of
1945 in which Churchill was upset.32
In his early dispatches from the San Francisco conference, Kennedy
wrote of the general organizational problems being encountered. But
increasingly, during his month on the scene, he focused on the growing
conflict in aims between Russia and the West. Like everyone else,
he was skeptical about continued cooperation among the powers.
Generally, he continued to express the understanding but realistic
view toward Russia that he had outlined in his essay. In attempting
to explain the reasons for the Russian intransigence in one of his
early columns, he pointed out that 'there is a heritage of twenty-five
years of distrust between Russia and the rest of the world that cannot

."33 In a

be overcome completely for a good many more years. .
later column, on May 4, 1945, he observed, realistically that because
of this it would be a long time 'before Russia will entrust her safety
to any organization other than the Red Army." Russia rcmembered,
he noted, the years before the war when she was ostracized and kept
"only looking in the kitchen window.' With this being the case, he
concluded that the new United Nations could only be a skeletal
organization with very limited powers. "It will reflect the fact,"
he noted, ''that there are deep disagreements among its members."

In one of his last columns from San Francisco, written on May 18,
he mentioned that there was talk there of fighting the Russians

within the next ten or fifteen years. The mutual distrust between

Russia and the West, he lamented, was ''causing grave concern and
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considerable discouragement." But, he personally did not regard war
as probable. Because Russia, the United States, and Britain were all
"have'" nations, he reasoned, they would have little to gain from a
"ruinous war."

Generally, during his month covering the conference, his view
evolved from one of restrained optimism for the new United Nations
to one of deepening pessimism. This was conditioned, of course, by the
increasing deterioration in the relationship between Russia and the
United States and Britain. But Kennedy continued to hope for coopera-
tion between the Big Three and, as the conference ended, he gave his
approval to the new organization even though he recognized that it was
a product of many of the same compromises that had rendered the
League of Nations ineffective. It is important to note his sympathetic
view of Russia's position in the post-war world, because his attitude
was to stiffen later.

Kennedy ended his stint at journalism with his coverage of the
British elections in the summer of 1945. The only notable aspect to
his columns here is that he warned that Churchill might be defeated
at a time when scarcely anyone thought so, thus displaying a sharp
political sense. He headlined his first article, ''Churchill May Lose
Election" and went on to say" 'This may come as a surprise to most
Americans, who feel Churchill is as indomitable at the polls as he
was in war." However, he cabled, '"Churchill is fighting a tide
that is surging through Europe, washing away monarchies and conserva-
tive governments everywhere, and that tide flows powerfully in England.
England is moving towards some form of socialism--if not in this

election, then surely at the next."34 Arthur Krock recalled later



24

that Kennedy was the only one who intimated to him that Churchill
would be defeated, and that Kennedy, therefore, 'had the makings of
a very good political observer."35
Unfortunately for Kennedy, allegedly under pressure from Hearst,
he changed his position in his subsequent dispatches and predicted a
moderate Conservative victory over Labour. Years later, he recalled
to reporter Peter Lisagor his experience: 'One of my first stories
predicted that Winston Churchill and the Tory Party were going to lose
the election to Attlee and Labour. No sooner did that story hit New
York than I got a rocket from Hearst, practically charging me with
being out of my mind. Well, in the next several days, I gradually
worked it around to where Churchill had rallied and now looked like
an easy winner. If I had stuck to my original story, I'd have been
a red-hot prophet."36
When the war ended, Kennedy was twenty-eight. He faced the
problem which confronted many millions of his generation--
assimilation back into civilian life. And he had yet to form definite
plans on a career. During the war his older brother, Joe, Jr., had
been killed in an experimental bomber mission over the Belgin coast.
Joe, Jr., was the "star'" of the family and the one who was planning
a political career after the war. Kennedy once told Theodore
Sorensen: '"I never would have run for office if Joe had lived. . . ."37
He told Sorensen that he had considered careers as a lawyer, a
journalist, a professor of history or political science, or as an
officer in the Foreign Service.38 Ironically, no one at the time,
including himself and his parents, felt that he was suited to a career

in politics because of his shy, reserved manner.39
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Notwithstanding these considerations, Kennedy's political career
began in the Eleventh Congressional District of Massachusetts--a
Democratic stronghold, where the party's nomination was equivalent
to election. In 1945, James Michael Curley, a political enemy of
the Kennedys', had vacated the seat to become Mayor of Boston again.
The district was a study in contrasts; it was made up largely of Irish
and Italian slum areas in the Boston area, but also included Cambridge
and Harvard and some old Yankee families.40 Kennedy had various
political disadvantages. Not only was he shy and reserved but he
did not have the support of the political bosses in the district.
Furthermore, he did not live in Boston and he knew virtually nothing
about the district he wanted to represent in Congress. But both
of his grandfathers had been prominent Boston politicians and he did
not lack money. At first, he was laughed off by the ten other Democra-
tic primary candidates and was quickly dubbed ''the poor little rich
kid".

But Kennedy began his campaigning several months before the others--
this was to become one of his characteristic campaign techniques.
Also, he built his own personal organization composed of friends from
his days at Choate, Harvard, and the Navy, plus new-found Boston
contacts. Most were young and politically inexperienced, but they
were zealous and loyal. At the center of the group, of course, was
the candidate's father, Joseph P. Kennedy, who made use of his power,
wealth, and influence. The campaign was a wide-open affair and
Kennedy ran long and hard, canvassing the entire district. John

Hersey had written an account of the PT 109 episode for The New Yorker
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in the summer of 1944, entitled '"Survival'". This was condensed into
pamphlet form, mass produced, and distributed widely throughout the
district. Kennedy won an immediate rapport with veterans, of course.
He was elected general chairman of a Veterans of Foreign Wars national
convention held in Boston during the campaign.41 He campaigned on
bread-and-butter issues of jobs, housing, low rents, medical care,
veterans' benefits and social security, taking the New Deal-Fair Deal
position and he won the primary with about 42 percent of the votes

. 42
in a ten-man race.

One foreign policy issue during the campaign was the 3.75 billion
dollar low interest American loan to Britain, which Kennedy supported.
Here he was supporting the position of the Truman Administration,
which held that Britain's recovery was crucial for world recovery.
During the campaign, he also came out strongly for the United Nations
and urged a strong Army and Navy for the United States.43

By the time of the campaign of 1946, the mounting animosity
between Russia and the West was becoming increasingly apparent and
Kennedy's speeches reflccted this development. Speaking on October 21,
1946, before the Boston Business and Professional Women's Club, he
gave strong support to Secretary of State Byrnes' so-called '"'get tough

Policy" with Russia and stressed the necessity of blocking Russian
€Xpansion. His tone now was much more emotional than it had been
heretofore. "We should recognize the fact," he urged, ''that internally
Soviet Russia is a ruthless dictatorship and externally is on the

march.v** 14 his speech, Kennedy was also sternly critical of Henry

A. Wallace, Truman's Secretary of Commerce, who was urging a more
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conciliatory policy toward Russia at the same time Secretary of State
Byrnes was advocating a ''get-tough' policy. Kennedy compared their
conflicting interpretations of Russia's actions and then sided

with Byrnes. Wallace, said Kennedy, contended that Russia must be
understood because since 1917, that nation had been threatened with
capitalistic encirclement, was cruelly maligned in the twenties,

and made the object of British appeasement in the thirties. This being
the case, Kennedy continued, Wallace believed it natural that Russia
should be suspicious of America and England in the post-war days.
These, of course, were precisely the sentiments that Kennedy had
aired at San Francisco. But now, he made clear, he supported Byrnes'
"get-tough'" policy toward Russia as ''the best hope for peace."

The reason for the dramatic shift in Kennedy's attitude toward
Russia is not entirely clear. By mid-1946, however, American public
opinion generally was swinging around to favor a hard-line policy
against Russia. This was primarily due to Russia's domination of
the satellites in Eastern Europe. Being now a politician, rather than
a casual observer, it is probable that Kennedy became much more
attuned to the shifting trends of public opinion. And, certainly his
Congressional district, with its large Catholic constituency, and
especially its Polish-Americans, was one of the most anti-Communist
in the nation. At this point in his career, and on this particular
issue, Kennedy appeared less as a man committed to one point of view
than as a barometer registering the shifting winds.

After the election campaign of 1946, Kennedy continued to speak

out against Russia. Speaking in late November, before 500 members of



28

the Boston Boot and Shoe Club he attacked Russia as a ''slave state

run by a small clique of ruthless, powerful, and selfish men."45 It was
essentially the same speech he had delivered in October. He again
assailed Henry A. Wallace and called his statements "irresponsible"

and stated he '"vigorously'" favored the policy of Secretary of State
Byrnes.

Kennedy was now about to enter Congress. The pre-Congressional
phase of his life was at an end. He had travelled extensively during
these early years, and had given serious and thoughtful consideration
to the problems of international relations. He had written an
impressive book. Over the years his views remained essentially
consistent, with the exception of his temporary shift on the issue of
armaments outlined in his February, 1945 essay. But during the
campaign of 1946, he reverted to his pro-armament position and there he
remained. The intellectual detachment he displayed in his early
writings was clearly abandoned during the election speeches of 1946,
but that was to be expected since he was now playing a different
role. Kennedy entered the Cold War earlier than most but, as has
been suggested, the shift in his thinking toward Russia between the
spring of 1945 at the San Francisco conference and the campaign in the
fall of 1946, to some degree reflected the changing climate of opinion
in the United States in general during this period, and most especially
in his district.

There are a few points that should be emphasized. To a large
extent, Kennedy's views seem to be much like the views of others of
his generation. The main difference was that, because of his father's

position and money, he was privileged to have a greater exposure to
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foreign affairs. During this period of his life, also, the influence
of his father's opinions on his thinking cannot be overemphasized.
As one observer noted, very accurately, some of the ideas Kennedy

developed in Why England Slept guided his thinking for the remainder

of his life--the difficulty for democracies to adjust to the challenge
of totalitarian states and, most significantly, the importance of
armaments to the conduct of foreign policy.46 The essence of Kennedy's

concluding remarks in Why England Slept was to be repeated many times

during his years in Congress: ''We must always keep our armaments equal
to our commitments. Munich should teach us that; we must realize that
any bluff will be called. We cannot tell anyone to keep out of our

hemisphere unless our armaments and the people behind these armaments

italics is Kennedy's] are prepared to back up the command, even to
prep P

the ultimate point of war."47

In a certain sense Why England Slept seems dated. Based upon the

experience of the 1930's, Kennedy was worried that democracies were
unwilling to devote enough of their budgets to armaments. ''There is
no lobby for armaments,' he said, '"as there is for relief or for
agriculture."48 Times have changed. lis concern has almost a ring
of quaintness in an era when the defense budget of the United States
is astronomical and many fear the power of the military-industrial
complex. Without doubt, it was Munich, and Hitler's dominance in
armaments, and the searing experience of World War II, and books

such as Why England Slept, which transformed, perhaps forever, Americans'

commitment to a colossal defense establishment.

