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Chapter 1.

Reconsidering Walter Lippmann

| read my first Today and Tomorrow column in 1991, nearly twenty years after
Walter Lippmann’s death, as the Cold War—the term Lippmann coined for the long
Russo-American rivalry—ended. For an aspiring journalist eager to craft sparkling
sentences Lippmann proved an impossible model to resist. His columns, some of
them six decades old, jumped off the page. They were engaging, vibrant, and
supremely logical. Lippmann possessed an uncanny ability to reduce a complex
problem to its simplest form, to offer the range of reasonable options, and to propose
athoughtful solution.> He arranged words to make arguments so convincing that they
seemed at times like mathematical laws rather than the statements of opinion which
they were. If one accepted the premise from which he proceeded, his conclusions
were hard to refute. Lippmann’s mastery of the language seduced, and | was not
immune—Ilike so many before me, drawn like iron filings to a magnet.

Of course, Walter Lippmann was often wrong. Anyone who wrote on average

three times per week, for six decades was bound to make some gaffes and

' Ronald Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company,
1980): especially, xvi; 201-202; Joseph Kraft, “Lippmann: Y esterday, Today and Tomorrow,” 11
September 1980, Washington Post: A19. Louis Auchincloss s novel, The House of the Prophet
(Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1980), based on Lippmann’s career and his character, celebrates his prose
and its power to persuade. See especialy, pp. 254-255; 274-275.



contradictory statements. Many of his missteps also derived from what was an
essentially humanist philosophy, anchored to hisfaith in rationality. At times, this
approach led Lippmann to under-estimate the darker, irrationa forces that influenced
human actions.? In 1917, writing for The New Republic, Lippmann praised President
Woodrow Wilson's “Peace without Victory” speech which set lofty, idealistic
American objectives for the post-World War | peace. He soon served as secretary of
the Inquiry that helped draw up Wilson's Fourteen Points. Disillusioned with the
Paris Peace and Wilson’sidealism, however, Lippmann backtracked in 1919 and
opposed American entry into the League of Nations. In 1932, he dismissed
Democratic presidential candidate Franklin Roosevelt as an “amiable Boy Scout,”
unprepared and unfit to face the problems of the Depression and foreign policy. Four
years later, thinking the New Deal reforms had gone a step too far, Lippmann
supported GOP presidential candidate Alf Landon. In 1940, on the eve of U.S. entry
into World War 11, he called for asmaller army and greater reliance on the navy and
air force. 1n 1943, Lippmann supposed that a postwar alliance with the USSR was
possible and would be the basis for alasting peace. Facing an implacable challenge
from Moscow in 1948, the columnist strongly advocated that the Allied nations
splinter their occupation zones into a decentralized federation of historic German
states—arguing that a unified West Germany would dominate Europe and soon cut a
deal with the Soviets. On it went. Lippmann supported Lyndon Johnson in 1964 as
“aman for thisseason.” Lessthan two years later, Lippmann condemned Johnson as

apathological liar who had deceptively brought Americainto the Vietham War. In

? Joseph Kraft perceptively noted just this point in aeulogy of Lippmann; see Kraft, “A Courageous
Voice of Reason,” 17 December 1974, Washington Post: A17.



1968, writing that the Democrats had become reckless and untrustworthy in office, he
publicly endorsed Republican presidential candidate Richard M. Nixon (whom he
routinely castigated as vice-president in the 1950s) as the last best hope to bring
stability and normalcy to national elective politics.®

Despite these flaws and frequent reversals, there were powerful and
persuasive consistencies that animated Lippmann’s writings on foreign policy and the
Cold War. Lippmann constructed a conceptual framework early in his career that
eventually served as the centerpiece of his postwar analyses. The historian’s curiosity
which | soon cultivated for Lippmann was no less intense than my attraction to him as
ajournalist. As| pursued graduate degreesin 20" century political history and
international affairs during the 1990s, the context of what was occurring around me
imparted an entirely new dimension to Lippmann’s columns. Sadly, straining to
decipher 50-year-old Today and Tomorrow installments (on a microfilm reader of
only slightly more recent vintage) proved aworld more enlightening than the op-ed
pages of most modern daily papers. The decade after the Cold War, with all its
promise, contradictions, and disappointments badly needed a Lippmann-esque
figure—but one never materialized.

The 1990sin America, to borrow one of Lippmann’s phrases, were years of
drift rather than mastery. Soviet power receded revealing long-neglected domestic
institutions and concerns. The Cold War, Americans realized, had been waged at
significant socia cost: crime-ridden and decaying inner cities, obsolete public

transportation systems, declining schools, a compromised environment, and massive

° Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century touches on each of these episodes. For
Lippmann’s inconsistencies and frequent reversals see also, Barry D. Riccio, Odyssey of a Liberal



national debts. Americans gladly forfeited their global concerns for the pursuit of
prosperity at home. Televised popular culture and the news media—often
indistinguishable enterprises—served as a potent opiate for a surprisingly eager
audience. The public knew more about the broken marriage of afootball star accused
of murdering his estranged wife, than it did about a Balkan war that killed thousands
of civilians, threatened peace in Europe, and eventually required NATO' sfirst
military offensive. Americans gawked at presidential peccadilloes, but were blasé
about the very same president’ s failure to act upon horrific genocide on the African
sub-continent. American intellectuals fared little better, participating in their own
myopic surfeit of “irrational exuberance” spawned by post-Cold War triumphalism.*
One prominent scholar-cum-policymaker even adopted Hegel’ s line that history was
politics and, that since democracy had vanquished its 20" century rivals, communism
and fascism, that history itself was perhaps nearing an “end.”® Even those whose
approach was more tempered, surveyed the “ American Century” and argued that the
Wilsonian mission of creating stability by fostering democracy had been internalized
implicitly—if not explicitly—by U.S. policymakers, and, moreover, was a successful
program worth emulating in the 21% Century.®

Reading Lippmann’s columns closely for his perspective on a broad spectrum
of Cold War crises, | discovered he had struggled with the same fundamental

guestions about American foreign policy debated in my classes, on the current op-ed

(New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Press, 1994).

* The most triumphal of the lot was Francis Fukuyama's The End of History and the Last Man (New
York: Free Press, 1992). For arather triumphal spin on the “necessity” and positive legacy of U.S.
intervention in Vietnam, see Michael Lind, Vietnam, The Necessary War: A Reinterpretation of
America’s Most Disastrous Military Conflict (New Y ork: Free Press, 1999).

® Fukuyama's The End of History and the Last Man: especially, 39-51; 55-70; 338-339.



pages of the Washington Post, and, no doubt, in the councils of post-Cold War
policymakers. As Americansin the 1990s sought to adjust to aworld scene stripped
of al itsfamiliar markers and guideposts, so did Lippmann during the early Cold War
try to prepare the country for its new rolein an equally murky future. The questions

he asked were eerily familiar ones:

* What constituted a sound foreign policy? Absent the old threat, how should
Americaplan for future threats? Was preponderant power alone enough to
enact Washington’s plans and to achieveits goals?

» Should Washington actively promote democracy abroad or ssimply, by
whatever contrivances necessary, construct an international system stable
enough to protect it at home? Were these two courses compatible?

* Should the U.S. lead? Participate as one among equals? Or, go it alone?

* Finally, wherein postwar modernity did America—the military, economic,

and cultural superpower—end and the world begin?

If not uniformly practicable, Lippmann’s answers to these questions and his
solutions to specific Cold War crises—taken in their totality—offered an important
alternative to the policy of global containment Washington officials pursued and most
leading opinion-makers in Americaand Western Europe endorsed. Lippmann’s road,

however, was repeatedly not taken.

® Tony Smith, America’s Mission: The United States and the Struggle For Worldwide Democracy in
the Twentieth Century (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996): especialy, Xiii-xv; 29-33.



Lippmann’s contemporaries reactionsto his anaysesintrigued me equally.
My research reveal ed several audiences who attached different importance to certain
aspects of hiswriting. Some journalistic colleagues took their cue from him, as did
many regular readers of Today and Tomorrow. An influentia few stridently
denounced hisideas. U.S. officias, by and large, discounted Lippmann’s proposals,
though his arguments were often so grounded that he could not easily be dismissed.
Forced to contend with Lippmann, they sometimes tried to co-opt him—never very
successfully. Foreign leaders, from France to Indiaand Chinato Russia, closely
monitored his analyses. They judged Lippmann (correctly) as the voice of American
moderation, though they often mistook Lippmann’s attitude for that of official
Washington which, in the heat of virtually every superpower crisis, did not share the
columnist’s emphasis on collaboration and diplomatic initiative.

Reading further into primary sources I, in turn, began asking questions about
Walter Lippmann—this man who clearly played a significant part in the domestic,
official, and even international discussion of the Cold War. How did he develop his
philosophy of international relations? What was this plan for American
internationalism that he proposed, which historians and political scientists alternately
have called “redlist” and “cosmopolitan”?’ How had so many of my contemporaries
cometo forget Walter Lippmann altogether? More broadly still: How had Lippmann,

as an unofficial public figure, acted to shape the Cold War dialogue and policy itself?

"On“realist,” see Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 486-490; and, for another
conventional view, see Michael J. Smith, Realist Thought from Weber to Kissinger (Baton Rouge,
Louisiana State University Press, 1985): 175-176; 182-183. On “cosmopolitanism,” see D. Stephen



Looming beyond even these questions was one of vital significance for any
diplomatic historian: Should one even attempt another study of Walter Lippmann? At
first examination, that might seem a daunting consideration. 1 did not, however,
determineit to be a prohibitive one. Lippmann has been the subject of roughly a
dozen biographical and political-philosophical monographs and a score of articles.
The standard by which al others are measured is Ronald Steel’ s award-winning
biography, Walter Lippmann and the American Century (1980)—drawing heavily
from the columnist’s papers and correspondence to which Steel was granted exclusive
access. Inaddition, Lippmann’srolein critiquing the early phases of U.S.
containment policy is afavorite episode covered in anumber of Cold War-related
studies and history textbooks. Though the public which once relied so much on
Lippmann’s writings largely forgot him, scholars for five decades have found him
intriguing if sometimes enigmatic. Most often, heis portrayed as a detached

spectator who struggled to graft a nineteenth-century worldview onto the twentieth-
century crises through which helived. Lippmann’sintellectual biographers suggest
the protean nature of hisideas about twentieth-century liberalism. Their title pages
convey atheme of a shifting, often contradictory, intellectual journey: Odyssey of a
Liberal, The Five Public Philosophies of Walter Lippmann, Twentieth Century
Pilgrimage, Crossroads of Liberalism, and The Intellectual Odyssey of Walter

Lippmann.?

Blum, Walter Lippmann: Cosmopolitanismin the Century of Total War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1984): especially, 9-18.

8 Hari Dam, The Intellectual Odyssey of Walter Lippmann: A Study of His Protean Thought, 1910-
1960 (New Y ork: Gordon Press, 1973); Benjamin Wright, The Five Public Philosophies of Walter



Revisionist historians, of the William Appleman Williams schooal, largely won
the battle to shape interpretations of Lippmann’s Cold War commentary.® Chief
among these scholars, who viewed Lippmann’s geopolitical orientation as a distinct
liability, were Barton Bernstein and Ronald Steel. These writers were vexed by
Lippmann’s apparent blindness to non-colonial imperialism, rivalry for markets and
raw materials, and conflict between competing economic systems.’® Viewing
Lippmann through the lens of C. Wright Mills, they also expressed skepticism about
his ability to be an independent and objective commentator because of his proximity
to those in power.™*

Such approaches informed Bernstein’s analysis of Lippmann, the earliest such
examination of the columnist. Focusing on Lippmann’s criticisms of U.S. policiesin

the late 1940s, Bernstein found that though the columnist objected to the global

Lippmann (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1973); Charles Wellborn, Twentieth Century
Pilgrimage: Walter Lippmann and the Public Philosophy (Baton Rouge, LA: Louisiana State
University Press, 1969); Charles Forcey, The Crossroads of Liberalism: Croly, Weyl, Lippmann, and
the Progressive Era, 1900-1925 (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1961); and Riccio, Walter
Lippmann: Odyssey of a Liberal.