In this regard, one final word must be said of Munich because it
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had a profound influence on Kennedy and all post World War II politicians
and statesmen. The Munich Conference of 1938 was clearly the most
controversial episode in international relations between the wars.

It was the high point of appeasement. It has since become common to
conclude that if there had been no concessions made at Munich, if a

hard line had been taken, there would have been no World War II.

Even though today there is still no agreed interpretation of Munich
among historians, foreign policy-makers in the post-war world repeatedly
point to the '"lesson'" of Munich. It became for many the one certain
lesson of the 1930's--aggression must be checked early and forcibly

and negotiation of issues must not be considered, except from a

position of military superiority, because of the insatiable appetites

of aggressors. Negotiation could invite greater transgressions. A

hard line seemed the only sensible course to pursue.

There developed something of a Munich syndrome in the post-war
world; there was a certain fear to negotiate.49 The so-called lesson
of Munich became one of the accepted premises in the deliberations
of the Cold War. Many were quick to draw historical analogies and
the practice has continued to the present day. Historical parallels
are usually inappropriate and risky at best, but that does not prevent
them from being drawn.

All this warrants emphasis because during Kennedy's years in
Congress the '"lesson' of Munich and the resultant frame of mind was a
dominant influence on the discussion and formulation of foreign
policy; And the memory of Munich, coupled with the threat from
another ''aggressor', was especially sharp when Kennedy entered the

House of Representatives in January, 1947,
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CHAPTER II

COLD WARRIOR, 1947-1950

During Kennedy's first two terms in Congress, from 1947 to 1950,
he was mainly preoccupied with the bread-and-butter domestic concerns
of his district. According to James MacGregor Burns, Kennedy closely
followed the Truman Fair Deal policies; he favored labor, social-welfare
programs, broadened social security, higher minimum wage provisions,
more immigration and, most importantly for his district, expanded
housing programs for veterans.1 However, Kennedy spoke out on the
major foreign policy issues of the day.

The Cold War was the dominant reality in international relations.
To many Americans at the time it seemed that Communism was winning in
the struggle for power in the world. These were the years when the
Truman Doctrine, the policy of containment, the Marshall Plan, the
Berlin airlift, NATO, the Point Four program of technical assistance,
the Korean War, the House Un-American Activities Committee, Senator
Joseph McCarthy, Alger Hiss, and the charge that President Truman
was '"soft'" on Communism, became topics of major public concern in
the United States. American attitudes toward the Soviet Union and
the Communist world hardened when, in early 1948, Czechoslovakia fell
into the Soviet orbit and more especially, in 1949, when the Chinese
Communists forced Chiang Kai-shek to flee the mainland of China

for Formosa. The "loss" of China unleashed a bitter storm of criticism.

36
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Truman and the State Department were charged by Republicans, and

many Democrats, with responsibility for the loss. In fact, many

alleged that Chiang Kai-shek and his Nationalist Chinese had been
"sold-out" by a pro-Communist clique in the United States Government.
This line of criticism was, in part, a continuation of the anti-Roosevelt
feeling caused by what many considered the 'betrayal' of China and

Poland at the Yalta Conference.

As a young freshman Congressman with a keen interest in foreign
affairs, of course, Kennedy was swept up in the public debate over these
issues. In addition to his being strongly defense-minded, there were
several important characteristics to his thinking during this early
phase of his career that deserve emphasis. First, and most striking,
was his stridently anti-Communist attitude; he was among the first to
ride the bandwagon of anti-Sovietism. Second, although he fully
supported much of the Truman Administration's foreign policy, the
Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan, he very early ascribed to the
"betrayal' theses on Poland and China and bitterly attacked these
aspects of the Roosevelt and Truman record in foreign policy. Third,
although Kennedy and his father were both violently anti-Soviet,
and although their views coincided at times, they increasingly took
opposite positions on the issues of the day. This indicates, at least,
that the son was beginning to grow independent of the father's
influence.

Joseph P. Kennedy continued to advocate a policy of isolationism
as the most prudent course for the United States to follow. He favored
the fortress America concept and considered foreign assistance programs

a waste. John Kennedy, in contrast, perhaps as a concession to his
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party's policy, supported foreign economic and military programs
although he demanded that the Allied nations of Western Europe do
more to bear their share of the burden. Unlike his son, Joseph
Kennedy opposed both the Truman Doctrine's aid to Greece and Turkey
and the Marshall Plan's authorization of aid to Western Europe.

President Truman first outlined his program of aid to Greece and
Turkey on March 12, 1947, before a joint session of Congress. In
Boston five days later, Congressman Kennedy told an audience: "If
Greece and Turkey go down, the road to the Near East is open. We
have no alternative but to support the President's policy."2 In a
lengthy speech at the University of North Carolina several days later,
on March 27, he further outlined his reasons for his complete support
of the Doctrine and he defended the policy as being '"consistent"
with America's traditional foreign policy even though, in point of
fact, the Truman Doctrine actually reversed the nonintervention
principle of the Monroe Doctrine.3

In his speech Kennedy answered the various objections that had
been raised against the Truman Doctrine. Although the Doctrine was
generally popular with the American public, critics charged that it
would cost too much; that it would weaken the United Nation's influence;
that it could goad the Soviet Union into war; and that it established
a precedent of meddling in the internal affairs of other nations.
Kennedy argued that the United Nations was not capable of handling
the problem at that time. Further, he disputed the view that
international loans were unfriendly acts which enhanced the prospects
of war. He feared that American neutrality or inaction on this
question would result in the loss of Greece and Turkey and open the

Middle East to Russian expansion. Moreover, he argued that war with
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the Soviet Union could come as a result of that country underestimating
American resolve. At this point in his speech, he recalled how Nazi
Germany's intelligence system had misled Hitler into believing that
Britain and France would do nothing if Poland were invaded in 1939.
Kennedy then contended that Russia's information gathering system was
among the poorest in the world because of the absence of Russian
newspapermen, foreign traders and tourists through the world. Because
of possible misinformation, he argued, Russia might attack a country
while believing that the United States would not respond in its defense.
Due to this possibility, he believed the Truman Doctrine would clarify
America's resolve to the Soviet Union and thus avert any repetition
of the process that led to World War II. All in all, this was an
unusual defense of the Truman Doctrine. However, the central theme
of American foreign policy at issue, Kennedy concluded, was ''the
prevention of Russian domination of Europe and Asia."4

Throughout his first two terms in Congress, Kennedy consistently
urged that America bolster the nations of Western Europe against the
threat of Communism. On November 20, 1947, he rose in the House of
Representatives and spoke in favor of Secretary of State Marshall's
request for a grant of $227 million interim aid to Italy on the grounds
that Italy 'can become a bastion of democracy in Europe'" in its struggle
against the Communist Party of Italy.S In part, at least, his speech
was designed to appeal to the Italian-American sector of his constituency
for he had the speech printed for wide distribution. Italian-Americans
were numerous in Kennedy's district and he was naturally influenced
by their interests. His campaign literature stressed that he was

the only Congressman who had ever been decorated by the Italian
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Government for his constant assistance to Americans of Italian descent.
In his speech, his anti-Soviet attitude was apparent. He spoke of the
"cold contempt' that was the attitude of the Soviet Government,
"which seeks to destroy the freedoms of all peoples everywhere.'

In mid-February, 1948, Kennedy had an interesting interview with

the Boston Globe.6 The purpose of the interview was to see if the

author of Why England Slept saw any parallels between England's situation

in the 1930's and America's position in 1948. Kennedy stated that

their positions were similar in the sense that they were both democracies
facing a struggle against totalitarianism. However, the main difference
as he perceived it, was that England during the 1930's was not aware

of the Nazi danger whereas America in 1948, he said, was '"'very definitely
aware of the Russian menace.'" Kennedy stated that he still favored a
strong defense program although he was ''not quite sure" if the emphasis
should be on a powefful airforce or a strong peace-time army. He

voiced his complete approval to the Marshall Plan as a bulwark against
Russian expansion, and termed the program ''the only hope for world
peace'". British public opinion during the 1930's had worried that

a strong defense program and a build-up in armaments would indicate a
lack of faith in the League of Nations and could lead to war. Kennedy
was asked if he saw a similar attitude in America in 1948. His answer
was a strong, '"'No". ''The measures before Congress right now prove it,"
he said. '"And the people today aren't afraid defense measures will
indicate a lack of faith in the United Nations. If you're strong in
national defense, you have a force for maintaining your own security
because a strong national defense will result in diplomatic strength.'

Shortly after this interview, in a speech in which he again
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strongly supported the Marshall Plan, Kennedy unleashed his first attack
on President Roosevelt's war-time foreign policy.7 It is entirely
possible that in his criticism of Roosevelt, he was, in part at least,
echoing the sentiments of his father. He branded Roosevelt's Lend
Lease program with Russia as America's ''greatest mistake during World
War II." He was speaking in Boston to a mass meeting of Lithuanian
societies. It was a receptive audience for this kind of speech, of
course. Lithuania, like the other former Baltic nations, had been
annexed by the Soviet Union; a fact that the United States (officially)
refused to recognize. Kennedy urged passage of the Marshall Plan
to prevent further Russian aggression. Lithuania, and especially
Lithuanian-Americans, received Kennedy's attention again in early 1949
when he rose in the House of Representatives to pay honor to the 31st
Anniversary of the Lithuanian Declaration of Independence even though
that independence, he noted, existed ''only in their hearts."8 He
praised the United States for not granting official recognition to
"Russia's greedy annexation."9

In a Massachusetts spcech in March, 1948, Kennedy again slapped
at Roosevelt's war-time foreign policy, this time more boldly.10 lle
told his audience that the Communist grab of Poland and Czechoslovakia
was the direct result of the Yalta and Teheran Conferences where
Roosevelt failed to recognize that he had been misled by Stalin. He
contended that Roosevelt had been ''fooled completely' by the mistaken
belief that he could trust Stalin. Secretary of State Marshall came
in for criticism also. This was in reference to China and Kennedy
claimed that Marshall erred when he encouraged Chinese Communist

participation in the Chinese National Government. Kennedy's speech
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was delivered more than a year before the Chinese Communists ousted
Chiang Kai-shek. When Chiang fled the mainland for Formosa in 1949,
Kennedy's criticism of Marshall became much more bitter and emotional.
In subsequent speeches, he continued to attack both Roosevelt's
wartime policy toward Russia and Marshall's attempt to form a coalition
government in China. Speaking in Massachusetts in the spring of

1948, Kennedy held that the coalition concept was a mistake. However,
he was by no means clear as to what alternate policy he favored.

He appeared to be hopelessly confused; he concluded that the answer to
the China situation was either to send more relief to China or to
attempt once again to forge some type of coalition government.11 On
this issue his criticisms shed more heat than light.