Other works on Lippmann include: David E. Weingast, Walter Lippmann: A Sudy in
Personal Journalism (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1949); Anwar Syed, Walter
Lippmann’s Philosophy of International Politics (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1963); Larry L. Adams, Walter Lippmann (Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1977); John Luskin,
Lippmann, Liberty and the Press (Birmingham, AL: University of Alabama Press, 1972); Francine
Curro Cary, The Influence of War on Walter Lippmann, 1914-1944 (Madison, WI: State Historical
Society of Wisconsin, 1967); and Edward L. Schapsmeier and Frederick H. Schapsmeier, Walter
Lippmann: Philosopher-Journalist (Washington, DC: Public Affairs Press, 1969).

° By this“school” of interpretation, | mean the economic determinist approach used by Williamsin his
Contours of American History (Cleveland: World Publishing Company, 1961) and in his classic The
Tragedy of American Diplomacy (Cleveland: World Publishing, Company, 1959). Walter L eFeber,
America, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945 to 1991 (Boston: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1992), isjust one of
Williams' notable cast of students and another adherent to the idea that American economic objectives
drove Cold War policy.

10 See, for example, Barton Bernstein, “Walter Lippmann and the Early Cold War,” in Cold War
Critics, ed. Thomas G. Paterson (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1971): 22-23. This interpretation has
proven remarkably powerful. It persists through Steel’ s biography and into the 1990s, shaping, for
instance, Eric Alterman’s description of Lippmann as an “ambivalent general” in the government’s
effort to enlist Americansin the Cold War struggle for global supremacy. See Alterman’s, Sound and
Fury: The Washington Punditocracy and the Collapse of American Politics (New Y ork: Harper-
Collins, 1992): 37.



character of containment he largely shared in the liberal -capitalist ideology that
guided plannersin Washington. His dissent, such asit was, was limited to strategy
rather than objectives. “Like most Americans, Lippmann did not believe that
American policy-makers had an ‘ideology’ and a well-defined conception of the
national interest,” Bernstein explained. “Where he saw innocence there was often, in
fact, design; where he saw ignorance or blundering there was often purpose. In
offering the counsel of realism, he failed to understand fully how much he ultimately
shared of the vision of policy-makers and how much his dissent was limited to means
and tactics, not goals and ends.”*? Contrary to Lippmann’sinsistence that U.S.
officials pursued poor policies out of inexperience and naiveté, they were instead,
Bernstein believed, acting out of ideology—one rooted in a political economy that
linked peace and prosperity with free trade and civil liberties. Where Lippmann
differed from officials, Bernstein observed, was not on the need to act in that national
interest but on its applications.** For Bernstein, Lippmann's reaism offered a
blueprint for postwar American expansion.

Ronald Steel, Lippmann’s able biographer, amplified the New Left critique
with the publication of his authorized biography, Walter Lippmann and the American
Century. Sted told the story of Lippmann’s life within the framework of the age of
U.S. ascendancy and decline. In this account, Lippmann not only was present at the
creation of the American superpower state, critiquing it at a distance, but he
participated as one of its architects and goodwill ambassadors. Parts of Steel’ s book

suggest Lippmann was independent, non-ideological, and—at times—an isolated

' C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1956).
 Bernstein, “Walter Lippmann and the Early Cold War,” 20.



critic. Yet from his post-Vietnam perspective, Steel also chastised Lippmann for
sharing many of the same internationalist assumptions as U.S. officials. “He
critiqued policymakers, but rarely what lay behind their policies,” Steel wrote.
Though he found Lippmann to be a critical observer of each postwar administration
from Truman to Johnson, Steel judged that the columnist did little to challenge the
accepted orthodoxy: global containment. Tucked away in his fast-moving narrative
were sharp revisionist asides. “Having only the guidepost of national interest, lacking
a philosophical approach or ideological commitment, reluctant to accept the part that
economic demands or imperial ambitions might ply in explaining American foreign
policy, Lippmann was unable to take a consistent approach to this issues he wrote
about,” Steel observed. “A critique so narrowly focused was not likely to threaten
prevalent assumptions.” Lippmann often went along with these assumptions because
he shared the same goals as those on the inside, Steel added: “He felt aninsider’s
responsibility for making the system work. He never was alienated and wasin no
sense aradical. He operated entirely within the system.”*

Thus, when Steel discussed Lippmann’s objections to Vietnam he strained to
make the facts fit his framework by arguing that the columnist experienced a 1960s
epiphany: dropping realism and embracing a defense of American “values.” Itis
difficult to exaggerate how much the Vietham experience shaped Steel’ s account.
For the American Left, long uncomfortable with what they perceived to be
Lippmann’s power-oriented calculations of the national interest, his strong dissent

from the war amounted to an act of contrition. In thisview, Steel agreed with fellow

“1bid., 45.
“ All the foregoing quotes are from Steel’s, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 486-487.

10



revisionists. He declares Vietnam to be Lippmann’s “finest hour,” without
satisfactorily elaborating on this pronouncement in his penultimate chapter.™ Later,
however, Steel clarified some of the motives for his approach, suggesting that had
Lippmann not opposed American intervention in Southeast Asia and waged his war
of words on Lyndon Johnson, his long-running critique of global policies would have
been insignificant. Lippmann “redeemed himself in the *60s,” Stedl said after the
biography’s publication. “Here was Walter Lippmann, pillar of the establishment,
writing against the war, arguing for values rather than power, attacking what he called
Johnson's ‘ messianic megalomania.” | wouldn’t have written the book if he hadn’t
donethat. He went out the way he came in, at Harvard, full of passion.”*
Conseguently, Steel’ s biography minimized the realism underlying Lippmann’s long-
standing refusal to commitment American ground forcesin Asia. Nor did Steel
demonstrate how Lippmann’s “passion” in hislater years made him any more
effective or insightful a critic—indeed, Lippmann’sintensely personal
characterization of the war tended to gloss over some of the hard questions about
American globalism and imperialism which Steel credited him for raising.

Y et, as biography, Steel’ s book accomplished a remarkable synthesis of
Lippmann’s life—supplanting the old view of Lippmann as a detached Olympian
figure with a more accurate account of his ceaseless activities to influence the
powerful. Lauded by peers, it won the Bancroft Prize and the National Book Critics

Circle Award. Former SHAFR president and prize-winning author Robert Dallek

anointed it amodel of the historical narrative “forsaken” by modern academe. So

** Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: xvi.
 Henry Allen, “Chronicling Walter Lippmann,” 11 September 1980, Washington Post: D13.

11



well-received was Stedl’ s book that the current of conventional wisdom ran strongly
against new efforts to study Lippmann. One reviewer surmised, “it is safe to
conclude that there be no more Lippmann biographies—not for along time.”*

But the end of the Cold War revitalized interest about Lippmann’s central role
as amoderator of the debate about postwar American foreign policy. By the 1990s,
awash in an impoverished culture of political analysis, Washington commentators
recalled their prime forbear in tones of reverence and with ayearning to relive the
golden age of political analysis. Lippmann’s example as a participant in the
community of dialogue about foreign policy was deemed worthy of emulation. The
problem, as media critic Eric Alterman lamented, was that Lippmann’s heirsfell far
short of the task because of institutional changes within the media business, the far
more adversarial role between journalists and politicians, and, quite often, the
personal foibles of leading pundits.® On this subject, the standard literature also
disappointed. Steel’s Walter Lippmann and the American Century shattered the
illusion—long held by Lippmann’s readers—that he was a detached outsider. But
having proven that Walter Lippmann moved among “the men of action,” Steel failed
to analyze systematically his subject’s many methods and roles for shaping the Cold
War debate and policy. Nor did he calculate how effective Lippmann was in these
different roles. Such tasks fell outside the scope of popular biography.

This dissertation aims at neither another intellectual history nor biographical

reprise of Lippmann’slife. Rather, the purpose of this project two-fold: 1) to offer a

' Robert Dallek, quoted in The New Yorker, 9 March 1998: 24. Interestingly Dallek found it to be a
“non-polemic” treatment. See also, Geoffrey Smith, “Walter Lippmann, the Fourth Estate, and
American Foreign Policy,” Queen’s Quarterly 89 (Spring 1982): 2-14.

12



more accurate account of the development of Lippmann’s approach to foreign
relations, culminating in his writings on the Cold War and Vietnam particularly; and
2) to offer a case study of Lippmann’s effort as a dial ogue-shaper and quasi-
diplomatist during the Cold War. If previous studies have not adequately analyzed
Lippmann it may, in part, be due to the fact that it is so difficult to label him. There
are at least six discernable roles | have identified in which Lippmann, using a
combination of intellect and personality, acted to shape American and Western

Alliance Cold War policies.

* First, Lippmann advanced a conceptual model with which to frame his
discourse about the Cold War. The standard literature describes this as
being Lippmann’s practice of a rather mono-dimensional political

realism.” But building off the work of several political scientists | have

** See especially, Alterman’s Sound and Fury: 1-18; see also hisfirst chapter, “ The Road to
Lippmanndom.” For some of the “yearning” for a Lippmann-like writer in the 1990s see, Philip
Geyelin, “’ Today and Tomorrow’ in the Gulf,” Washington Post, 6 January 1991: C2.

* Steel isnot alonein this assessment. From anon-revisionist perspective, Kenneth Thompson
described Lippmann as one of the “four horsemen” of realism in postwar America—the other outriders
being Reinhold Niebuhr, George F. Kennan, and Hans J. Morgenthau. Lippmann popularized political
rationalism, contributing to a deeper understanding of the Cold War as an independent observer, “not
through defending or condemning the United States nor by hewing to the officia or revisionist ling,”
wrote Thompson. Thus, Thompson observed, Lippmann and his “realist” counterparts rarely
represented the dominant policy viewpoint nor did they ever become the voice of any major school of
criticism. Realism, simply defined as the axiom that commitments must be balanced with available
power, Thompson concluded, was the “ primary thesis running through [Lippmann’s] approach to
every foreign policy problem.” Lippmann’s unswerving devotion to that single formula, Thompson
proclaimed, was at the center of histriumphs. See Kenneth W. Thompson, Interpreters and Critics of
the Cold War (Washington, DC: University Press of America, 1978): 61; 112-113; 80. Thompson's
perspective was largely adopted by Michael J. Smith, a student of the political scientist Stanley
Hoffman (a Raymond Aron student himself), in his book Realist Thought from Weber to Kissinger: see
175-176; 182-183.
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come to describe his approach as “ strategic internationalism”—a blending
of great power politics, classical diplomacy, and “cosmopolitan” goals.?

» Second, using this analytical framework, Lippmann attempted to set an
agenda about the topics of debate within the domestic and international
dialogue about the Cold War—using his books and his widely-read
column, “Today and Tomorrow.”

* Third, Lippmann acted as an educator of both domestic and foreign
public opinion about the Cold War conflict.

» Fourth, he sought access to decision-makers not merely for the vanity of
being an insider or to produce journalistic “scoops,” but rather because he
aspired to be a participator and shaper of Cold War policy itself—to
bend it toward his own construct of strategic internationalism.

» Fifth, Lippmann occasionally performed public relationstasksfor U.S.
leaders, using his column to rationalize their policies to domestic and
foreign audiences. Conversely, he popularized some of the ideas of
leading foreign officials by facilitating debate about them in America and
reporting conclusions from his private meetingsto U.S. officials.

» Sixth, Lippmann worked as an unofficial liaison, a private minister
without portfolio, who cultivated persona and professional relationships

with foreign leaders and diplomats within the Western Alliance, anong

20 The most useful in this regard are: Blum, Walter Lippmann: Cosmopolitanismin the Century of
Total War; Joel Rosenthal, Righteous Realists: Political Realism, Responsible Power, and American
Culture in the Nuclear Age (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1991); Greg Russell, Hans
J. Morgenthau and the Ethics of American Statecraft (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press,
1990).
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neutral nations, and inside the Soviet coalition, aswell. His primary tasks
in this regard were to promote diplomatic discussion among these three
Cold War communities and, particularly, to foster clear channels of

communication in the alliance.

Despite a considerable extant literature on Walter Lippmann, | found five
compelling reasons to re-examine his career as a Cold War interpreter and quasi-
diplomat. Of these, four have their basisin scholarly concerns—owing to limitations
and inadequacies in the standard works on Lippmann. The final point touches on
policy options in the 21% Century; specifically, in what directions Lippmann’s work
might orient Americans and their leaders when they think about the future of U.S.
foreign relations.

First, though Lippmann figured prominently for the American public, U.S.
officials, and international leaders during the first two decades of the Cold War, no
one has written a book-length study devoted solely to his commentary on foreign
policy during this period. The biographical treatments of Lippmann tend to analyze
his protean ideas about liberalism or the development of his philosophical works on
democratic government. Even Ronald Steel’ s book, which devotes substantial
coverage to Lippmann during the Cold War, leaves much undone in coming to terms
with the corpus of hisforeign policy writing during this period. Steel offersa
convincing and thoroughly readable biographical overview but fails to forward an

analytical framework within which to better understand Lippmann.
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Second, a massive amount of new archival evidence, particularly in the
official records of the John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson administrations
(but also in foreign archives), has been opened after the last substantial studies of
Lippmann were published. Lippmann often wrote that knowledge is tentative and
incomplete. By that logic, new evidence compels us to revisit and to rethink past
assumptions. With the opening of Cold War archives around the world during the
past two decades, there has been a bonanza of de-classifications relating to events
central to this study, especially the Vietnam War. Consider, for instance, the releases
at the LBJ Library alone. Since the late-1970s, more than 500 ora histories
(approximately half the collection) and thousands of hours of the president’s taped
phone conversations have become available. Most of the nationa security files and
the memoranda of McGeorge Bundy to Johnson were accessioned in the late-1980s
and 1990s. My search through these records produced many documents unavailable
to earlier scholars. At the JFK Library, in the last decade, more than 40 manuscript
collections and 80 oral histories have been opened to researchers. During my visit
there | was able to utilize the previously unopened White House confidential file
containing Lippmann’s correspondence with Bundy. Hundreds of thousands of
documents have been declassified at the National Archives and Records
Administration, from Policy Planning Council papers to the Records of
Undersecretary of State George Ball. Nor had previous scholars had the benefit of
searching in the papers of Joseph W. Alsop, one of Lippmann’s chief critics, which
were opened in the early 1990s at the Library of Congress. | also conducted

interviews with several of Lippmann’s key associates including his primary research
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assistant during the 1960s, Elizabeth Farmer Midgley, who, in addition to providing
many recollections about the process of Lippmann’s column-writing, also opened her
personal diaries to me, revealing accounts of the columnist’s private meetings with
and impressions of important American officials. Finaly, the Lippmann papers at

Y ale University’s Sterling Library constitute atreasure trove that stills yields many
gems—particularly Lippmann’s correspondence with University of Chicago professor
Quincy Wright, the diplomat George Kennan, and secretary of state John Foster
Dulles, aswell as Lippmann’s appointment diaries which cover decades of his
professional life. These untapped materials not only fill gapsin our knowledge about
Lippmann, they reorient the way we should think about him.

Third, another historiographical motivation behind this dissertation seeksto
reconsider the standard literature s treatment of Lippmann’s“realism.” Historians
have held Lippmann to arigorous standard of “realism” largely of their own
construction, often to disparage him when he showed himself to be a great deal more
practical than his abstract intellectual arguments might suggest. What | discovered
along the way was that Lippmann’s realism was not as static or ssmplistic as previous
scholars have argued. Neither wasit devoid of values nor, for that matter, moral
considerations. Lippmann defied ready categorization. He was an internationalist,
but he disparaged globalism. He was an American who supported his countrymen in
their times of greatest crisis, but he also was a*“ cosmopolitan” who perceived and
respected the interests pursued by avariety of foreign capitals when many of his
contemporaries did not.?* He understood great power politics and applications of

military force, but argued almost exclusively for diplomatic solutionsto crises. Did
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these traits distinguish him from other “realists’? Wasn't his approach more complex
than merely following ratios of power? Isthere aricher perspective on Lippmann
than the standard one that views him as a simple geopolitician?

Fourth, theinclusion of a new aspect that the existing literature misses also
seemsin order: An analysisof Lippmann’s multi-faceted role-playing during the
Cold War. Based on the six categories of participation listed above, how should
scholarstreat Lippmann? Asajournalist? An educator? A facilitator of dialogue or
policies? A private diplomat? Did his analytical framework for understanding the
Cold War complement or contradict the ideas and policies of Western Alliance
leaders? How did decision-makers view him? Was Lippmann ultimately successful
in his endeavors—more so in some aspects than others?

Fifth, my analysis carries an implicit political consideration, too. Simply
put, it isthat Lippmann’s Cold War writings arerelevant for modern American
policymakers and leaders, facing the most complex international scenein perhaps
a century. Lippmann wrote when military and economic power was aligned in
largely bipolar blocs dominated, if not always precisely directed, from Washington
and Moscow. One might then be tempted to infer that in the unipolar early twenty-
first century with many competing second-tier powers, “rogue states,” and dangerous
non-state actors such as the al-Qaidaterrorist network, that Lippmann’s analyses
might be less useful. Instead, his emphasis on the limits of U.S. power, warnings
against Wilsonian temptations to remake the world in America’ simage, and

admonitions against abandoning allies to act unilaterally have peculiar resonance and

% Blum, Walter Lippmann: Cosmopolitanismin the Century of Total War: 9-18; 104-140.

18



relevance when one considers the implications of the “Bush Doctrine” of pre-emptive

war or the prospects of an expansively-defined, global “war on terror.”

The dissertation that follows is divided into nine additional chapters, arranged
chronologically, and each deals with aspects raised in the points above. The opening
sections span broad periods of Lippmann’s career, but the interior chapters come to
focus particularly on the columnist’ s writings and activities pertaining to American
Cold War policiesin Vietnam. There are several reasons for thisemphasis. First, the
bulk of new archival evidence, opened in presidential and diplomatic archives, relates
to thisfacet of Lippmann’swork. Second, some of the greatest historiographical
misconceptions about Lippmann’s career persist in the existing literature on his Cold
War writings about Asia. Third, Lippmann’swritings on Vietnam between 1947 and
1967 provide a unique perspective from which to better understand his vision of
American internationalism.

Chapter Two discusses the development of Lippmann’s analytical framework
for international relations—from his earliest book on foreign policy, The Stakes of
Diplomacy (1915) through his criticism of containment as expressed in The Cold War
(1947). Lippmann stoked internationalist sentiment but also sought to contain
unchecked American ambitions. Three books, written between 1943 and 1947,
applied his strategic internationalist approach to the emerging Russo-American
conflict. U.S Foreign Policy (1943) and U.S War Aims (1944) solidified

Lippmann’s clout as aforeign policy analyst who advocated restrained
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internationalism. Hisregjection of the administration’s containment policy in The
Cold War, set Lippmann on aparallel but separate trgjectory from American officials.
Whereas U.S. officials pursued national security by projecting abroad a colossal
combination of military and economic might—"a preponderance of power” as one
noted historian has described it—Walter Lippmann believed security derived from a
bal ance between that power and enlightened diplomatic initiative.”* He took along
view of the Cold War, subordinating ideology and paranoiato explain the pragmatic
mechanics of international relations.

Armed with this analytical construct, Lippmann then tried to set the
parameters of the debate about key Cold War policies. He did this by being an
educator of domestic and international opinion, afacilitator of trans-Atlantic
dialogue, and a quasi-diplomat with key U.S. officialsand foreign leaders. Itis
significant that when he debated postwar U.S. containment strategies, two of his
principal opponents were other prominent “realists’: diplomat George F. Kennan and
French commentator Raymond Aron. Chapter Three offers a comparative analysis of
thistrio’ s writings on the partition of Germany and the disposition of West Berlin.
AsaU.S. official Kennan's set of prioritiesinitially was different from Lippmann the
journalist, but after he left government he moved far closer to Lippmann’s vision of
containment. Lippmann and Aron particularly clashed over the implementation of

Western Alliance policiesin postwar Germany: Lippmann wanted aloose federation

Z Melvyn Leffler, A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman Administration and the
Cold War (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992). Leffler’sbook is testament to the insights
Lippmann raised in 1947 about the dangers of U.S. intervention in countries stretching from the
Middle East to Asia. See especially Leffler’ s discussion in Preponderance: 289-98; 353-54.
Interestingly, Lippmann receives little treatment either in Leffler’ swork or in other seminal Cold War
syntheses, such as John Lewis Gaddis' s Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar
American National Security Policy (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1982).
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of historic German states; Aron, believing such a weak contraption would be
vulnerable to Soviet machinations, pushed for unifying the Anglo-American-French
zones into what became Western Germany. They disagreed about the importance of
ideology in judging Soviet intentions and also about the prospects for reaching any
kind of sustainable modus vivendi. How these “realists’ persisted in such different
beliefs suggests something about the vagaries of what it meansto be a*“realist”
altogether. If realismitself is not a contested term, then it is at least more complex
than scholars usualy treat it.

Chapter Four discusses Lippmann’srole in acting as both an unofficia
diplomat and facilitator of U.S. policy within the Atlantic Alliance and between the
alliance and Moscow. New archival materials revea Lippmann’simpact on U.S.-
Russian negotiations during the Cuban Missile Crisis. This section aso elaborates on
the unique dialogue Lippmann opened with the Le Figaro columnist Raymond Aron
over the issue of nuclear sharing and the French force de frappe. It explorestheir
roles as quasi-diplomats: Lippmann in Paris and Aron in Washington. Lippmann’s
developing relationship with National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy also
receives treatment.

Chapter Five examines the development of the columnist’s opposition to
American military intervention in Asia, focusing on U.S. policy toward postwar
Chinaand in the Korean War. Unlike the standard interpretation of Lippmann’s
commentary on this subject, which suggests that the columnist vacillated over time
and geographical locations, my research concluded that he was remarkably consistent

about U.S. intervention anywhere on or near mainland Asia from the Truman through

21



Kennedy administrations: time and again he opposed it. In Korea, particularly, the
record demonstrates that the columnist bitterly criticized full-scale intervention and
attempted to work with Indian diplomats to produce a settlement for the withdrawal
of U.S. forces. During this period he also rejected U.S. intervention on Quemoy and
Matsu, called for Washington to replace the Nationalist regime in Taiwan with a
U.N.-monitored “internationalized” government, sought the end of U.S. military
presence in Japan, and drew what he called a“ strategic line” that stretched from
roughly the Aleutian Islands to the Philippines—suggesting that the U.S. deploy its
forces forward of thisline only at its own peril. Lippmann’s later rejection of
intervention in Vietnam fit this overall pattern.

Chapter Six argues that Lippmann was one of the earliest, most forceful, and
most prescient opponents of an American military commitment in Southeast Asia.
Indeed, more than two decades before Lyndon Johnson Americanized the war in
Vietnam, Lippmann warned Washington policymakers not commit troopsin
Southeast Asiato contain Soviet or Chinese expansion. Lippmann criticized initial
American aid to French Indochinain 1947-48 as a policy of underwriting Paris's
postwar colonialism. While he supported U.S. efforts to extricate the French from
their increasingly burdensome and bloody colonial war in Indochina, he did not
believe Americans should replace them. In 1954, he opposed Washington officials
who sought direct military intervention at Dienbienphu, as well as those who
proposed that the U.S. step in to relieve the French effort in South Vietnam afterward.
In 1961, Lippmann advised a plan of “neutralization” in Laos—similar to the plan

Charles De Gaulle would advocate for all of Southeast Asiatwo years later—in
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which the U.S. and other concerned great powers and regional players work out a
comprehensive peace settlement. He personally advised President Kennedy not to
intervene with U.S. forcesin Laos and, later, South Vietnam. At that point he initiated
a pointed public debate with the columnist Joe Alsop, who urged full-scale U.S.
intervention on behalf of the Saigon regime.