Kennedy's criticism of Roosevelt's war-time foreign policy reached
its height when he spoke to the Massachusetts Association of Polish-
American Citizens Club in Roxbury on June 6, 1948. The bold head-
line in the next morning's Boston Herald read: ~ KENNEDY SAYS ROOSEVELT

SOLD POLAND TO REDS.12 This happened, Kennedy declared, because

Roosevelt did not understand the Russian mind." To his Polish-America
audience, he advocated passage of an immigration bill, which would
have aided Polish citizens, and predicted that the Marshall Plan would
forge non-Communist Europe into a great third power. This optimism
was tempered slightly when Kennedy made a brief tour of Europe in

the summer of 1948 which persuaded him that the Marshall Plan was not
working satisfactorily. He stated that Europe was shirking its
responsibilities. He was constantly wary of the European Allies not
bearing their share of the burden and relying too heavily upon

United States aid.13
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Kennedy's most emotional revolt against the Democratic Party's
foreign policy came in January of 1949, when it became apparent that
Chiang's position in China was hopeless. In January, 1949, Mao Tse-tung
and the Chinese Communists captured Peking and destroyed the main
Nationalist force north of the Yangtze. In the House of Representatives
on January 25, Kennedy levelled a scathing one minute address against
President Truman, the State Department, and certain prestigious Far
Eastern scholars.14

'"Mr. Speaker,'" he intoned, "over this weekend we have learned
the extent of the disaster that has befallen China and the United
States. The responsibility for the failure of our foreign policy in
the Far East rests squarely with the White House and the Department
of State.

"The continued insistence that aid would not be forthcoming,
unless a coalition government with the Communists was formed, was a
crippling blow to the National Government.

""So concerned were our diplomats and their advisers, the
Lattimores and the Fairbanks,15 with the imperfection of the democratic
system in China after 20 ycars of war and the tales of corruption
in high places that they lost sight of our tremendous stake in a
non-Communist China.

"Our policy, in the words of the Premier of the National
Government, Sun Fo, of vacillation, uncertainty, and confusion has
reaped the whirlwind.

"This House must now assume the responsibility of preventing
the onrushing tide of Communism from engulfing all of Asia."

Just a few days later, on January 30, Kennedy expanded upon this
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criticism in a highly intemperate speech at Salem, Massachusetts.16
He wanted to ''search out and spotlight,'" he said, ''those who must
bear the responsibility of our present predicament.'" He briefly
sketched the United States's war-time efforts to aid China and
concluded that at Yalta a '"'sick Roosevelt, with the advice of General
Marshall and other Chiefs of Staff, gave the Kurile Islands, as well
as the control of various strategic Chinese ports, such as Port
Arthur and Dairen, to the Soviet Union." He castigated the Roosevelt
and Truman Administrations for trying to force Chiang Kai-shek to bring
Chinese Communists into his government and blamed General Marshall for
not giving full military support to Chiang's National Government.
United States assistance, he decried, was ''too little and too late"
and Marshall '"blundered'. Kennedy even criticized President Truman
and the United States State Department for their treatment of
Madame Chiang Kai-shek which in his opinion bordered on 'indifference,
if not contempt." Kennedy again lashed out at the professional
diplomats and their advisers '"the Lattimores and the Fairbanks"
and concluded that in the tragic story of China: '"What our young
men had saved, our diplomats and our President have frittered away."
James MacGregor Burns commented, quite properly, that these
were far stronger words than Kennedy had used against Chamberlain

and the proponents of appeasement in Why England Slept, ten years

before.17 Then he had perceived the complexities underlying

public policy. Here he did not. He gave no indication that he

had an understanding of the complex forces within China which
produced the Communist victory. Many wondered about Kennedy's motive

in attacking the leader of his party and so respected a figure as
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General Marshall. And why did he not fear political retaliation

from the leadership of his party? Burns quoted Kennedy as explaining:
"We were just worms over in the House--nobody pays much attention to
us nationally, and I had come back from the Service not as a
Democratic wheelhorse who came up through the ranks--I came in sort
of sideways. . . . I never had the feeling I needed Truman."18 His
speeches certainly indicated that he did not consider Truman's
support essential to his political future.

Kennedy differed with President Truman and the Democratic Party's
foreign policy position on other issues as well. In February, 1949,
shortly after his initial speeches on China, he voted to kill a bill
to extend the Reciprocal Trade Program, although when the bill
finally passed he reversed his position and voted in its favor. Quite
accurately, Burns interpreted Kennedy's opposition to the three-year
extension of the Trade Agreements Act as an attack on one of the
programs most sacred to the Democratic Party--the reciprocal trade
policies created by Secretary of State Cordell Hull and backed by
both Roosevelt and Truman.19 A further example of Kennedy's revolt
against President Truman was his public complaint about the inadequacies
of the nation's civil defense regarding air raid shelters.20

He also opposed the Truman Administration's economy program
in the defense establishment. He preferred a seventy-group air force
over the fifty-five groups requested by Secretary of Defense Louis A.
Johnson. Defense Secretary Johnson, who had succeeded James Forrestal
in the post, was denounced in many quarters for the country's state

of military unpreparedness; critics argued that he had overly

emphasized economy and sacrificed security. And in February, 1950,
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Kennedy inserted an article by Joseph and Stewart Alsop into the

Congressional Record in which they warned of the effect that defense

economy was having on the American defense structure. In his intro-
duction to the article in direct reference to Defense Secretary Johnson,
Kennedy declared: '"Important economies should be made in other sec-
tions of our appropriations because upon the degree of strength in
our armed services rests our survival."21

However, it was on the '"loss'" of China that Kennedy clashed
most dramatically with the Truman Administration. In December, 1949,
Chiang Kai-shek and his defeated army fled to Formosa and a heated
controversy developed in America over whether Chiang and the Nationalists
on Formosa should receive United States military aid and support. For
a variety of reasons, the Truman Administration staunchly opposed the
granting of such aid. But many leading Republicans demanded action.
At this time there were many '"Asia-first' Republicans who urged a
strong American military commitment to Chiang and the Nationalists.
Ironically, many of these Republicans were isolationist-minded when
it came to thc question of American assistance to Europe. During
this period, certain of the morec bellicose "Asia-first'" Republicans
were charging that China had fallen to the Communists because there
were Communist agents in the United States State Department who
had blocked any effective aid to Chiang and the Nationalists. The
highly publicized trial and conviction of the former State
Department officer, Alger Hiss, made this charge seem credible to
many Americans.

In some of his speeches on the China issue, Kennedy appeared to

share some of the views of the ''Asia-first" Republicans. In January,



47

1950, he spoke to a Veterans of Foreign Wars conference. He warned
that the United States lacked a policy in the Far East and declared that
"in our zeal to protect the integrity of Western Europe we are per-
mitting the Russians to gain dominance over an area containing a
billion people.22 He demanded a ''shake-up' of the Far East section
by the State Department, he said, ''so that those who were connected
with our failure in the Far East may not have further jurisdiction
in that area.'" Regarding Truman's refusal to provide military aid
to Chiang, Kennedy voiced his complete agreement with General Douglas
MacArthur and the Chiefs of Staff, and others who urged that the
United States send military aid and advisers to Formosa. He likened
the situation to that of Greece and Turkey when the Truman Doctrine
was implemented. 'Unless we take immediate and vigorous action,' he
concluded, '"our lack of policy in the Far East will reap the whirl-
winds. Our bases in the Far Pacific, from the Philippines to Alaska,
must be brought up to date, and the Communists must be clearly warned
that any military act against the countries to the South of it will
be viewed as a threat to the security of the United States."

In all of Kennedy's fiery outbursts against the Truman Administra-
tion's China policy, he was stronger on criticism than positive
proposals. And he was also guilty of the very error in judgment he

saw in the critics of Chamberlain's policy at Munich as outlined in

his Why England Slept. Then he had carefully examined the various

underlying causes which explained the necessity of Chamberlain's
appeasement policy and he had warned against over-simplification and
the making of scapegoats. But on the China issue he fell victim to

the same sort of over-simplification which caused him to search for
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scapegoats. For the most part he spoke in sweeping generalities and
did not come to grips with the problem of delineating a specific policy
which might have been effective, or for that matter, even helpful.
The day came, however, some years later, when he modified his
view of Truman's China policy. In these early years he was a leading
exponent of what came to be known as the China Lobby line. The China
Lobby included both Republican and Democratic critics of Truman's
China policy, who favored a hard line against Communist China and
support for Chiang, in the hopes of re-establishing a non-Communist China
on the mainland. But gradually, over the years, Kennedy's attitude
evolved to where he favored a more flexible and conciliatory policy.
From the mid 1950's on, for example, he urged the exclusion of the
off-shore islands of Quemoy and Matsu from the Formosa Straits
defensive perimeter not only because of their military vulnerability
but because he considered them a needless irritant in Sino-American
relations. In several of his speeches during the 1950's, he
acknowledged that he had modified his 1949 opinion on Truman's
China policy. When a Rcpublican Congressman in 1961 quoted onc of
his free-wheeling 1949 China speeches Kennedy madec this response:
"In my speech of 1949 I placed more emphasis on personalities than
I would today. . . . I would say that my view today is more in
accordance with the facts than my view in 1949."23
In the summer of 1950, Kennedy focused his concern on Europe
rather than the Far East. This was a surprising development for two
reasons. First, he had stated in previous speeches that, in his view,

the United States had neglected the Far East in favor of Western Europe.
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And secondly, in the summer of 1950, the Korean War had broken out.
Considering Kennedy's earlier blasting of Truman for the inadequacy of
his policy against Communist aggression in China, one would have
expected him to give enthusiastic support to the President's forceful
policy in Korea, but such was not the case. Not only that, during
this period when American eyes were glued on Korea, Kennedy was
warning that Western Europe was in military danger from Russia and
arguing that the United States should send sufficient American
divisions there to demonstrate to the Europeans, and to the Russians,
the United States commitment to that area. ''Western Europe armed
forces,'" he stated, "are in a deplorable condition in relation to

the strength the Soviets could bring to that area."24 This required,
he realized, the mobilization of additional American troops to

send to Europe, and in the debate over appropriations for the Mutual
Assistance Act, that was precisely what he called for. Mere financial
aid to the area was '"'a waste of money,'" he concluded, ''unless we are
willing to raise troops and put them in Western Europe."

In connection with his concern over Western Luropc's military
vulnerability, Kennedy offered an amendment to the Mutual Defense
Assistance Act of 1949, which was being debated on the floor of the
House of Representatives on July 19, 1950.25 He indicated that
he favored realism and expediency in foreign policy and suggested that
a nation should not be restricted by moral or ideological considerations.
He felt that it was unfortunate that Spain was excluded from the
current United States military assistance program to Europe. His

amendment would have given Spain $74 million in military assistance.



50

Many American and European liberals opposed aid to the Fascist regime
in Spain for ideological and moral reasons but Kennedy regarded this
as unrealistic. He argued, simply, that Spain could make a substan-
tial contribution to the defense of Western Europe and pointed out
that the United States gave aid to Marshall Tito, the Communist
dictator of Yugoslavia, even though that government was not completely
acceptable ideologically: '"If we are willing to help Yugoslavia
in her struggle for independence from Russia because it is to our
benefit,'" he concluded, '"so we should be willing to help Spain."
Kennedy continued to hold this view. Nearly five years later, on
May 24, 1955, he was one of the authors of concurrent resolution
#34 which called for Spain's admission to NATO.