The next three chapters focus on the period from 1963 to 1967, providing a
richer picture of Lippmann’s part in critiquing American intervention in the Vietham
War. Chapter Seven details the Johnson administration’s efforts to pacify its most
potent potential critic asit escalated U.S. military involvement in Vietham. | aso
reconstruct Lippmann’srole asan “insider” with key U.S. officials—none more
important, | argue, than his longtime friend and national security adviser McGeorge
Bundy. Their specia relationship was vita to President Johnson’s successin
preventing Lippmann’s open break with the administration until after key decisions
were made to mobilize for war. During this period Lippmann played dual roles. As
an insider, he vigorously debated U.S. officials about the perils of intervention in
Vietnam. His columns gave him a public platform to critique Vietham policy based
on the principles of strategic internationalism; athough the criticisms during this
period were couched to nudge gently the Johnson administration toward a diplomatic
exit in Southeast Asia. In asense, Lippmann’s realpolitik convictions and his sense
of classical diplomacy made him a prescient and feared (by U.S. officials) critic. Yet,
in another sense, he critically compromised his status as an impartial observer
because he softened his public doubts about administration policies while privately

attempting to persuade officials not to intervenein Vietnam.
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Chapter Eight extends the discussion from the previous chapter by focusing
on U.S. officials’ highly intensive efforts to court Lippmann and, finally, to counter
him in the spring of 1965. Of particular significance in this discussion are the efforts
of McGeorge Bundy and Under Secretary of State George Ball to ease Lippmann’s
concerns (if not to outright deceive him) about the administration’ s intentionsin
Vietnam. Lippmann’sown overblown sense of being able to talk administration
officials off the Vietham ledge (coupled with his deep reservations about waging a
public opinion campaign), momentarily, but significantly, mitigated the power of his
arguments against intervention. This chapter challenges portrayals of Ball’srole as
an “in-house’ critic of the war, primarily by demonstrating his efforts to convince
Lippmann that the administration had chosen a moderate course. Bundy’s pivotal
role in keeping the columnist “on the reservation” also receives additional
treatment—focusing on his orchestration of a dialogue between president and
journalist. Lippmann’s continued contact with French sources, particularly De Gaulle
and foreign minister Maurice Couve de Murville, aswell as his discussions with other
prominent European statesmen, helped to counteract the administration’s
disinformation efforts.

Chapter Nine eval uates the consequences of Lippmann’s break with the
Johnson administration over Vietnam as well as his sharp public disagreements with
key opinion-shapers outside the administration: among them, Dean Acheson and Joe
Alsop. Inthe spring of 1966, when Walt Rostow succeeded McGeorge Bundy as
national security adviser, the White House and the State Department Policy Planning

Staff worked on the so-called “Lippmann Project”—an effort to cull through decades
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of Lippmann’s writings on the Cold War to retrieve inconsistencies and failed
predictions to use against the columnist publicly. Eventually, Johnson’s advisers
persuaded him to halt the “war on Walter Lippmann,” fearing that by making
Lippmann a“martyr” the administration jeopardized aienating press and public
sentiment. The chapter also discusses Lippmann’s tendency after 1965 to personalize
the war to such an extent his extended character attacks on President Johnson and
administration principals supplanted searching critiques of strategy. In doing so,
Lippmann became easier to cut-off and less relevant for readers—and eventually he
left the capital altogether.

Chapter Ten considers useful lessons from Lippmann’s legacy for modern
U.S. officias, commentators, and the American public. An approach that analyzes
Lippmann as a strategic internationalist—shaped in equal parts by a belief in great
power poalitics, classical diplomacy, and also a compelling need to rid U.S. foreign
policy of domestic parochialisms—provides aricher context in which to understand
hiswork. It aso offers a corrective to the standard literature that both portrays
Lippmann as arather mono-dimensional realist and skews a proper understanding of
the strengths of his Cold War criticisms. Also analyzed in these closing pages are
Lippmann’s various efforts at role-playing—as an agenda -setter, educator, publicist,
and quasi-diplomat. | suggest the strengths, weaknesses, and applications of
Lippmann’s approach to shaping the dialogue about and policies of the Cold War.
Finally, | discuss the utility of Lippmann’s approach in the post-September 11, 2001,
world. In hisbook America’ s Mission (1996), historian Tony Smith, suggests that

foreign policy planners, and Americans generally, might best be served by an outlook
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that couples the cautionary skepticism of the Cold War realists with the
internationalist commitment of Wilsonian followers. Lippmann’s career was, | argue,
more a marriage of these competing (but not mutually exclusive concepts) than
previous scholars have allowed. Nor was his approach incompatible with
practicing—as opposed to propagating—the best of American ideals when our

nation’s leaders act beyond our borders.
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Chapter 2

Walter Lippmann and Strategic I nter nationalism: Cosmopadlitanism,
Realpolitik, and the Education of “ Fully Enlightened American
Nationalists,” 1915-1947

The recurring themes of Walter Lippmann’s analyses of American Cold War policy
were derived from some of his earliest writings. Decades before developing his
famous power-to-commitments ratio, the credo of postwar realists, he began to
grapple with the problem which preoccupied him from his youthful days as a
Greenwich Village Bohemian to his old age as a counselor to presidents. How to
transform Americafrom an isolationist, provincial power into aworld leader guided
by restrained, responsible internationalism.

Lippmann’s pursuit of this objective is sometimes |ost in the standard
literature about him. Most of the roughly dozen studies which analyze him group
around two themes: (1) the protean nature of his political philosophy and public
commentary; (2) hisrole as aleading proponent of twentieth-century political

realism.> On thefirst count, Lippmann is a convenient archetype for the inception,

! For emphases on Lippmann’s evolving political liberalism, see Hari Dam, The Intellectual Odyssey
of Walter Lippmann: A Sudy of His Protean Thought, 1910-1960 (New Y ork: Gordon Press, 1973);
Barry D. Riccio, Walter Lippmann: Odyssey of a Liberal (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Press,
1994); and Charles Wellborn, Twentieth Century Pilgrimage: Walter Lippmann and the Public

27



maturation, splintering, and decline of twentieth-century liberalism. Even his best
biographer embraces this theme of change and constant adaptation, noting that
Lippmann’s “intellectual flexibility” accounted for his long-running success as a
columnist.? Such emphases are perhaps appropriate, even insightful, in explaining
Lippmann’ stransition from the idealistic progressivism of his youth to the classic
liberal-conservatism of hislater years. They also offer awindow on hiswork asa
columnist which daily required him to analyze fleeting, disconnected events and to
impose a coherent, longer logic on them. In explaining, Lippmann’s postwar
commentary on foreign policy, scholars have adopted the opposite approach—
describing the columnist as arather straightforward practitioner of realism. Inthis
argument, the central thread that held together Lippmann’s thousands of columns on
the Cold War was his single-minded devotion to the guidepost of the balance of
power.>

Such analyses can distort our understanding of Lippmann, too. By focusing
on discontinuity in his career, previous scholars have devalued the long-held ideas
that formed the basis of hiswriting on foreign affairs in the post-World War 11 period.
Conversely, over-simplification of his approach to international relations contributes
to aless-than-complete picture of his commentary.

While the goal hereis not to impose an order to Lippmann’s thought where
one does not emerge on its own (indeed, hisinconsistencies are quite plainin this

discussion), it isto suggest that several important components of his approach were

Philosophy (Baton Rouge, LA: Louisiana State University Press, 1969). For an analysis of Lippmann
asaredlist, see Ronald Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century (Boston: Little, Brown and
Co., 1980); and Barton Bernstein, “Walter Lippmann and the Early Cold War,” in Cold War Critics,
ed. Thomas G. Paterson (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1971).
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developed in the decades before World War 1. Moreover, this merger of influences
on Lippmann contributed to an intellectual framework that | describe as his strategic
inter nationalism—a combination of realism, “cosmopolitanism,” and classical
diplomacy. While my study identifies Lippmann as taking part in the realist tradition,
| argue that he was not fully immersed in it. Those who would simply categorize him
asarealist consign him to arather sterile and unimaginative place in the annals of
twentieth-century American foreign policy—one that belies his unique stature,
contributions, and activities. This chapter asks the reader to consider that Lippmann’s
realism was a single component—though an important one, indeed—of the larger
strategic internationalist framework that he advanced to promote U.S. participation in
world affairs.

Here, beginning with realism, several definitions are in order. Realiststend to
have arather pessimistic view of human nature. They regard all human relations and
politics particularly as being based on the struggle for power. In the case of nations,
this condition of rivalry is doubly inherent because no power exists above them to
regulate their disputes. Rather than recoil from these facts of life, realists devise ways
to adjust to them.*

While redlists share this worldview, there are variants in the tradition—

European adherents of Machiavelli versus American pragmatists.” American post-

? Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 77.

° Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 486-487.

* My understanding of the realist tradition has benefited from several books: Michael J. Smith, Realist
Thought from Weber to Kissinger (Baton Rouge: L ouisiana State University Press, 1986): 1-22; Greg
Russell, Hans J. Morgenthau and the Ethics of American Satecraft (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State
University Press, 1990): 9-55; and Joel Rosenthal, Righteous Realism: Political Realism, Responsible
Power, and American Culture in the Nuclear Age (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press,
1991): 1-36.

® See for instance, Russell’s discussion in Hans J. Morgenthau and the Ethics of American Statecraft.
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World War |1 realists most often are portrayed as being preoccupied with identifying,
calculating, preserving, and acting upon the balance of power. Traditionally, their
approach aso has been described as being born in opposition to the American
idealistic tradition. A nation’s foreign policy—so the mythic average realist might
argue—should be based solely upon vital national interests, shorn of ideological or
moral considerations, and determined by the power available to achieve the desired
ends.’

There were even variationsin the practice of American realism itself.’
Lippmann belonged to a sub set of realists who were, to varying degrees, interpreters
and critics of American Cold War policy: the theologian Reinhold Niebuhr, the
political scientist Hans J. Morgenthau, and the historian Louis J. Halle® Not all
realists were critics. Indeed, many key Cold War policymakers have been described
by contemporaries and later scholars as realist thinkers, among them: Dean Acheson,
Paul Nitze, and Henry Kissinger.” These officials were the prime architects and
practitioners of containment’ s various permutations: the Truman Doctrine, massive

retaliation, rollback, brinksmanship, flexible response, and détente. Some exponents

purported realism to be a general theory of international politics. Others trumpeted it

® A classic statement of this definition may be found in Hans J. Morgenthau’ s Politics Among Nations:
The Sruggle for Power and Peace, 6" edition (New York, 1985; 1° edition 1948). Morgenthau’'s
thesis continues to be popularized by his students, including Kenneth Thompson, I nterpreters and
Critics of the Cold War (Washington, DC: University Press of America, 1978): especially, 1-13. See
also, Thompson's Political Realism and the Crisis of World Politics. An American Approach to World
Palitics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1960): especially Chapter One.

’ Smith, Realist Thought from Weber to Kissinger: 1-3.

® See, for example, Thompson, Interpreters and Critics of the Cold War; Rosenthal, Righteous
Realists; Russell, Hans J. Morgenthau and the Ethics of American Statecraft; and Richard Fox,
Reinhold Niebuhr: A Biography. New Y ork: Knopf, 1989).

° For biographies which consider their subjects as prominent realists, see James Chace, Acheson: The
Secretary of State Who Created the American World (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1998); and
Raobert D. Schulzinger, Henry Kissinger: Doctor of Diplomacy (New Y ork: Columbia University
Press, 1989).
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as a solution to the problem of morality in foreign policy. Still others—such as
Lippmann—were selective realists, using realpolitik to criticize specific officia
policies but sometimes straying from it as a genera theory.

In addition to the influence of realpolitik, “cosmopolitanism” and a belief in
the practice of classical diplomacy informed Lippmann’s approach. | borrow the
term cosmopolitanism from D. Stephen Blum’s stimulating intellectual study of
Lippmann. It means, in Blum’swords, that Lippmann’s “views were unconstrained
by the preoccupations and prejudices of his homeland; that he was receptive to
diverse currents of opinion from abroad; that the value, ideas, and interests of many
societies were interwoven with his methods and conclusions.”* Buit it also connotes
more than cultural refinement and civilized tastes. It suggests aworldview that
implicitly recognized the inter-connectivity of domestic and foreign policies as well
as the web of interests and institutions that had grown up between nationsin the
twentieth century.**

Lippmann’s conception of classical diplomacy drew from his real politik
understanding of aworld in constant conflict and his cosmopolite cognizance that
each nation had unique interests and objectives. For Lippmann, diplomacy was an
active probing of arival’sintentions, positions, strengths, and weaknesses. Aswell, it
was a process involving argument and persuasion, inquiry and explanation, the
removal of misapprehensions, the suggestion of obstacles and advantages, and,

ultimately, conciliation and concession. At bottom, the method of diplomacy

 D. Stephen Blum, Walter Lippmann: Cosmopolitanismin the Century of Total War (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1983): 11.
“ Blum, Cosmopolitanismin a Century of Total War: 12-14.
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identified areas of mutual interest to promote a modus vivendi (away of living
together)—even if political intimacy was either impossible or undesirable.

Between 1915 and 1947, asthe U.S. assumed world power status, Lippmann
shaped an approach designed to facilitate that process. Thefirst part of this chapter
focuses on select events from which emerged the building blocks for Lippmann’s
post-World War 11 writings—i.e., hisfirst efforts to sketch American national
interests, idea of an “Atlantic Community,” criticisms of Woodrow Wilson's
diplomacy, and his attitude toward Russian Bolshevism and Communism generally.
Subsequent sections describe his efforts to insert himself into the national dialogue
about foreign policy in the 1930s and, in the 1940s, utilizing his books and columns
to educate public opinion.

Strategic internationalism, which came to maturity with the publication of
three books between 1943 and 1947, applied classical conceptions of great power
politicsto adynamic world. But Lippmann’s rendition of “realism” was less
nationalist than that of many of his contemporaries; it was more malleable than his
formulaic axioms might indicate; and it was far less apt to employ American military
force overseas than it was to ensure American diplomatic participation abroad. Using
this approach, Lippmann warned against U.S. unilateralism, disparaged the moralism
and legalism to which Washington officials often resorted, recommended
collaborative efforts at regional security, and emphasized diplomatic rather than
military solutions to Cold War crisis. He struck an essential balance. In one sense,
Lippmann offered Washington officials a blueprint with which to reorganize the

postwar world, to employ sufficient power to achieve American security, and to
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advance U.S. interests. Unlike so many of his contemporaries, however, Lippmann’s
framework aso aimed to contain America' s ambitions and to excise its vexingly

parochial habits.

The theme of regjecting the provincial in pursuit of the cosmopolite life offersan
important insight into the development of Lippmann’s approach to foreign affairs.
Walter Lippmann was born on September 23, 1889, in New Y ork City, in his parents
brownstone home on Lexington Avenue between 61% and 62" streets. Jacob
Lippmann and his wife, Daisy Baum, were first generation German Jews, born and
raised in the city amid modest circumstances. Daisy graduated from Hunter College
in Manhattan and Jacob began his career as a clothing manufacturer in hisfamily’s
garment shop. They lived comfortably, but not elegantly, until Daisy’ s father died
and |eft the couple a considerable inheritance from hislate-in-life real estate
speculation. The Lippmanns soon moved to a four-story brick home on East 79"
Street and, eventually, resided in an even more upscale location at 46 East 80™
Street.™

Y oung Walter Lippmann was raised in auniquely insular community. The
Lippmanns were part of asmall universe of German-Jewish families of respectable

means and a moderate level of success and accomplishment. They often toured

*? Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 1-11. Francis Bator, afriend of Lippmann’s and
an advisor on European affairs to Presidents John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson, noted that
Lippmann’sintellect propelled him into a social station that would otherwise have been unattainable.
Compared to many of the men with whom he worked and socialized later in life, “Lippmann really
came from avery modest family himself,” Bator observed. “It was his extraordinary talent, brightness,
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Europe—taking young Walter to London, Paris, Vienna, Berlin, and, once, asfar as
Moscow and St. Petersburg. Y et, the Lippmanns were not part of the social circle
inhabited by Manhattan’ s super-wealthy Jewish families like the Warburgs or the
Loebs. Nor did they associate with the recent Jewish immigrants from Eastern
Europe who lived further south in the Greenwich and Bowery sections of the city.*®
According to biographer Ronald Steel, Lippmann’s assimilationist mentalite
(held among many of his socia peers, too) helped him breach the walls of his
circumscribed ethnic station. ™ Another powerful influence was his education at Dr.
Sach’s School for Boys (later named the Sachs Collegiate Institute). The Sachs
Institute, opened in 1871, was one of the first modern high schools in terms of its
curriculum. Founder Julius Sachs adhered to a secular curriculum that integrated
Classic languages with a core of courses that promoted the “faculty of expression,”
writing, literary studies, and history. “A continuous study of history. . .isin
importance, second only to the power of expression in the vernacular, and it should be
presented so that the progress of human endeavor isrevealed in the various stages of
the study, in the tendencies and dominating principles of successive periods,” Sachs
wrote in 1912, then a professor at Columbia' s Teacher’s College. “A combination of

cultural and social with political history is necessary if we are to understand and

ability that led to Harvard and al that followed.” Francis Bator, interview with author, 25 January
2001, Cambridge, MA.

* Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 7-8. This comfortable but unremarkable
upbringing left Walter resentful later in life. James Reston, Lippmann’s protégé, was so struck by it
that he noted in his memoirs the gulf between Lippmann’s writings about the importance of the family
and the lack of affection he had for his own parents, “describing his mother as ‘alittle too ambitious
and worthy,” and his father as a successful businessman ‘without much color or force.”” James Reston,
Deadline: A Memoir (New Y ork: Random House, 1991): 142-143. Steel also makesthispoint in
Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 5.

* Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 7, 9.

34



advance our own institutions.”*> Though Rankean in its concept and implementation
of structured learning, and infused with a notion of Whiggish developmentalism, the
Sachs School’ s emphasis on understanding the past to think clearly about present
problems and future solutions had a lasting and discernabl e influence on young
Walter Lippmann.

Lippmann’s years as a Harvard undergraduate provided yet another
cosmopolitan experience. Among his more famous contemporaries in Cambridge
were the poet Robert Frost, the writer T.S. Eliot, the socialist Max Eastman, and the
radical journalist John Reed. Two professors, in particular, expanded Lippmann’s
philosophic pluralism and cultivated his internationalist orientation: the Spanish-born
philosopher and author George Santayana and the psychol ogist-philosopher William
James. Each imparted to the young Lippmann innovative ideas and, each in hisown
measure, an outsider’ s perspective on mainstream American culture.

Santayana' s political conservatism—the notion that freedom derived from
order and not an excess of liberties—resonated with Lippmann.*® Lippmann enrolled
in his undergraduate courses and, in 1911, began work on a graduate degree in
philosophy as a teaching assistant to the great philosopher. Santayana' s mistrust of
the masses and the stultifying swell of public opinion in American life anticipated

those of the more pessimistic Spanish writer, Ortega Y’ Gasset.'” Santayana and

* Julius Sachs, The American Secondary School and Some of Its Problems (New Y ork: The Macmillan
Company, 1912): 122; see also Harry A Passow, “Julius Sachs,” American National Biography 19
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1999): 179.

*® For the standard biography of Santayana, see John McCormick, George Santayana: A Biography
(New York: Knopf, 1987).

" Latein life, having long departed the U.S. for his native Europe, Santayana would write of American
society, “you must wave, you must cheer, you must push with the irresistible crowd; otherwise you
will feel like atraitor, a soulless outcast, a deserted ship high and dry on the shore.” Santayana,
Character and Opinion (New Y ork: W.W. Norton Company, 1937): 211.
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Lippmann shared outsiders perspectives on American culture. Having grown upin
New England since his youth, Santayana’ s Spanish roots nevertheless made him an
odd fit in the Brahmin-Y ankee city of Boston. He remained deeply skeptical and
suspicious of pervasive Anglo-Saxon political and religious ideas that he felt were too
often foisted upon other cultures. Likewise, Lippmann’s German-Jewish roots
distinguished him in a dominant culture that valued conformity and homogeneity.
Lippmann chose assimilation but he was not desensitized by that choice. He later
evinced a sensitivity to foreign cultures and interests that often contrasted with the
caste of postwar Washington policymakers who, in their youths, had been raised in an
environment of “muscular Christianity.”*®

Santayana also imparted to his student an undercurrent of pessimism. In his
writings, the philosopher displayed the nervous tension of a nineteenth-century man
contending with the rush of modernity,: urbanization, the growing pains of mass
democracy, therise of intense nationalism and totalitarian states, “total” warfare,
social civil rights movements, and unrelenting scientific challengesto religion and
other accepted traditions. Lippmann shared in this perspective, too, once referring to
himself as an “antediluvian,” coping with the tide of revolutions in twentieth-century
life and trying to impose order and make sense of them.*®

After graduation, Lippmann’s decision to attach himself to the progressive
journalist Lincoln Steffens and to apply the ideas he' d learned in the classroom to the

larger world, had much to do with the influence of yet another profound thinker, the

** Dean Acheson and McGeorge Bundy, graduates of Endicott Peabody’ s Andover School, are
examples.
¥ Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: xvii.
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psychologist and philosopher William James.® James was the son of Henry James,
the philosopher and religious writer, and the brother of the novelist Henry James. He
had first sought Lippmann out after reading an article that the sophomore had written
in the Harvard student newspaper.”* Subsequently, Lippmann was invited to informal
discussions at James's home. Though the great philosopher died shortly after
Lippmann’s graduation in 1910, hisideas stayed with his student for alifetime.
James's humanism influenced Lippmann, the social activist and philosopher
John Dewey, and other leading progressives. It was anchored in the idea that
humankind’ s rationality and its development of science could be applied to solving
social problems. James theory of radical empiricalism held that reality is pluralistic
and that the totality of existence cannot be explained by any kind of mono-causa
theory. His philosophy of pragmatism held that truths emerged only from human
experience and could not exist outside of it as absolute, eternal, sacrosanct laws.
Much like a scientist, James claimed that all propositions had to be tested and proven
through experience. These ideas suffused Lippmann’s early writings. The Jamesian
spirit is best captured in Lippmann’s A Preface to Politics (1914), in which he wrote
that “asthereis no prospect of atime when our life will be immutably fixed, aswe

shall, therefore, have to go on inventing, it isfair to say that what the world is aching

 For two reliable scholarly works on James see, Howard M. Feinstein, Becoming William James
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1984), and Gerald E. Myers, William James. His Life and
Thought (New Haven, CT: Yae University Press, 1966). For a study that traces the effects of
pragmatic thought in 20" Century American social and political movements, see John Patrick Diggins,
The Promise of Pragmatism: Modernism and the Crisis of Knowledge and Authority (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1994): for its effects on Lippmann, see especially 322-359.

# Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 17.
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for is not a specia reform embodied in a particular statute, but away of going at all
problems.”