As his speech on aid to Spain illustrated, Kennedy favored a
pragmatic, flexible approach to foreign policy. He made this
attitude more evident on September 22, 1950, when he inserted into

the Congressional Record a letter to the editor of the New York Times

which openly advocated expediency in foreign policy.26 The letter,
written by William S. Reisman, who supported an American alliance
with Franco's Spain, cited various instances in the past when the
United States had formed alliances or close working relationships
with anti-democratic powers. This practice began, he noted, with
America's alliance with the very undemocratic, absolute monarchy

of Louis XVI of France during the Revolutionary War and it appeared
again when President Lincoln courted the friendship and aid of

Czar Alexander II of Russia during the Civil War. It was very evident
in the 20th Century, he contended, first when President Wilson fought

against German imperialism ''with every other imperialist nation in
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the world" and again during World War II when the United States was allied
with the Soviet Union. Reisman concluded his letter by stating that
it was indefensible for 'confused liberals' to refuse to accept reality
on "moral" grounds. This, apparently, was Kennedy's view as well.
There was one other instance during 1950 when Kennedy inserted

in the Congressional Record a statement concerning foreign policy

which further illustrated his thinking at that time. The issue this
time was the nation's defense program. For some months during 1950,

a group of scholars (including John K. Fairbank, whom Kennedy had
earlier denounced) from the Harvard and Massachusetts Institute of
Technology faculties had been meeting to discuss the problem of
American security, and specifically, the issue of America's national
defense policy.27 It was this group's conclusion that the defense
policy of the United States was weakened by relying too heavily on the
use of atomic weapons and strategic bombardment or, in other words,
massive retaliation. They urged that steps be taken immediately to
correct the deficiencices in conventional armaments. This was a posi-
tion that Kcnnedy was to arguec consistently with the Liscnhower
Administration through the 1950's. lle opposed Sccrctary of State
John Foster Dulles' reliance upon massive retaliation. Since this
document constituted his first reference to the problem it is quite
possibly the original source of his attitude on the subject. The
document outlined several reasons why the United States' predominant
reliance on atomic warfare weakened the defense posture of the country.
The first argument, and the one used most frequently by Kennedy in
subsequent speeches on the issue, was that a policy relying on

atomic weapons and strategic air power was not well equipped to deal
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with the problems of limited aggression or guerrilla warfare. Only
a conventional military force, which could supplement the bomb as
a deterrent, would be an effective response to guerrilla war. So, even
though a defense policy with its emphasis on atomic weapons promised
great economies in financial outlay, or what became commonly known
under Eisenhower's Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson as '"a
bigger bang for the buck,'" these scholars, and later Kennedy himself,
were urging the development and buildup of conventional military forces,
which would provide the President with an option of responses. Of
course, one of the prime aims of both the Truman and Eisenhower
Administrations was to try to hold defense costs down and these
suggestions were not especially helpful in that respect.

On November 10, 1950, Kennedy addressed a small seminar of
Harvard University students and professors.28 He was very candid
and his remarks caused a sensation. John P. Mallon, then a teaching
fellow in government at Harvard was present and in 1952, during
Kennedy's election campaign against Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. for the

Senate, Mallon published his account of the seminar in the New Republic,

which caused some embarrassment to Kennedy. During the seminar,
according to Mallon, Kennedy said that ''(a) he could see no reason
why we were fighting in Korea; (b) he thought that sooner or later
we would "have to get all these foreigners off our backs" in Europe;
(c) he supported the McCarran Act and felt that not enough had been
done about Communists in government; (d) that he rather respected
Joe McCarthy and thought he '"knew Joe pretty well and he may have
something;" (e) that he had no great respect for Dean Acheson or

indeed almost any member of the Fair Deal Administration; (f) that he
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personally was very happy that Helen Gahagan Douglas (a noted liberal)
had just been defeated in California by Richard Nixon.'" The article,
of course, was a bombshell during the 1952 campaign and especially
angered liberals who never really trusted Kennedy anyway. Friends

and supporters of Kennedy, of course, challenged the accuracy of

some of Mallon's statements, but James MacGregor Burns, who inter-
viewed witnesses of the episode, indicated that Mallon's account was
essentially accurate.29 Strictly on the question of foreign policy
Kennedy's remarks generally conform to the sentiments expressed in

his previous speeches, but his reference to getting the Europeans

"off our backs' was somewhat contrary to his public stance and appeared
to be more in line with his father's isolationist views on the subject.
However, the remark was ambiguous. Getting the Europeans '"off our
backs' may have referred to getting them to contribute more to the
NATO defence forces and their own security, and this would be consis-
tent with his earlier statements. Kennedy's earlier castigation of
President Truman, General George Marshall, the State Department,

Owen Lattimore and John K. Fairbank was not unlike the later sledge-
hammer blows Joe McCarthy ultimately directed against the same subjects.
So it was not surprising that Kennedy should imply sympathy for
McCarthy's efforts.

The motivation for Kennedy's maverick speeches on foreign policy
puzzled many observers. If he was not adhering to the Democratic
Party's policy line, as he clearly was not, then was he merely
echoing the sentiments of his father? There were some similarities
in their views. However, there were many more instances where Kennedy

expressed opinions which were diametrically opposed to the views of
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his father. Unlike his son, Joseph Kennedy was flatly against
United States military involvement in Europe, or the Far East for
that matter. If necessary, he was willing to write off Western
Europe to Communism.

In a well-publicized speech at the University of Virginia in
December, 1950, Joseph Kennedy denounced the foreign policy of the
Truman Administration as ''suicidal' and "morally bankrupt'. He
favored abandoning Asia and Europe in the face of the "massed
manpower and military strength of a type that the world has never
seen."30 He preferred to concentrate United States troops and arms
strictly in the Western Hemisphere. It was the voice of the isolation-
ist. His viewpoint was essentially the same as the one he held prior
to World War II. Korea, he said, was a 'costly and staggering extra-
vaganza.' Postwar handouts to Western Europe, he contended, had
netted the United States not one '"foul-weather friend.'" He depicted
the United Nations as a "hopeless instrumentality for world peace."
America must rely on its own strength and restrict it commitments
and the first was "to get out of Korea. . . .'" Ile held the samec
view toward Europe. ''What have we gained by staying in Berlin?'" he
asked. '"Everyone knows we can be pushed out the moment the Russians
choose to push us out. Isn't it better to get out more and use
the resources that otherwise would be sacrificed, at a point that
counts?" Clearly, unlike his son, Joseph Kennedy recognized no
vital American interest in Western Europe.

During this period, 1947 to 1950, Joseph Kennedy attacked the

United States' loan to Britain, the Truman Doctrine's aid to Greece
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and Turkey, and by implication at least, the Marshall Plan. John
Kennedy supported all these policies, and in addition urged a United
States troop commitment to Western Europe. Although they both criticized
aspects of Truman's foreign policy, Joseph Kennedy's criticism was much
more far-reaching and all inclusive. For the most part, Joseph Kennedy
opposed overseas commitments whereas John Kennedy supported foreign
economic and military commitments even though he was determined that
the Allies carry their share of the burden. Given all their
differences of opinion, it does not seem adequate to simply suggest
that Joseph Kennedy's influence inspired his son to revolt against
parts of Truman's foreign policy.

Kennedy's main criticism of Truman was with his China policy. Con-
sidering the high-pitched emotionalism in America at the time of the
"loss" of China, and the fuzzy and shallow thinking Kennedy displayed
on the issue, it is probable that he was genuinely shocked and that his
speeches were the result of an instinctive, emotional reaction. It is
also probable that his speeches were conceived primarily as popular
attention-getting devices rather than as substantive critiques of policy.
His speeches were undoubtedly popular with his strongly anti-Communist
constituency. The issue allowed him to play the maverick against the
leadership of his party without antagonizing local interests. And
Kennedy later acknowledged that he never had the feeling that he needed
Truman. Victor Lasky contends that Kennedy's personal revolt against
the Truman Administration was motivated in part by the findings of
pollsters, financed by his father, which concluded that Truman's
policies, particularly in the foreign policy sphere, were becoming
increasingly unpopular in Massachusetts.:”1

As Kennedy's second term in Congress drew to a close in 1950,
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he focused on an issue that became a major theme of his Congressional
years--that of anti-colonialism. Specifically, he referred to France's
struggle with the Viet Minh nationalists in Indochina. His speech at
Boston University on May 26, 1950, was the first of his many addresses
on the problems in French Indochina.32 Kennedy spoke of the steadily
mounting pressure against the French in Indochina and he emphasized
the necessity for France to win the support of the Indochinese peoplé
in that struggle. This was to become the major point of his frequent
speeches on Indochina during the early years of the 1950's. The
Communists, he argued, gained control of the nationalist movements in
Southeast Asia following World War II because nationalism expressed
itself in protest against Western colonial systems. ''The Communists
in Southeast Asia rarely sell Communism,' he stated. 'They sell
nationalism.'" This was especially true in French Indochina, he said,
the '"new frontier" in the Cold War. '"In that country the Nationalist
movement held the stirrup by which Ho Chi Minh, a Communist of

unusual ability, has mounted to control." As he was to advocate much
more opcnly and vigorously following his 1951 visit to Indochina, his
statements in this spcech implied that the I‘rench should grant incrcased
independence to the Indochinese states in order to win the support

of the nationalist sentiment.

Kennedy recognized the difficult position of the United States.
America was confronted with a dilemma. 'Faced with the choice of
supporting the French or the Communists,' he said, 'we have had by
necessity to choose the French, and have thus become involved with
a colonial power which is opposed by the majority of the people."

Partly as a result of the disastrous French experience in Indochina,
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Kennedy began to urge the United States to adopt a clearly defined
anti-colonial policy. In this speech, Kennedy indicated his acceptance
of what came to be known as the ''domino theory". In addition, he
believed that America's national interest was at stake in Indochina.
"Not merely the fate of Indochina hangs in the balance,'" he warned,
"'not merely the fate of the whole of Southeast Asia, but in some
measure the fate of the United States." This was a sweeping proclama-
tion. As he was to continue to do, Kennedy firmly backed the sending
of American military assistance to the French but urged that they
make efforts to broaden their popular support among the people.

There was to be a persistent contradiction in Kennedy's thinking
on Indochina, and in particular Vietnam. In essence, the French
were waging a colonial war against nationalist forces led by Ho Chi
Minh and the Viet Minh. Kennedy became very well-informed on the
Indochina issue and he clearly recognized that it was nationalism,
not Communism, that was the driving force in Indochina. He opposed
French colonialism and he consistently urged France to grant ''genuinec"
independence to the Vietnamese in order to rally the people against
Ho and the Viet Minh. However, enlightened as he was, that was the
contradiction. Ho Chi Minh was the true spokesman for the nationalist
movement in Vietnam and any real independence for that country
necessitated the recognition of that fact. There was no viable third
alternative between French colonial rule and Vietnamese independence
under Ho. However, Kennedy consistently opposed both French colonial
rule and Ho Chi Minh and sought an elusive, and perhaps illusory,

third alternative.