The confluence between Santayana s pessimistic absolutism and James's
emphases on contingency and practical applications of learning and scientific method
to affect change in the world pushed and pulled on Lippmann throughout hislong
life. On the one hand, he believed firmly in the pre-eminence of order and stability in
developing the good society. Ininternationa affairs thisimpulse drove Lippmann
toward arealpolitik outlook that anchored state relations in power structures and
prioritized policies according to a state’s means to fulfill them. Y et, echoes of James
may be found in Lippmann’s commentary on Cold War crises, which repeatedly
sought to implement expedient, inventive, and flexible solutions to superpower
confrontations.”®

Finally, young Walter Lippmann’s political idol offers yet another example of
his cosmopolitan orientation. Throughout hislife, Lippmann was drawn to statesmen
whom he believed to be in tune with the needs and demands of 20" century life.

These were not enthusiasts for the old order but, rather, leaders who anticipated

change and who made policy not just to satisfy immediate pressures but to prepare the

Z Lippmann, A Preface to Politics: 69; 201. It should also be noted that the one-time English Fabian
socialist, Graham Wallas, also held some fascination for Lippmann when Wallas passed through
Harvard as a visiting professor. His Human Nature in Palitics (1908) pointed toward the irrational
forces at work in shaping political attitudes and voter behavior. It had alasting influence on Lippmann
who took that critique a step further by applying a Freudian analysis of participatory government in
Public Opinion (1922) and The Phantom Public (1925). Despite his determination to demonstrate the
weak links in the democratic process—to force progressives to think practically about reform
methods—Wallas retained faith in democratic government. The influence here was mutual. So
indebted did he feel to Lippmann for their discussions and correspondence on the subject of the
achievement of liberal social policy that Wallas dedicated his follow-on work, The Great Society
(1914), to Lippmann. See Steel’ s discussion of Wallas: 26-28; for an intellectual biography of Wallas,
see Martin J. Wiener’' s Between Two Worlds: The Political Thought of Graham Wallas (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1971).
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way for further-reaching developments. No American leader, the youthful Lippmann
judged (and maintained as an old man) did these things quite so well as Theodore
Roosevelt. Lippmann’'s enduring political infatuation with TR began in 1898, just
months after his legendary charge up San Juan Hill, as candidate Roosevelt made
speaking engagements in upstate New Y ork during his gubernatorial campaign. What
Lippmann saw at the time and later as a commentator during the last years of
Roosevelt’s political career, were his resolute spirit, his decisive call to action, his
ability to lift acrowd to higher purpose, and to harness intellect in the service of
skewering old, socially-constructed shibboleths. Later in life he held onto his
admiration for TR, noting, “| have been less than just to his successors because they
were not like him.”?* Roosevelt, Lippmann observed, was the first president “who
knew that the United States had come of age—that not only were they no longer
colonies of Europe, and no longer an immature nation on the periphery of Western
civilization, but that they had become aworld power. He was the first to realize what
that means, its responsibilities and its dangers and itsimplications, and the first to
prepare the country spiritually and physically for thisinescapable destiny.” Yet
having recognized that Americamust lead, TR was careful to define objectives.

Among his “paramount political virtues’ was the idea “that means and ends must not

23 Charles Tarlton, “The Styles of American International Thought: Mahan, Bryan, and Lippmann,”
World Palitics XVI (October 1964-July 1965): 584-614. Tarlton callsit “pragmatic internationalism.”
* Walter Lippmann, “A Tribute to Theodore Roosevelt,” 27 October 1935, speech to the Woman's
Roosevelt Memorial Association on the 77" anniversary of Roosevelt’s birth; reprinted in The
Essential Lippmann: A Palitical Philosophy for Liberal Democracy, edited by Clinton Rossiter and
James Lare (New Y ork: Random House, 1963): 487-4809.
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be separated, that [ Americans] must have no policy which they are not prepared for . .
. [he] knew that wishful policieslead to disaster and humiliation.”?

There also was a philosophical resonance that drew Lippmann to Theodore
Roosevelt. The 26™ President struck Hamiltonian chords in American life by
embracing the interests and cause of a national society and by seeking to make
democracy work and march with the pace of technological and social change. Rather
than a sea of Jeffersonian islands, TR envisioned a great society of these individual
communities fused by national purpose.®® The Jeffersonian tradition violated
Lippmann’s modernist inclinations. Its preference for isolated, small, self-sustaining
communities that shirked central government and valued local autonomy above all
else, struck Lippmann as anti-modern and backward-looking. TR’s Hamiltonian
orientation, his intellectualism, his cosmopolitanism, and moderate progressivism had
lasting appea for Lippmann. Old and dying, he confided to Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.,

“Presidentsin genera are not loveable. They’ ve had to do too much to get where

% |bid., 488-489. He added, “Though [TR] did not see all that wasin the world or its whole future, he
was the first President to see that even for Americans the world is round and that even for them the
futureis not to be arepetition of the past.” For Lippmann, the anti-thesis of TR was William Jennings
Bryan, whom Lippmann took to task in A Preface to Politics as the embodiment of so many of the
nation’s long-cherished and closely-held ideals. The“ Great Commoner” merged Mid-Western
anathema to entangling alliances with evangelical fervor and a deep-seated pacifism. In Bryan,
Lippmann found not a statesman but “avoice crying in the wilderness.” He continued, “Thereisa
vein of mysticism in American life, and Mr. Bryanisitsuncritical prophet. Bryan does not happen to
have the naturalistic outlook, the complete humanity, or the deliberation of habit which modern
statecraft requires. Heisthe voice of a confused emotion.” See A Preface to Politics: 100-101.

# For more on this aspect of TR, see John Milton Cooper, The Warrior and the Priest: Woodrow
Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt (Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University, 1983): 115-117;
217-219. Cooper arguesthat TR's“New Nationalism” shared Hamilton’s mistrust of human nature
and his doubts about the efficacy of harnessing individuals' self interests to achieve national
objectives. The Jeffersonian vision, held by Woodrow Wilson, was nearly the opposite—believing
that through encouraging people to pursue freely their self-interests that the public good would be
achieved.
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they are. But there was one President who was loveable—Teddy Roosevelt—and |

loved him."?’

On August 5, 1914, the day England declared war on imperial Germany, Lippmann
stood in the House of Commons listening to the debate. “My own part in this,” he
recorded in hisdiary, “is to understand world-politics, to be interested in National and
Military affairs, and to get away from the old liberalism which concentrates entirely
on libera problems. We cannot lose all that but see now that our really civilized
effort is set in a structure of raw necessity.”?® Indeed, the great conflict forced
Lippmann to think expansively and rigorously as an internationalist for the first time
inhislife. He began collecting his thoughts for an extended essay. In aletter to
Graham Wallas marking the anniversary of Great Britain’s entry into the war,
Lippmann explained, “1 feel now asif | had never before risen above the problems of
adistrict nurse, amiddle-western political reformer, and an amiable civic
enthusiast.”

Working as a co-founder and editor of The New Republic magazine in New
Y ork City, Lippmann burrowed into the history of U.S., German, and Italian
unification and early national periods. He focused particularly on the writings of

Alexander Hamilton, Otto von Bismarck, and Count Camillo di Cavour, whom,

# Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 597.

% John Morton Blum, “Walter Lippmann and the Problem of Order,” in Public Philosopher: Selected
Letters of Walter Lippmann, edited by John Morton Blum (New Y ork: Ticknor and Fields, 1985): xxi.
Blum’ s fine edited collection of |etters draws on some correspondence that Lippmann’s principal
biographers, including Steel, did not use. When possible, | have tried to cite this published source
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Lippmann wrote, “grasped the problem of constructive internationalism” as they
“welded, and united, and submerged petty sovereignties’ in their own fledgling states.
He conclude that domestic and international politics were intertwined, “ phases and
aspects of one another.” In America' s case, states’ rights, the settling of the frontier,
and the problems of race, trade, immigration, and federal governance were all lesser
versions of an “infinitely complicated” world scene. Organization and structurein
the young American Republic had been achieved through programs and projects such
as the Northwest Ordinance, the Erie Canal, and the construction of postal routes,
turnpikes, and transcontinental railroads. Ininternationa affairs, Lippmann cameto
understand that such developments would be achieved in the creation of multilateral
commissions, webs of finance and capital, and, most importantly, in new aliances
and communities of shared interests.*

Lippmann also relied on ideas popularized by Alfred Thayer Mahan, the naval
officer and promoter of sea power and Atlantic unity. Mahan wrote thefirstina
series of influential volumes— The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, 1660-
1783—a year after Lippmann’s birth.>* During the next 23 years, through a
combination of publishing and personal contact with leading U.S. politicians (most
notably Teddy Roosevelt), Admiral Mahan exerted great influence over the

development of U.S. strategic doctrine. Most read Mahan as an unabashed apostle of

rather than the originalsin the Walter Lippmann Collection at Yae University’s Sterling Memorial
Library.

# Lippmann to Graham Wallas, 5 August 1915, cited in Blum, Public Philosopher: 29.

* Hamilton had been an early American exponent of a strong, central national government. Bismarck
had unified Germany through a succession of wars and annexations in the 1860s and 1870s. Similarly,
Cavour who came to power in Sardiniain 1852, had (with the help of the French) fought Austria and
unified the modern Italian state within the space of adecade. Lippmann to Graham Wallas, 5 August
1915, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 19.
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constructing a dominant blue water navy to secure trade routes and project U.S.
imperial power. Inone of hislesser works, The Problem of Asia (1900), Mahan
focused on the competition for China—describing the world as an arena of contest
between land and sea powers. To counterbalance Russian influence in China, Mahan
recommended that Washington partner with London. Lippmann seems to have been
drawn to what later scholars stressed was Mahan' s true aim: the creation of an Anglo-
American led consortium of naval power—a course Lippmann recommended shortly
after World War 1. Another chief corollary that Lippmann drew from Mahan and
held into his old age, was that while the U.S. should project naval power in the
Pacific region, it should not engage in military operations on the Asian mainland.
Lippmann’s musings found fuller expression in his first book on foreign
relations—The Stakes of Diplomacy (1915). Lippmann wrestled with three key
guestions: How to defuse imperial rivalry among the great powers in undevel oped,
colonial regions? How to educate the public and overcomeits “natural” inertia
toward diplomacy? Lastly, in offering an aternative to the pacifist movement (which
Lippmann perceived asisolationism in disguise) how could U.S. leaders create a
viable program for greater American participation in international affairs—one of
restrained internationalism? Y earslater, Lippmann told an interviewer, “1 had to find

asolution to thewars, and | wrote abook . . . In fact, | knew what the trouble was

* Standard biographies on Mahan include: Robert Seager |1, Alfred Thayer Mahan: The Man and His
Letters (Annapolis, MD: Naval Ingtitute Press, 1977); Richard W. Turk, The Ambiguous Relationship:
Theodore Roosevelt and Alfred Thayer Mahan (New Y ork: Greenwood Press, 1987).

* For the argument that Mahan was not pushing American naval supremacy but instead an integrated
naval consortium with Great Britain, see Jon Sumida, Inventing Grand Strategy and Teaching
Command: The Classic Works of Alfred Thayer Mahan Reconsidered (Washington, DC: The
Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 1997): especially 80-98.
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with the world wars. It was the third world. The weak countries of the third world
were the causes of the wars.”>

For Lippmann, the drive for empire and the search for stability were symbiotic
goals. He attributed the origins of the World War to imperial rivary in modernizing
“weak states’ in Africa, Asiaand the Middle East—to make them suitable producers
and consumers in the world marketplace. “Imperialism in our day begins generally as
an attempt to police and pacify,” to smooth the way for orderly and stable trade.
Lippmann assumed that nations would aways compete for resources and wealth. The
problem, therefore, was not one of extinguishing their rivalry, so much as structuring
it, offering an administrative framework, creating accepted rules for the game. The
guestion was how to bring these regions into a “framework of commercial
administration . . . under which world-wide business can be conducted,” Lippmann
wrote. “The pressure to organize the globe is enormous.”**

Lippmann believed world organization required the acceptance of real politik
and recognition of spheres of influence, international conferences and commissions—
al the staples of classical diplomacy. He recommended creating “ permanent

international commissions” to oversee, manage, and administer on a continuing basis

these places of market development and rivalry. “It isinternationalism, not spread

* Unpublished transcript of Lippmann’s interview with Henry W. Brandon, 1970, “Walter Lippmann
Interview File,” Box 17, Henry W. Brandon Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, DC (hereinafter
referredto as“LC").