58

During his first two terms in Congress, Kennedy was curiously
inconsistent on the question of whether the United States should
concentrate its efforts in Western Europe or the Far East. In 1949
when he assailed Truman's China policy and again in his speech at
Boston University in the spring of 1950, he asserted that the United
States had 'meglected and ignored' the Far East in favor of Western
Europe. But, as has been indicated, he displayed no strong enthusiasm
for Truman's resolute stand on Korea. In fact, in August of 1950,
after the Korean War had begun, he urged increased deployment of
American troops to Western Europe, not the Far East. But in 1951,
following his trip to Southeast Asia, he returned to his earlier
theme and contended that the United States had concentrated its
attention too much in Western Europe. So there was inconsistency but
in general he favored an American commitment to both areas. He
fluctuated on which should receive priority. It is unclear why
Kennedy was lukewarm in his support for Truman's Korean action--
especially since he was so concerned about the future of the struggle
in French Indochina. It is possible that on the Korean issue, he was
influenced by his father's opposition to the war. However, why should
this be the case when they differed on so many other issues? Many
members of the United Nations, of course, most notably Britain, were
less than enthusiastic in their support for Truman's policy in Korea.
Perhaps Kennedy was influenced by this attitude. In any event, from
his statements and the available evidence, it is unclear why he was
not more consistent in his urging of an increased American commitment

to the Far East.
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In 1950, Kennedy was about to enter his final term in the House
of Representatives. During 1951 and 1952, just prior to his
Senate race against Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., he increased the frequency
of his speeches on foreign policy. He was stimulated, in part, by
his two study trips abroad, the first to Europe in early 1951 to gather
information regarding the sending of American ground troops to Western
Europe to bolster that area against a possible Russian attack, and the
second to the Middle and Far East late in 1951. It was this second
six-week trip, in particular, on which he was accompanied by his
brother Robert, that had lasting significance for Kennedy. French
Indochina became the dominant topic of his speeches during these next
few years and once in the Senate, because of his early interest in
the area, many considered Indochina, or Vietnam, to be "his'" issue.
In the main, his views on the subject were shaped by the information

he gathered on this 1951 trip.
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CHAPTER III

PREPARATION FOR THE SENATE, 1951, 1952

Kennedy had been re-elected to the House of Representatives
with little difficulty in 1948 and 1950. He had never planned to
remain in the House for long. As early as 1948, after just two
years in the House, he had considered, then discarded, the possibility
of challenging Republican Leverett Saltonstall for his Senate seat.
During 1951 and 1952, Kennedy actively broadened his political base
in Massachusetts. He travelled extensively through the state making
speeches wherever and whenever he could. He divided each week
between Washington and Massachusetts, leaving Washington late on
Thursday night and returning on Monday morning after a full and
hectic weekend of campaigning.1

During Kennedy's last term in the House, 1951-1952, his legisla-
tive accomplishments were as minimal as they had been during his
previous two terms. His record of absenteeism was one of the worst
in the House. To be sure, he carefully looked after the needs of
his constituents, but the legislative concerns of the House did
not stimulate him. He felt politically insignificant in the House.2
The main thrust of his energy and interest during these years was
directed toward increasing and broadening his voter appeal throughout
Massachusetts.

But Kennedy maintained his keen interest in foreign affairs
during this period when he was gearing for his campaign against
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Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., and he greatly intensified the
frequency with which he spoke on foreign policy issues. In
Massachusetts he spoke to many different clubs and organizations

and foreign policy was the predominant topic. He was clearly
stimulated by his two study trips abroad, the first to Europe in
early 1951, and the second to the Middle East and Far East in

the fall of 1951. In addition to his ever-present concern for
America's military preparedness, there were three conspicuous
foreign policy issues that attracted Kennedy's attention during

1951 and 1952. The first concerned the heated debate over whether
or not the United States should commit ground troops to the

Western Europe NATO Allies, to help protect them against a possible
Russian attack. The second issue grew out of his trip to the Middle
East and Far East. Although Kennedy supported American military
assistance to the NATO Allies for the defense of Europe, he strongly
criticized the colonial policies of Britain and France for thwarting
the nationalistic aspirations of the people in the underdeveloped
world. Specifically, he attacked French policy in Indochina and
British policy in lran. The theme of anti-colonialism was consistently
evident. The third issue which also developed out of this trip,
concerned America's economic assistance programs to the underdeveloped
nations, especially those to the Middle East. During this phase of
his career, Kennedy adamantly opposed straight economic aid to the
underdeveloped world but, as a result of his trip, he reversed his
opinion sufficiently to become an enthusiastic supporter of technical
assistance programs as a means to combat Communism.

During 1951 and 1952, Americans were frustrated with the military



65

stalemate in Korea. Partly as a result of the huge military
commitment in Korea, many Americans vigorously opposed sending any
additional troops to Europe for defense purposes. However, in late
1950, President Truman announced that he was substantially increasing
the strength of American forces in Western Europe. This statement
angered many leading Republicans, such as former President Hoover

and Senator Taft and others, who strongly opposed the sending of more
troops to Europe. They argued that Europe's defense was the
responsibility of the Allies. Many Senators also contended that
Truman's commitment of troops to Europe was a usurpation of Congress's
authority. In this vein, Senator Kenneth Wherry introduced a resolution
in early January, 1951, which stated that no American ground forces
could be assigned to Europe without Congressional approval.

Beginning in January, 1951, at his own expense, Kennedy took a
five-week tour of Europe, visiting the major nations of NATO in order
to determine his position on the issue. He managed an interview
with Marshall Tito of Yugoslavia, who told him that 1951 would be
a "dangerous yecar'" for the peace of Europe and the world. At a
news conference in Belgrade, Kennedy stated that Tito vowed to support
the United Nations if Russia attacked Western Europe.3 Kennedy
explained that he included Yugoslavia on his tour because it was
"useless to talk about the defense of Europe without also talking
about Yugoslavia in its position against Russia.'" Kennedy had an
audience with the Pope and interviews with Franco in Spain and some
cabinet level officials in the various countries. However, according
to James MacGregor Burns, most of his information on Western Europe's

defense efforts and capabilities came from off-the-record talks with
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second-level government officials such as deputy ministers.4 While
on his tour, Kennedy kept a record of his various observations and
interviews and on his return home, in early February, he delivered
a nationwide radio report of his findings, broadcast over the
Mutual Broadcasting network, originating from New York.

Kennedy had visited England, France, and Italy, the major
European members of the North Atlantic Pact and three other countries--
West Germany, Yugoslavia and Spain, which were not members of the
Pact, but whose problems, loyalties, and capabilities, Kennedy
explained, were vital to the question of the defense of Western Europe.
In his radio broadcast, Kennedy made a lengthy assessment of each
nation's defense efforts.s On the whole he charged that Europe was
not carrying its share of the defense burden. Except for Yugoslavia
and Spain, where he detected a willingness to fight, he thought the
nations of Western Europe were not drafting enough men, were not
devoting enough money, and were not in a sufficiently determined mood
for a real defense effort. In his country-by-country appraisal
of national defense abilities, Kennedy sympathized with the general
war weariness of the European peoples and recognized the argument
that their economic recovery could be hampered by a heavy burden of
rearmament. But he felt that it was necessary for them to do more.
They were not making enough sacrifices.

He made an attempt to understand the attitudes of the various
countries toward rearmament. In addition to the general war
weariness in England, he noted clear resentment against the United
States' policy in Korea, partly because the British thought it a

waste and a diversion of valuable resources which might be devoted
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to Europe, and even more because it enhanced the chances of war with
Russia. Marshall Tito of Yugoslavia stated this view to Kennedy
also. Kennedy was most critical of France's efforts. In France he
detected a "sense of division and confusion' and charged that her
economy gave ''little sense of being attuned toward a war effort."
In short, he felt that France's military production and planning
was both ineffective and inefficient.6

Kennedy was impressed by West Germany's post-war economic resur-
gence and considered it imperative to incorporate that nation into
the Western European defense system. With respect to Italy, he voiced
his sympathy for its precarious economic state and he understood the
prevalent argument that the burden of rearmament might so lower
the standard of living that it would aid the growth of the Communist
parties. The peace treaty with Italy following World War II, he pointed
out, still placed limitations on the size of an armed force permitted.
But even so, he contended that Italy could do more to fill her allow-
able quota. The great need in Spain, as in Yugoslavia, was for
military equipment. Kennedy considered Spain vitally important to
LEurope's defense and argued that the nation should be involved in
any plans for the defense of Western Europe, even though he found
sharp "distrust and distaste'" for the Franco regime in both Britain
and France. But, Kennedy concluded, Spain, with an army willing to
fight, and "as a base for operations, as a source of power, and because
of its strategic position straddling the Mediterranean, [Spain] can
no longer be ignored.'" Kennedy had urged this general policy earlier,
in the summer of 1950, when he offered his amendment to the Mutual

Defense Assistance Act of 1949, calling for the United States to direct
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$75 million in military assistance to Spain.

In his radio address, Kennedy essentially argued that the United
States should help Europe but only if Europe was willing to help
itself. Compared to the gloomy defeatism of his father's December,
1950, University of Virginia speech, in which the ex-Ambassador
declared that Europe was physically and morally bankrupt and that
the United States should forego assistance there, Kennedy was more
hopeful at least. He was not ready to write off Europe as an ally.
However, in his conclusion he declared: 'We can and will survive
despite Europe, but with her it will be that much easier." It is
interesting that Kennedy was understanding of Italy's position and
harsh on France, despite some parallels in their economic situations.
However, Kennedy's district was heavily populated with Italian-
Americans.

One of the more controversial issues in Congress during 1951
concerned President Truman's decision to integrate American troops
within a North Atlantic Pact military force with General Eisenhower
as the Supreme Commander. There was substantial Congressional opposi-
tion to this policy. Senator Wherry's resolution would have denied
the President the authority to send American troops abroad in
peacetime without Congressional approval. President Truman, of course,
believed that he had the authority without Congressional approval.
The issue ultimately led to a Congressional hearing conducted by
the Joint Senate Committees of Foreign Relations and Armed Services.
There were two questions under consideration--the proposed assignment
of American troops to Europe and the related issue raised by the

Wherry resolution. Kennedy was invited to present his on-the-spot
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observations to the joint committee hearing. He followed such
notables as General Eisenhower, Dean Acheson, General Marshall, and
various other military figures. Serving on the joint committee,
along with Senators Tom Connally, Richard Russell, Wayne Morse, and
others, ironically, was Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr.

In his testimony Kennedy stated that he was convinced of the
strategic importance of Western Europe.7 He urged that the troops
be sent and feared the possible collapse of the European defenses
without more American troops. However, he was adamant in his
demand that Western Europe increase its military efforts. In order
to ensure this he advocated the adoption of a ratio system, 6 to 1,
by which the Europeans would be compelled to supply six military
divisions for every division sent from the United States. He felt
this was the only way the United States could force Europe to do
more. Kennedy avoided taking a position on the constitutional question
involved in the Wherry resolution itself but he did favor Congressional
supervision of his proposed ratio system. He left the implication that
he favored Congressional supervision of the ratio system because
he felt the Truman Administration might not enforce it. The Truman
Administration was opposed to any ratio system--all the more so if
it was subject to Congressional supervision, of course. So, once
again, Kennedy was exhibiting his independence from the Truman
Administration's policy. In response to a question from Senator
Morse, however, he emphasized that he was not advocating a ratio
system in order to reduce the American commitment to Western Europe
but only to make the Europeans do more. "It is not a backhanded way

of trying to pull out of Western Europe,'" he said.
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Kennedy was asked by Senator Wiley if he felt that increased
European rearmament might not stimulate Russia to attack. Kennedy
stated that he recognized the inherent danger of this possibility
but that to refuse to rearm Europe because of this reason would, in
his opinion, be the "height of foolishness.'" Senator Wiley also
asked the Congressman if he considered Europe to be the first line
of United States defense. Kennedy said yes. This statement, of
course, was in conflict with the view held by his father, who most
emphatically did not consider Europe to be the first line of American
defense. It was to this matter of the elder Kennedy's views that
Senator Walter George directed his next question: ''The question I
am going to ask you, I want to assure you in advance is an impersonal
one,'" he said, "although you might at first blush to think it is a
personal question, I mean it not as personal."

"You come from a very distinguished American family that exercises
a great influence on American public opinion. I want to ask you
very impersonally, whether you remember the able speech of your father
in December, 1950?" At this point, Senator George quoted from Joseph
P. Kennedy's speech delivered two months earlier at the University
of Virginia Law School in which he strongly opposed American commit-
ments overseas. In that speech the Ambassador had urged the United
States to get out of Korea and Berlin and confine American defenses
to the Western Hemisphere.

Senator George asked if the Congressman agreed with his father's
views. Kennedy's reply was both thoughtful and diplomatic. He did
not presume to speak for his father, he said. Personally, he would

regard the loss of Europe and its productive facilities as a threat
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to American survival so he urged that 'we do our utmost within reason
to save it." He was in favor of sending four additional American
divisions to Europe. But, he said, as a result of his trip, he
realized the tremendous difficulties in building a sufficiently strong
military force in Western Europe. He was aware of the reasons for

his father's skepticism: '"To him and to a lot of other Americans it
looks like an almost hopeless job and that we are committing troops

to be lost."

"But after adding up all the factors,' he continued, '"and
considering them as cold-bloodedly as I can, I still feel that we
should take the risk to save Western Europe. . . ."

"That is my position. I think you should ask my father directly
as to his position."

A few months later, Kennedy returned to the issue of developing
military strength for the defense of Western Europe against the
threat of a Soviet attack. On the floor of the House, he denounced
the harshness of the 1947 Italian Peace Treaty, realizing that Italy
was needed in the military defense system.8 The treaty placed sharp
military restrictions on Italy's ability to contribute effectively
to Western European defenses. Kennedy spoke of the paradox of United
States policy toward Italy. On the one hand, the United States
adhered to a policy which severely limited Italy's defense rearmament,
yet on the other hand, gave substantial assistance to the present
Italian defense program. He explained that the terms of the
Italian Peace Treaty had been negotiated during the days when the
United States was '"appeasing Russia" in the hope that America could

live in peace with Russia. But now the United States pursued a
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policy of containing Russian expansion, he explained, and strong
Italian assistance was needed. Kennedy introduced a resolution which
provided for the release of the Government of Italy from its obligations
to the United States under the present treaty, and called for the
negotiation of a new peace treaty. His speech would have strong
appeal, of course, to the large Italian-American population in Massa-
chusetts.

Kennedy's substantial Irish-American constituency also found
something to favor in the Congressman's advocacy of strengthening
the European defense system. In the House on September 27, 1951,
Kennedy spoke in favor of a resolution which would have paved the way
toward the unification of Ireland. In addition to the other obvious
motivations, the defense-minded Kennedy argued: 'A free, united,
integrated Ireland would provide an important bastion for the
defense of the West, and would contribute to the strategic security
of the United States."g His fellow Congressmen must have been amused
by this line of argument.

During 1951, of course, the Korean War was the dominant issue in
American foreign policy. In the spring of 1951, Americans learned
that Great Britain, and other countries, were supplying Communist
China with rubber and other articles which could be considered useful
to China in her war effort in Korea. Kennedy was outraged by this
shipment of materials to China which he termed ''trade in blood."10
He urged Congress to take action that would forbid any further
shipment of materials, useful in war, to Communist China directly,
or even indirectly through Hong Kong. This ban would apply to the

United States as well as any other member nation of the United
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Nations whose military forces were engaged in Korea. He cited
statistics which indicated the increased importance of Hong Kong

as a gateway for goods to China. Natural rubber was the most crucial
item going to China from Great Britain, but lesser amounts of iron and
steel were also involved. According to Kennedy, the United States

had placed an effective embargo on American shipments of goods directly
to China, but there was still a substantial export trade with Hong
Kong. The bill also attempted to restrict exportation of war
materials to China or Hong Kong by other nations. This would be
accomplished by denying American economic aid, except assistance
granted under the Mutual Defense Act, to any nation that engaged in
such trade.

Kennedy did not speak very often on the Korean conflict itself.
However, he did voice his opinion on the dramatic Truman-MacArthur
controversy which finally resulted in the General being removed from
all his commands on April 11, 1951. The removal of MacArthur from
command touched off an emotional nation-wide debate. In a speech
in Worcester on May 7, 1951, Kennedy came out against General
MacArthur's proposal to bomb Manchuria because he believed Russia
would go to war to prevent the collapse of Communist China.11 However,
he supported three of MacArthur's main proposals; prevention of
Communist seizure of Formosa; naval and economic blockades of
Communist China; and the use of Chinese Nationalist troops in Korea.
But Kennedy did not want to ''risk World War III'" by a direct attack
on Communist China. Kennedy praised the General, especially for his
"tremendous performance' in the Congressional hearings then being

conducted. It was unfortunate, Kennedy felt, that the MacArthur
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removal had a tendency to follow party lines--Republicans often
pro-MacArthur and Democrats, anti-MacArthur. In this speech, Kennedy
returned to the issue of the military situation in Europe and stated

he was against sending any more troops to Europe until the North
Atlantic Pact nations had provided 36 divisions for General Eisenhower's
command.

Kennedy's concern for America's national defense affected his
attitude toward domestic programs. In a debate in the House on May 15,
1951, over a Department of Agriculture flood control program, Kennedy
introduced an amendment that would have sharply reduced the appro-

priation from $8,000,000 to $2,500,000. 2

He thought the program was
"'most worth while'" but believed it could be postponed. This was a
"critical" year for defense, he argued, and '"we should not go ahead
with projects which are not of a defense nature." Kennedy was conser-
vative fiscally except when it came to defense expenditures and, of
course, the flood control program did not vitally effect his state.
In August, 1951, the House was debating the issue of building
United States air bases in Europe as a deterrent to possible Soviet
aggression. Some raised the question whether the rearmament of
Western Europe generally would serve as a deterrent to war or as a
stimulus. Would a speedy rearmament program cause Russia to feel
sufficiently endangered that she would attack? Kennedy believed the
opposite to be true--that a slow rate of rearmament would be more
likely to invite a Soviet attack. The rearmament of Europe was not
being done quickly enough, he stated. And the European nations were
not doing their part. Not one of these nations, with the possible

exception of Breat Britain, he argued, was 'devoting the percentage
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of her income anywhere near equal to that of our country for
rearmament."13 "I do not object to sending American troops or
American money there if I thought that the Europeans were doing their
part,'" he asserted. And he felt that a half-hearted rearmament
program would be ''the best way to bring on a war with Russia."

In the fall of 1951, Kennedy prepared to take his extended study
trip to the Middle East and Far East. His observations on this trip
caused him to revise his earlier attitude on America's economic aid
program to the Middle East, especially under the Point Four Program.
In August, 1951, prior to his trip, he introduced an amendment calling
for a reduction in United States economic aid to the Middle East
but the following year, after his trip, he admitted he had been mis-
taken and came out for economic-technical aid to the area as a means
of preventing Communist advances. In the August debate in the House,
Kennedy's amendment would have cut economic aid from $175,000,000
to $140,000,000. He supported military assistance to the area but
did not think the United States could afford to 'raise the standard
of living of all the people all over the globe who might be subject
to the lure of communism because of a low standard of living."14
The debate also related to military and economic aid to Europe. Kennedy
felt it would be a great mistake to cut military assistance to Europe,
as one proposed amendment would have done, but he did favor an
amendment which called for a cut in economic aid to Europe. He again
stated his disappointment with the slowness and the inadequacy of
the European commitment to rearmament.

Congressmen Jacob Javits and Abraham Ribicoff tried to change

Kennedy's mind on his amendment to reduce economic aid to the Middle
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East, arguing that the aid was necessary if you supported technical
assistance and the Point Four Program. Kennedy believed that his

cuts could be applied to selected specifics of which he disapproved.
Javits and Ribicoff tried to explain to him that the cuts would be
across the board but Kennedy did not yield. If his amendment had
passed, which it did not, it would have hurt the new state of Israel.
Some contended later that Kennedy simply misunderstood the language

of the original bill.15 In any event, it was clear from Kennedy's
statements, at this time, that he was not an eager advocate of economic
aid to underdeveloped countries.

However, at the time of this debate the question of aid to Latin
America was also under consideration. Kennedy offered another amend-
ment, which was also defeated. Here he wanted to reduce aid from
$40,000,000 to $20,000,000. But there was a difference. Whereas in
Europe and the Middle East he supported military assistance and
opposed economic aid, in Latin America he took the opposite position.
He favored giving the Latin American nations economic assistance but
saw no point in giving them $40,000,000 of military assistance when
Latin America '"was not in the line of the Soviet advance."16 Military
equipment was needed much more in Western Europe, he said. He
suggested that it might be feasible to cut out military aid to
Latin America completely but conceded 'there may be some use for it."
Therefore, he proposed a reduction. However, his amendment was defeat-
ed by a vote of 108 to 98.17

Even before taking his trip to the Middle-East and the Far East
in the fall of 1951, Kennedy was critical of United States policy in

those areas. On April 21, 1951, he spoke to the Annual Meeting of the
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Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers Associations.18 He spoke of

the rise of nationalism in the Far East as well as the Middle East

and observed that the force of these movements was directed 'primarily
against the colonial policies of the West.'" He expressed sharp concern
over the recent nationalization of the Anglo-Iranian 0il Company by

the Iranian Government and the effect this could have on the strategic
position of the West. He understood the reasons for Iran's action,
however, and the reasons for discontent in the underdeveloped nations
generally. He spoke of the exploitation by foreign countries of the
resources and manpower of backward nations, and of the widespread illi-
teracy, misery and starvation. He noted the "domination by venal and
corrupt politicans,'" and the '"'massive and inefficient bureaucracy."