* Lippmann, The Stakes of Diplomacy: 98. Lippmann drew upon domestic history to reinforce his
point. A protracted period of “diplomatic struggle” between North and South, he noted, preceded the
American Civil War. For better than half a century, each section sought to tip the balance of power in
the undeveloped Western territoriesin its favor. Diplomatic maneuvering included the Constitution’s
“three-fifth’s’ clause, fugitive dlave laws, the Missouri Compromise, the Compromise of 1850, and the
Kansas-Nebraska Act. The struggle itself was to determine the order of things, whether the West
would be dlave or free, an extension of the wage labor North or the plantation economy South. “Until
the problem of organizing the West had been settled,” through diplomatic maneuverings and force of



thin as a Parliament of Man, but sharply limited to those areas of friction where
internationalism is most obviously needed,” Lippmann wrote.* He pointed to the
example of the Algeciras Conference which his political idol, Theodore Roosevelt,
helped convenein 1905.%

National governments must also “excise’ the “central nerve of imperialism™:
the accepted notion that a trader or company turned to the “home government for
protection in places of unorganized competition.”*” If trade and business interests
were made to rely on an international administrator, they would be compelled to
support and strengthen international government, to take an interest in making it
efficient and useful: “For the excuse, the power, the prestige of imperialism depended
upon the theory that the flag coversits citizens in backward territory.”*® Thiswould
deprive nations of both the stimulus and justification for intervention, and aso rob
them of the impact of appealsto sovereignty and nationality. In China, Turkey,
Morocco, Mexico or Persia“mere laissez faire is an invitation to the adventurer to let

her rip,” Lippmann told readers. “Thereisno way in which we can dodge the fact

arms, Lippmann wrote, “peace and federal union were impossible . . . The world’s problem is the same
problem tremendously magnified.” Ibid., 109-110.
* Lippmann, The Stakes of Diplomacy: 131-135; quote on 135.

6 Ibid., 144-149. The meeting defused tensions between Germany and France over access to, trade
with, and administration of Morocco. Lippmann claimed that Algeciras conformed to the basic
principles of histhesis: international control in weak states should be in the form of a“local
government, with the power to legislate and to hold administrative officials accountable.” See
Frederick Mark’ s account of the Algeciras Conferencein Velvet on Iron: 67-69. Lippmann’s
specialized commissions would act as mini or “local world governments.” In areas of imperial
friction, Lippmann argued, constructing the foundations of internationalism would be easier because it
was here that trade and business would welcome the organizing principles of regional, multi-lateral
administration. Lippmann, The Stakes of Diplomacy: 142; 155.

“1bid., 159.
*1bid., 157-159.
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that we are deeply involved in the fate of backward countries. . . How to organize
[them] is the chief task of diplomacy.”*

Lippmann’s program required not only adroit diplomacy and compliant
business interests but broad public support. Here, Lippmann addressed his second
major problem—the task of enlisting enlightened nationalists and restrained patriots
to enhance the cause of internationalism. Lippmann recognized the inherent
limitations of participatory democracy in the conduct of foreign affairs. First, rea
power over diplomacy resided not in the “democratic machinery” of government but
in one man, the president. With the ability to publicize his agenda, Lippmann noted,
the president had enormous power to appeal to the public either through education or
resort to patriotic sloganeering or jingoism.** Where American public opinion
considered foreign policy at al it did so within “certain conventional ways of
reacting, certain habitual associations about phrases, and a number of set loyalties
which are easily aroused.” These were familiar catch-phrases: no entangling
alliances, the Monroe Doctrine, Manifest Destiny, and the Open Door. Beyond these
the average American knew little.** Mass democracy was not merely fickle or
undiscerning, it was inflexible—hamstrung by its size, complexity, and
cumbersomeness. “The very qualities which are needed for negotiation—quickness
of mind, direct contact, adaptiveness, invention, the right proportions of give and

take—are the very qualities which masses of people do not possess,” Lippmann

*1bid., 165-171.
“1bid., 15-19.
“1bid., 19-20.
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wrote. “Thisisn't entirely due to the ignorance of the masses; it is a question of
inertia”*
Such limitations abetted the “invisible diplomacy” of imperialist “interest
groups.” These small but powerful constituencies used “modern methods of
publicity” to create “national interests’ (which obscured their own special stakes)
and, then, to “educate” the public about them. The imperialist class merged a variety
of motives: diplomatists were concerned with prestige; militarists wanted the chance
to fight; financiers sought to safeguard investments, just as traders needed to secure
protection and privileges; religious groups hoped to evangelize and civilize,
intellectuals aimed to fulfill their theories of expansion.*®

How, then, did one deprive the imperialist elite of the ability to win public
support for foreign adventures by wrapping their own special interestsin the
American flag? Lippmann hoped to de-couple trade interests from blind nationalism
by stimulating a wider public awareness about foreign policy issues. This could be
achieved once the “weak states’ were organized and administered by international
commissions, making them attractive to the manageria class of merchants, investors,

and professionals who valued “ stable markets and orderly development,” Lippmann

wrote. “Thiswould have an enormous effect on conditions at home, for it would

“1bid., 28-29.

“ Ibid., 105-106. “The main point,” Lippmann wrote to an English jurist based in Egypt, “is that we
have disputed and unorganized territories without some kind of authority in them which is strong
enough to control the rights of traders and financiers and efficient enough to administer and police the
territory so that riot and revolution cannot be made the excuse for intervention followed by commercial
monopoly.” Lippmann to Sir Maurice S. Amos, 24 July 1916, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher:
55-56.
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mean that foreign affairs became an interest . . . of the far more extended middle
class, and even the working class.” *

Lippmann maintained that from this process, “Publicity, criticism, and
discussion must follow. From them education.”*® Public debate and discussion
would reveal the realities of agiven crisis or problem, making it much harder to
exploit nationalism and jingoism. “The people will be less easily led by the nose;
diplomacy will become more and more the bargaining of groups, and cease to be the
touchy competition of ‘national wills,’” he added. “Thereal effect of democracy on
foreign affairs will be to make them no longer foreign.”“*® His views grew more
pessimistic over time, but he never stopped grappling with this central issue: How did
one educate the public enough to validate and support foreign policies that promoted
enlightened nationalism?

A magjor part of Lippmann’s agenda was to prepare Americans for postwar
responsibilities—arising either from direct intervention or from the nation’ s new
status as amgjor creditor and industrial power. The book’s central argument—that
American officials must pursue an activist foreign policy—responded to the pacifist
movement which enlisted domestic progressives such as Jane Addams, John Dewey,
and others. Whether their particular causes were anti-interventionism, disarmament,
or outlawry of war, Lippmann linked pacifists to America sisolationist past. Rather
than provide the framework for order, pacifism yanked the scaffolding out from under
apotentia solution, Lippmann argued. It offered no method other than abstention. In

his penultimate chapter, he told readers that peace would not sprout from “any policy

* Lippmann, The Stakes of Diplomacy: 187.
“ Ibid., 194.
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so sterile as not fighting. Peace isto be had as the result of wise organization. It
prevails not where men have failed to act, but in places where they have the sense and
the power to legislate and administer well.”*" All the remedies of the pacifist
movement were negative policies seeking either to limit American participation in
world affairs or to deny the government the support and domestic resources required
to act definitively abroad. “A war fought to preserve the fabric of international order
would be worth fighting, for that order isthe only approach we have to the permanent
peace of mankind,” Lippmann wrote. “To refuse defense to the international society
is not away of avoiding war. Itisan invitation to many wars.”*®

Therefore, Lippmann prescribed American participation in the “Balance of
Power.” By joining the concert of “Great Powers,” he argued, the U.S. could enforce
peace. He outlined afour-step program: 1) enter into the theaters of trouble; 2) create
domestic interests (trade/investment) to justify that participation; 3) bulk up its
military, “to make it heard by the Great Powers’; 4) and, abandon itsinstinctive
mistrust of foreign alliances.*® Only through a “positive programme, requiring power
and ability and inventiveness for its realization” could the U.S. organize the backward
areas of the globe against the kind of imperial rivalry that incited World War . “For
the supreme task of world politicsis not the prevention of war, but a satisfactory
organization of mankind,” Lippmann wrote. “Peace will follow from that. That is, in

fact, what peaceis.”>°

“1bid., 194.
“1bid., 211.
“1bid., 217.
“1bid., 226.
*1bid., 224.
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There were pitfalls and risks to such an activist program that threatened
democracy at home—not the least of which was the militarization of society. “To be
sure, the mere fact that democrats possess force may destroy their democratic faith . .
. Having tasted world power, we may go drunk with it,” Lippmann conceded. “But if
that is the kind of people we are, how impudent of us to utter one word in criticism of
military empires. If experience of democracy, if a century of comparative order and
prosperity and human equality have made no difference, if we are bound to act like all
the rest as soon as we touch the world’ s affairs, then we might as well humbly retire
and cultivate our private gardens.” " But, Lippmann believed, the basis for aworld
state lay in the example of democratic government “as organs of leadership in world
politics.”> Isolationism no longer was an option; in fact it was but a“myth.”
Lippmann contended that the alternatives were stark: “being the passive victim of

international disorder” or taking arole as an “active leader in ending it.”>

V.

Lippmann’s emphasis on the need to integrate the international community, described
in The Stakes of Diplomacy, merged with his evolving concept of America's primary
strategic interests. 1n 1917, hefirst proposed that the U.S. must participate in and
defend something he called the “ Atlantic community” of nations along the rim of the
Atlantic Ocean. The nucleus of this community would be the combination of British

and American naval power, he believed. Lippmann’s strategic interpretation of the

*1bid., 223-224.
* bid., 228.
*1bid., 227.
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war proposed intervention based not on “principles’ and “ideals’ but upon
fundamental national security interests. From 1914 to 1919, his views on American
participation in a proposed postwar governing body—the L eague of Nations—
underwent substantial revision. However, his confirmed belief in American
internationalism did not change.

As aNew Republic editor, Lippmann was inclined from the start of the
conflict to support Great Britain and France—particularly in terms of economic and
moral aid. But the magazine stopped short of advocating direct American military
intervention on behalf of the Alliance nations. When Harvard professor Ralph Barton
Perry accused the New Republic editors of holding a pro-German bias and dodging
the primary “moral issue’ of the war, Lippmann penned the publication’ s reply.
“There'samoral issue, a supreme moral issue,” he wrote. “It turns on the question of
whether this awful slaughter and waste isto help towards ajust and lasting peace.
The moral issue is whether we can make the war count for or against acivilized union
of nations. . . . The question now is not who started the war, but to what end the
fighting isto lead.”™*

Lippmann’s New Republic writings hewed to thislong view, though the
Wilson administration’s avowed neutrality concerned him. Privately, he wrote
President Wilson “impossible . . . He has no grasp of international affairs, and his
pacifism is of precious little help to the peace of the world.”* Only when President

Wilson edged toward intervention on the side of the Allies did Lippmann’s evaluation

* Lippmann, “ Are We Pro-German?’ 18 December 1915, The New Republic; reprinted in Early
Writings: Walter Lippmann, edied by Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. (New Y ork: Liveright): 23 -25.