All this breeds turmoil and discontent, he said. And faced with

these disruptive forces in a vital strategic area, he asserted, '"United
States policy has been weak and vacillating.'" He believed Britain's
"exploitation policy'" in the area was even more ''short-sighted" and he
feared the consequences if the British Government decided to retaliate
by moving troops into Iran. ''We could be carried into World War III,"
he warned, 'by a series of chain reactions over which our control

would be limited."

He urged the United States to develop a firm policy with respect
to the Middle East because of the importance of that area to the sys-
tem of collective defense that the United States was developing
throughout the world. For strategic reasons, the United States could
not afford to allow the Soviet Union to gain control of the Middle
East. Therefore, he suggested the advantages of initiating a regional

defense pact there, similar to the North Atlantic Pact or of extending



78

the North Atlantic Pact to include both Greece and Turkey, and the
other countries of the Middle East. He recognized the importance of
attempting to correct the serious domestic conditions which caused
the internal instability in these countries, but he was quick to
point out that because the economy of the United States was '"already
strained from bearing the financial burdens of the free world," only
economic measures that could be considered 'primarily in relation to
the security" of the area must be considered.

With respect to alleviating the abject poverty of the peoples
throughout Asia, Kennedy felt that the policy of the United States
was inadequate. 'Asia's problem is landlordism,'" he declared. Because
the United States did nothing to urge a basic revision in the land sys-
them in these nations, he believed the various United States technical
assistance programs would be hopeless and ineffective. He was critical
of the billions of dollars the United States placed behind ''corrupt
and reactionary governments' which only tightened the hold of the
oligarchy. The great weakness of United States policy in this area
he lamented, was that it was merely anti-communist and '"Pro-nothing".
Too often the United States was placed in partnership with reactionary
groups, he said, 'whose policies breed the discontent on which Soviet
Communism feeds and prospers."

All in all, Kennedy's address dealt in sweeping generalities
and focused more on criticisms than in offering thought-out
alternatives. Just how does the United States force a policy
of land reform in an undeveloped nation against the wishes of the
ruling oligarchy? His speech was percebtive but short on specific

suggestions. He recognized the need for fundamental reform programs
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in the underdeveloped nations, but stated his unwillingness to
initiate a broad program of economic assistance because of the
"strained'" economy of the United States. In subsequent speeches
following his trip to the Middle East, he returned to many of the
themes stated in this speech. The only shift in his opinion was his
switch to support for technical assistance programs.

Kennedy left on his trip in early October, 1951, accompanied by
his brother Robert and sister, Pat. In addition to the Middle East,
he stopped in Pakistan, India, French Indochina, Malaya, Korea,
Okinawa and Japan. The trip ended on November 8, in Japan, after
Kennedy suffered a relapse of malaria with which he was stricken
during the war in the Pacific. He became ill on Okinawa and had to
postpone a trip to Formosa.19 For a time there was some doubt that
he would survive.

At the outset of the trip Kennedy flew to Israel after having
first conferred with General Eisenhower in Paris.20 He proceeded to
Iran. He spoke with a number of high government officials in Iran
and concluded that there was danger Iran might fall under Soviet
influence unless the o0il revenues were restored to Iran and aid

was received from the United States.21

"I believe the overriding
United States consideration here should be to keep Russia out of
Iran,'" he said.22 But he spoke with a measure of uncertainty. "If
we give economic aid to Iran,'" he said, '"the British may accuse

us of interfering with her efforts to squeeze Iran into negotiating

a settlement in the oil controversy. If we don't aid Iran, then Iran

will think we are siding with the British.'" It was not clear just what

he was advocating that the United States should do.
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As on his European tour earlier in the year, Kennedy kept notes
on his observations and interviews on this seven week trip. Among
others, Kennedy had managed interviews with General Eisenhower and
General Ridgway, with Prime Ministers Ben Gurion, Nehru, and Liaguat
Ali Khan of Pakistan (only hours before his assassination), and with
Emperor Bao Dai of Indochina.

When interviewed upon his arrival in New York, and again in a
nation-wide radio broadcast two days later, Kennedy stressed the
same themes.23 He said that America's diplomacy in Southeast Asia
had been in many ways a failure and he saw the situation as deteriora-
ting. America's prestige which had been high in Southeast Asia
following World War II, he said, had been '"lost" in the minds of the
people. His major criticism was that the United States had tied
itself too closely with the colonial policies of Great Britain and
France and, as a result, had lost the support of the peoples of
the underdeveloped world. In contrast, he said, the Communists had
allied themselves with the desires of the people for complete
independence.

Of American policy in Indochina, Kennedy had little good to say:
"We have allied ourselves to the desperate effort of a French regime
to hang on to the remnants of power,'" he said. He emphasized that
there was no broad, general support for the native Vietnam Government
among the people of that area and he said there would be none "until
the French give clear indications that, despite their gallantry, they
are fighting not merely for themselves but for the sake of strength-
ening a non-Communist native government so that it can move safely

toward independence.'" His criticism was sharp and constructive. He
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stated that the Indochinese states were merely puppet states and

were as typical examples of empire and colonialism as could be found
anywhere. Force of arms alone would not stop the southern drive of
Communism. It was necessary to build strong native non-Communist
sentiment, he said, and rely on that rather than upon the legions

of General de Lattre. And to do this, he said, "apart from and in de-
fiance of innately nationalistic aims spells foredoomed failure."

He said the United States should not merely support the French
but 'should stand for the aspirations of the people for independence
and reforms.'" The American position in Indochina, he said, should
have been defined "in the beginning'" as backing independence. He
warned that the position of the French in Indochina was '"extremely
serious" and he declared flatly that there was ''nmo doubt that the
majority of the people are on the side of the guerrillas." He urged
that the position of the United States be made distinct from that
of the French: '"We should make it clear to the people that while
we are helping a colonial power fight Communism, that we stand for
independence and better conditions once the fight against the Reds
has been won."

Kennedy made it clear, however, that he did not want the French
and the Americans to pull out of Indochina. He firmly believed in
the domino theory and warned that if Indochina fell, ''we can write
off the rest of Southeast Asia.' He went even further. If Indochina
was lost, he said, it would be 'a major crisis' for the United
States. India would be endangered and the Middle East would be in
a serious position. He also suggested that the Far East generally

had been neglected by the United States because of its concern with



82

Western European defense. He quoted a State Department official in
Saigon as saying that no member of Congress had visited there in the
past two years.

In his radio broadcast, Kennedy also spoke of the Middle East.

He lamented, but understood why, the Arab nations' hostility toward
England and France was directed toward the United States. Not only
did America support the colonial policies of Britain and France, but
America also supported Israel. In contrast, he noted the growing
friendship between Russia and the Arab nations. He emphasized,
however, that "Communism cannot be met effectively by merely the force
of arms." The main problem in the Arab world was poverty and want and
the United States should focus its policy there. Instead, he observed,
the United States had too often supported an "inequitable status quo"
involving the protection of foreign investment. He recognized the
adverse consequences of America's support for England's oil invest-
ments in Iran. In all, he offered a very sympathetic understanding

of the Arab nations' problems and the valid reasons for their distrust
and suspicion of the West. Kennedy spoke of the anti-Western and
anti-America sentiment he observed in India but noted it was more of

a neutralistic attitude than was the case in the Arab world. India
simply wished to remain outside the confines of either America or
Russia.

Kennedy's comments constituted a bold criticism of America's
tendency to support its European allies' policies at the expense of
the peoples of the Middle and Far East. He blamed American represen-
tatives stationed in these critical areas for ''toadying to the

shorter aims of other Western nations, with no eagerness to understand
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the real hopes and desires of the peoples to which they are accredited,
too often aligning themselves too definitely with the '"haves" and
regarding the actions of the '""have-nots'" as not merely an effort to
cure injustice but as something sinister and subversive." Viewed
from the perspective of 1971, Kennedy's criticisms take on an even
heightened measure of validity. He quite effectively pinpointed the
shortcomings of American foreign policy in the underdeveloped world
but he did not specify exactly what the United States could do to
alter appreciably British or French policies. Should the United
States ever align itself with the nationalist groups in opposition to
British or French policy? This problem, of course, is an extremely
difficult and sensitive one. However, Kennedy gradually became per-
suaded that such a policy was at times necessary. Several years
later, in regard to France's colonial policy in Algeria, Kennedy
did openly urge the United States to actively support the cause of
the Algerian nationalists in their fight for independence from French
colonial rule. At the time, he referred to the harsh and tragic
lesson of Indochina.

According to both Victor Lasky and Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.,
Kennedy's views on Indochina were influenced substantially by
Edmund A. Gullion who was attached to the Saigon legation at the time
of Kennedy's visit to Vietnam. Also, according to reports, Kennedy
annoyed and argued with the United States minister to Vietnam,
Donald M. Heath, and the Commander-in-Chief of the French forces,
General Jean Marie de Lattre de Tassigny, during his ten-day stay
in Saigon. The official American policy line at the time was uncritical

support for the French in their struggle against the Vietnamese



84

nationalists. However, Gullion strongly disagreed with the pro-French
American policy and considered France's military and political policies
to be doomed to failure. Evidently, Gullion continued to influence
Kennedy's views on Indochina throughout the 1950'5.25 Schlesinger wrote
that years later, as President, Kennedy wanted to send Edmund Gullion

to Saigon as Ambassador but that Secretary of State Dean Rusk, "in a
rare moment of self assertion,'" was determined to make the appointment
himself. Ironically, the eventual candidate was none other than Henry
Cabot Lodge, Jr., Kennedy's opponent in the 1952 Senate race.26

In November, 1951, just a few days after his radio broadcast on
his trip, Kennedy delivered a major foreign policy address to one of
the largest audiences in the history of the Boston Chamber of Commerce.27
He again attacked British and French colonial policies, but the main
thrust of his speech was his strong opposition to unlimited economic
assistance to foreign nations. He warned that 'Uncle Sugar is as
dangerous a role for us to play as Uncle Shylock." He reasoned that
grants of money were ''debilitating and wasteful" and that they tended
to favor the "ins" as contrasted with the 'outs.'" However, he stated
his approval of technical assistance programs. Quite obviously,
Kennedy drew a sharp distinction between technical assistance and
economic aid.

"We cannot reform the world,'" he asserted. '"There is just not
enough money in the world to relieve the poverty of all the millions
of this world who may be threatened by Communism. We should not
attempt to buy their freedom from this threat." He stated further
that expenditures of money bring no lasting results--''people who are

with us merely because of things they get from us are weak reeds to
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lean upon." He criticized the ''maive belief' that the export of
money would solve the world's ills. He advocated the export of
techniques. As a result of his trip, Kennedy had also formed some
strong opinions on the quality of United States diplomats overseas.

He was not impressed. With some exceptions, he said, 'our representa-
tives abroad seem to be a breed of their own, moving mainly in their
own limited circles, not knowing too much of the people to whom they
are accredited, unconscious of the fact that their role is not tennis
and cocktails. . . ."

Kennedy also criticized America's propaganda efforts in the form
of the Voice of America because it did not reach the rank and file of
the people. He explained that the Voice of America broadcasts were
picked up on short-wave radios that only the rich could afford; and
that the broadcasts were often transmitted in languages that only
the rich were educated to understand. Therefore, he said, we do
not reach the poor, have-not peoples of the world. Communist propa-
ganda methods were much more effective, he declared.

In a similar speech the following day, Kennedy spoke further
about the crisis in Iran.28 The Iranians, under Premier Mossadegh,
had nationalized the British oil refineries and many feared that if
the British reacted militarily, the Russians might retaliate in
force. Kennedy declared that the Iranian oil issue offered no simple
solution. He did not wish to see the Russians move into Iran, nor
did he wish to gain the enmity of Iran or see its economy collapse.
He feared such an economic collapse would more likely result in a
Communist coup ''than bring about an invitation to the British to

return.'" He also recognized that America should not create
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unnecessary enmity with the British 'as long as we link their fortunes
so closely to ours in Europe.'" Finally, he did not want to see the
tide of nationalization, attempted by Iran, '"sweep southward to the
American operated oil fields of Kuweit and Saudi Arabia, or westward
to the important oil producing area in Iraq." What should be done?
What did he advocate? '"We may be damned if we do, but we are certainly
damned if we don't'" he said. ''Personally, I believe we should work
to prevent an economic collapse on the part of Iran, preserve her
integrity as a nation, and thereby help her to resist whatever Russian
pressure may develop from the north." Just how that should be done he
did not say.

On December 2, 1951, Kennedy made his first appearance on Meet
The Press.29 Lawrence Spivak, the regular panel member, asked Kennedy
about his recent trip to the Middle and Far East. Why did United
States policy fail to win friends? First, Kennedy mentioned the pro-
blem of United States identification with Western imperialism. Also,
there was a racial element to the problem, he said, the yellow versus
the white and the United States had fallen heir to much of the hatred
the British and French had incurred. Secondly, he stated that American
policies '"have not been too wise since the end of the war.'" He did
not elaborate on that statement. 'In the third place,' he suggested,
"we are a strong power and a rich country and therefore, I think
there's a natural animosity that goes with that sort of power,
especially when we try to impose our will on those countries."
Spivak also asked if Kennedy really meant the '"tennis and cocktails"
quote in reference to United States diplomats overseas. Kennedy

responded in the affirmative and stated the need for more well-rounded
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young people in the foreign service.

Miss May Craig asked Kennedy for his view with respect to General
MacArthur's recommendations for Korea. Kennedy said he would support
some of the General's recommendations, 'Perhaps the use of Chiang's
troops in Korea,' but stated that he would not support the bombing
of Manchuria due to the danger of drawing the country into a war with
Russia.

Mr. Ernest Lindley asked Kennedy how he would improve the
position of the United States in the Middle and Far East aside from
improving the quality of the Foreign Service personnel. First,
Kennedy stated that our propaganda methods must be improved. Secondly,
he said, that the United States should expand its program of technical
assistance. He also emphasized the harmful effects of America's
identification with French colonialism in Indochina. He stated the
importance of winning the support of the people in Indochina and
said: "I think we shouldn't give the military assistance until the
French clearly make an agreement with the natives that at the end
of a certain time when the Communists are defeated that the French
will pull out and give this country the right of self-determination
and the right to govern themselves. Otherwise, the guerrilla war
is just going to spread and grow and we're going to finally get
driven out of Southeast Asia."

James Reston asked him: "Would you do that in other parts of the
world that you were in? Iran, for example, would you ally yourself
there with the nationalistic forces?"

Kennedy replied: 'I certainly would. It's the only hope. I

think we've allied ourselves too closely with the British. After the
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last year the British position was hopeless. They haven't got a chance
to come back and we have paid the price for it."

The moderator interrupted. The time was up. Next week's guest
would be Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. . . .

Not everyone agreed with the general foreign policy views of

the Congressman. The editorial page of the Boston Traveller took issue

with Kennedy's statement that America's close alliance with Britain
and France had lost the United States many friends in the Middle and
Far East. What was Kennedy proposing? Did he suggest that the
United States should dissociate itself from its strongest allies?

Was he proposing that the United States maintain no close allies?

The editorial asked that '"in the interest of world safety and that of
America,'" Kennedy should elaborate his position.30 Kennedy replied
to the papers. He stated that he recognized that it was essential

to the security of the United States that Western Europe remain free
and he supported American assistance to the European nations to help
them rebuild their military strength. But, he said, in American
policy in the Middle East and the Far East, the United States 'should
not oppose the nationalistic aspirations of the people of these areas
because of our European ties.'" He favored, for instance, the American
support of independence in Indonesia against the Dutch, even though
the United States was closely allied with the Dutch in Western Europe.
In a personal letter to the paper submitted on December 7, 1951,
Kennedy focused on Indochina and Iran. To win the struggle in
Indochina, he argued, the support of the people must be gained and
and to accomplish that a guarantee of future independence must be

given. In Iran, he said, "our support of the British position increases



89

greatly the possibility of a Communist seizure of power.'" He closed
his letter with some quotes from his Boston Chamber of Commerce
speech.

In late 1951, Kennedy delivered a speech in Massachusetts that
was similar to those delivered earlier which dealt with his trip, but

he expanded his remarks.31

He placed more emphasis on racism as one
of the root causes of America's problems in the underdeveloped world.
"We are a white race," he explained, '"and it is against the white
race that all of these peoples have had to make their fights for
independence." He spoke of the Iranians and the Indians ousting the
British and of the French trying to hang on in Indochina. The clash
of races was also involved in the Korean campaign, he said. In each
case, the enemy of the people seemed to be the white peoples and
as a result, he said, 'the prestige of the United States sank to an
all-time low with that of Great Britain and France." He noted also
that the drive for independence in these areas was always against a
Western power, not Russia.

He spoke of the pressing need for technical assistance to the
Arab nations of the Middle East. Concluding his informal talk,
Kennedy told his listeners that "young college graduates would
find a full life in bringing technical advice and assistance to the
underprivileged and backward Middle East.'" "In that calling,'" he
said, '"these men would follow the constructive work done by the
religious missionaries in these countries over the past 100 years."
Essentially, this was the general idea of the Point Four program

and later, the Peace Corps.

Kennedy spent the Christmas holidays of 1951 in Miami with his
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father and the family. But he continued to be heard from. On
December 27, he sent a bold telegram to President Truman. It concerned
the treatment four American airmen had received from the Hungarian
Government. Kennedy urged Truman that once the airmen were released,
to summon the Hungarian Minister in Washington and demand restitution.
"If such restitution is not forthcoming," he demanded, 'I urge you

to immediately sever diplomatic and commercial relations with that
barbarous government." "I believe that the prestige of the United
States throughout the world is involved and that vigorous determined
action must be taken forthwith."32 President Truman may not have
appreciated this timely advice from the young Congressman.

During early 1952, Kennedy increasingly spoke out on what he
considered unnecessary waste in American foreign economic aid programs.
He had once been an enthusiastic supporter of the Marshall Plan but
in mid-January, 1952, he assailed the ''shocking' Marshall Plan waste
in Europe. He asserted that the billions of dollars in aid to
Europe was not 'getting down to the people."33 Speaking at a luncheon
of the Springfield, Massachusetts Rotary Club a short time later,
Kennedy demanded an immediate investigation of America's foreign
aid program in order to '"clamp down on mushrooming costs and extra-
vagance in overseas expenditures."34 He revealed that he had filed
legislation calling for a bipartisan commission composed of eight
members from Congress and from the executive branch to study and
report on the entire foreign aid program. He stated that almost every
member of Congress who had returned from an overseas inspection trip
had brought back '"startling examples of confusion and inefficiency

in our government's activities abroad.'" One of the main objectives
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of his bill was to keep Congress informed of overseas programs so
that an efficient administration of foreign aid could be achieved.
This idea was in general agreement with the proposals of the Hoover
Commission then being discussed which called for government reorganiza-
tion. Kennedy's father was a member of the Commission. In this
luncheon speech, Kennedy stated his support for the general
recommendations of the Hoover report.

Kennedy's concern for military preparedness was characteristically
in evidence during his last year in the House of Representatives.
On April 9, 1952, he offered an amendment to a Defense Department
appropriation bill which would have increased funds to the Department
of the Air Force from $12,125,044,000 to $13,560,044,000.35 He ex-
plained that America's most serious deficiency in military strength
was the weakness in the air. 'We started late,'" he urged, '"and even
with a maximum effort at the present time it will be 1955 before we
overtake the lead the Soviets developed during the '"locust years"
of 1946 tov1950." The Committee on Appropriations had cut the budget
for the air program and Kennedy did not believe the country could
afford "this calculated risk with our national security.'" In support

of his amendment, Kennedy read into the Congressional Record a letter

that he had received that day from R. L. Gilpatric, Under Secretary
of the Air Force, which emphasized the sense of urgency.36 The
following month, in May, Kennedy again displayed his concern for
defense. He labelled a proposed J. William Fulbright amendment to
reduce the Defense Production Act as "injurious' to the nation.37

On the floor of the House on May 23, 1952, Kennedy addressed his

remarks to Israel. He spoke in support of a $76,000,000 appropriation
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in a mutual security bill for the Israel refugee program.38 He

extended his remarks by reading into the Congressional Record a speech
39

he had just delivered to a group of Jewish war veterans in Boston.
In an election year, his speech did not convey the same sense of
sympathetic understanding toward the plight of the Arab nations that
he had spoken of earlier after returning from his trip to the Middle
East. His speech was fervently pro-Israel.

As has been mentioned, Kennedy's trip to the Middle East caused
him to change his mind on the value of technical assistance programs
to the area. In 1951, he had offered an amendment to cut technical
assistance to the Middle East, but in June, 1952, the technical
assistance program was again under debate. Now, Kennedy rose to oppose
any cuts in the program to the Middle East.40 "We would be making a
tremendous mistake to cut this money out of the bill," he warned.
He mentioned that as a result of his trip to the area, he had changed
his mind. Communism was making giant strides in these areas, he
said, and technical assistance was the most effective weapon America
had to stop it. In fact, he went so far as to say: 'Many of us
feel that the United States has concentrated its attention too much
on Western Europe." The situation, he warned, was desperate. The
people need some hope to prevent them from being attracted to the
Communists. He concluded: 'We are planning to spend a very large
amount of money in this area for military assistance, which is of
secondary importance compared to this program. To cut technical assis-
tance when the Communists are concentrating their efforts in this
vital area seems to me a costly and great mistake.'" This is, o<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>