* For quote on Wilson, see Lippmann to Graham Wallas, 8 December 1915, reprinted in Blum, Public
Philosopher: 31.
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of hisforeign policy (briefly) improve. Wilson's 22 January 1917 speech before the
Senate—his so-called “ Peace Without Victory” address—presented the President’s
vision of American participation in postwar peace. “Isthe present war a struggle for
ajust and secure peace, or only for anew balance of power?” Wilson asked. “There
must be, not a balance of power, but a community of power, not organized rivalries,
but an organized common peace.” Wilson demanded “a peace without victory . . . a
peace between equals . . . Mankind islooking now for the freedom of life, not
equipoises of power.” Lippmann praised Wilson for framing the question correctly,
as a choice between organized security and armed, “grudging isolation.”
Eventually, however, Wilson's vision of basing postwar peace on collective security
clashed with Lippmann’sideathat peace must be structured on power redlities.

The danger of Allied collapse on the Western Front and Germany’s
resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare on 1 February 1917 brought Lippmann
publicly into the pro-intervention camp. Hisjustification for coming into the war on
the Allied side linked American national security to the vitality of something he
called “the Atlantic community”—a network of nations that rimmed the Atlantic
Ocean, joined by trade, common security interests, shared culture, and political
traditions. In advancing this strategic interpretation of the war, The New Republic
editor appea ed to President Wilson to state the internationalist imperatives for
intervention rather than justify entry into the war in legalistic “technicalities,”
moralistic aims, or thinly-veiled assertions of American exceptionalism in relation to

Old World palitics. “The safety of the Atlantic highway is something for which

* Lippmann, “ America Speaks,” 27 January 1917, The New Republic; reprinted in Schlesinger, Early
Writings: 63-68; quote on p. 68. Wilson's quotes are taken from Lippmann’s article. See also, Stedl,
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Americashould fight,” Lippmann declared. “Why? Because on the two shores of the
Atlantic Ocean there has grown up a profound web of interests which joins together
the western world . . . [which is] in the main one community in their deepest needs
and their deepest purposes.”>’

Prussian militarists, Lippmann observed, had “carried war to the Atlantic” by
violating Belgian neutrality, invading France, and attempting to isolate Great Britain
through submarine warfare. These threats jeopardized American economic and
military security, he wrote, “and by attempting to disrupt us, neutrality of spirit or
action was out of the question. And now that [Germany] is seeking to cut the vital
highways of our world we can no longer stand by. We cannot betray the Atlantic
community by submitting. If not civilization, at least our civilization is at stake.”®
Lippmann demanded a candid acknowledgement of why America had engaged in a
“neutral” policy that essentially supported Allied control of the seasin the preceding
months. “It is because we cannot permit a German triumph that we have accepted the
closure of the seasto Germany and the opening of them to the Allies,” Lippmann
wrote. “That isthe true justification of our policy, and the only one which will bear
criticism.” As Lippmann explained privately to a reader, the disruption of Anglo-
American sea-power posed an unprecedented threat to U.S. security: “the moment
England isin danger of actual defeat by starvation or the crippling of her sea power,

the whole world order in which this nation has grown isimperiled.” Lippmann feared

a German victory would draw Russia and Japan into an alliance with Berlin, posing a

Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 1009.

* Walter Lippmann, “The Defense of the Atlantic World,” 17 February 1917, The New Republic,
reprinted in Schlesinger, Early Writings: 73.

*1bid.
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two-ocean threat, “and imperil us as we have never been imperiled before.”®

Lippmann hoped that intervention on behalf of the Atlantic Community would
cement a union between national interests and international cooperation which could
not easily be dissolved by the acids of isolationism and pacifism.®

Like many liberals at the time, Lippmann hailed U.S. intervention as an end to
isolationism and a decisive step toward world government. The “great end” and
“great hope” of U.S. intervention in World War | “is nothing less than the Federation
of theworld . . . The democracies, if they are to be safe, must cooperate,” Lippmann
explained. “We can win nothing from this war unlessit culminatesin a union of
liberal peoples pledged to cooperate in the settlement of all outstanding questions,
sworn to turn against the aggressor, determined to erect alarger and more modern

system of international law upon a federation of the world.”®

Swept up in these
enthusiasms, Lippmann made a brief but spectacular foray into government work
during the war. From July to October 1917, he served as a specia assistant to
Secretary of War Newton D. Baker. Inthefall of 1917, Lippmann was appointed
Secretary of the Inquiry answering directly to Colonel Edward M. House, the

President’ s chief war adviser, drafting the text for the nine territorial points of

Wilson's Fourteen Points proposal. Much of his language survived the editing

* Lippmann to Julius Kuttner, 19 February 1917, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 62.

* Lippmann to Norman Angell, 1 March 1917, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 65. He set
three definitive objectives for the declaration of war, outlining them for Norman Angell, a contributing
writer for The New Republic who advocated economic aid to Britain and France: 1) to repulse the
German threat to freedom of the seas; 2) to commit America permanently to world affairs; and, 3) to
ensure that Washington would have a touchstone role in the peace settlement, acting as a stabilizing
forcein the system that emerged. See also, Lippmann, “ The Defense of the Atlantic World,” 75.

* Walter Lippmann, “The World Conflict In Its Relation to American Democracy,” The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science, July 1917, Pub. No. 1130 (reprint): 1-10; quote on
p. 8; 9-10.
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process and made the final draft.®? Lippmann then was commissioned asacaptainin
the Military Intelligence Division (MID) in June 1918—recommended by Colonel
House, Herbert Hoover (who noted Lippmann’s “marked executive ability and
general all round fitness”), and Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, F.H. Rowe, who
wrote that Lippmann was “one of the clearest headed men of the younger
generation.”®® For four months he worked in M1D propaganda and also was House's
representative to Allied intelligence officers and Secretary of State Robert Lansing’s
envoy to make special economic and political studies. He returned to the Inquiry
after October 1918 and traveled to the Paris peace conference late in the year.
Effectively frozen out of the Inquiry by its director, Isaiah Bowman, Lippmann | eft
Parisin February 1919 and returned to The New Republic. By that time he largely
had come to repudiate the postwar world federation he had heralded in the spring of
1917.

Why did Walter Lippmann—member of the Inquiry, enthusiast for Woodrow
Wilson'sre-election in 1916, and associate of Colonel Edward House—turn on the
President and his League? In part, Lippmann believed that Wilson had sold out his
program at Versailles by acceding to the territorial demands and harsh reparations
sought by the victorious powers—France, Italy, and Britain. Wilson, Lippmann
thought, also had failed to educate U.S. public opinion about the national security
issues that ultimately compelled American intervention. Having justified entry into

the war with rhetorical flourishes about making the world safe for democracy, Wilson

* Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 128-140. President Wilson inserted the first five
universalist points.

* Major Gilbert Marshall, “Walter Lippmann, File No. 10039-426,” Box 3055, Military Intelligence
Division (MID), 10322-259/2, RG 165, National Archives, Washington, DC.
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only magnified public and congressional disillusionment when—to salvage his
League plan—he was forced to bow to the imperatives of power politics. At itsroot,
however, Lippmann’s critique was neither a personal vilification of Wilson or a
repudiation of hisinternationalism. Rather, Lippmann’s reversal on the League was
based on his conviction that the articles of the League failed to provide the order and

structure necessary to achieve Wilson’'s dream of collective security.®

V.

In the years after World War I, Lippmann castigated President Wilson for failing to
state American reasons for intervention in terms of national security and instead
substituting democratic rhetoric as akind of moral justification. Wilson, Lippmann
wrote, had provided no course of action with which to take Americans beyond their
isolationist past. “Having learned that we must ‘ participate,” we are forgetting to
specify,” Lippmann explained in September 1919. “We are resolved to take part in
world affairs, but in our exhilaration we're inclined to omit the inquiry as to what
part.”® Asfor the Fourteen Points, Lippmann described them as “a vague attempt” to
define the American role in the postwar world. Wilson had repeatedly stated but
never himself “digested the idea, that a stable peace in Europe is the first and most
important line of defense for the American democracy, that a democratic settlement
there meant more to the security and prosperity of Americans than anything elsein

the world.” %

* Blum, “Walter Lippmann and the Problem of Order,” xxiii-xxv.

* Lippmann, “ Assuming We Join,” 3 September 1919, The New Republic: 145-146; reprinted in
Schlesinger, 86-89.

“1bid.

56



As the peace negotiations took shape, Lippmann described proceedingsin

"7 Some of that disillusionment was due to the

Paris as “profoundly discouraging.
fact that the Allied governments imposed harsh peace terms of Germany and that
Wilson's European counterparts simply outmaneuvered him. But here, Lippmann
pointed out, Wilson's high-flown rhetoric came hometo roost. For in having to
adjust to the redlities of peacemaking, it appeared that Wilson had abandoned his
principles. Lippmann particularly objected to the cordon sanitaire of nations, carved
out of central Europe and meant to insulate German revolutionaries from the Russian
Bolshevists, describing it as a“very dangerous bit of fooling.” He feared that the
League of Nations would become the center of “anti-Soviet intrigue,” employed to
promote counter-revolutionary actions. He strenuously objected to the Allied
intervention in the Russian civil war.®® Further, territorial and political concessions
exacted in the treaty not only violated the spirit of Wilson’s Fourteen Points, they
seemed likely to produce instability in Europe: French occupation of the Saar with its
critical cod fields; the drawing of the Danzig-Polish corridor that put two million
German nationals under Warsaw’ s control; enforced separatism in Austria; and the
decision to bar demilitarized Germany’s entrance into the League. “It seemsto me,”
Lippmann wrote Secretary of War Newton D. Baker on 9 June 1919, “to stand the
world on its head to assume that atimid legal document can master and control the

appetites and the national wills before which this Treaty puts such immense prizes.”®

*" Lippmann to Ray Stannard Baker, 15 May 1919, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 114. See
also, Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 155-166.

* Lippmann, The Political Scene: An Essay on the Victory of 1918 (New Y ork: Henry Holt and
Company, 1919): 70; 78-79.

* Lippmann to Newton D. Baker, 9 June 1919, WLC; reprinted in Blum, 117-119.
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Having concluded that the Versailles Treaty was irrevocably flawed,
Lippmann chose to scuttle the League of Nations unless major modifications were
made. He published his argument in The Political Scene, a slim volume compiled
from his New Republic commentary in the spring and summer of 1919. He made a
temporary aliance with California Senator Hiram Johnson and Senator William
Borah of Idaho in which all three men opposed entry into the League. Thiswas not a
matter of political convergence but rather amomentary coincidence. Lippmann
objected to Article Ten of the League because he believed that it committed the U.S.
to enforce an unworkable guarantee to preserve the deeply-flawed territorial demands
imposed at Versailles. In short, Lippmann argued, it put Washington in a position
whereby it must uphold the current balance of power in Europe.” For Johnson,
Borah, and their like-minded colleagues, Article Ten threatened to deprive the Senate
of its constitutional prerogatives to determine such basic foreign policy maters as
treaties and the deployment of the American military. Theissue of usurpation of
sovereign powers also cloaked core isolationist impul ses which guided the basic
approach of these western politicians, but that Lippmann did not share.”

While the Wilson administration and progressive pacifists had “entered a
monastery where they contemplate ecstatically the beatitudes’ of the League, the New

Republic editor busied himself at tearing away at the covenant’s veneer.”® Collective

 Lippmann, The Political Scene: especially 54-65.

™ For astudy of Borah's approach to foreign policy see Robert J. Maddox, William E. Borah and
American Foreign Policy (Baton Rouge: Louisiana University Press, 1969): especially 3-27; 50-72.

" Lippmann to Felix Frankfurter, 28 July 1919, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 123.
Lippmann told Frankfurter that there were three central problems with Wilson’s program: 1) the
administration had never clarified itsvital interest before intervening in the war; 2) Washington's
diplomacy suffered from an ill-informed and inadequate diplomatic corps that misread European
developments (Lippmann expressed additional concern that Colonel House may have shielded Wilson
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security most worried Lippmann. Article Ten pledged the signatory nations “to
respect and preserve as against external aggression the territorial and existing political
independence of al State members of the League. In case of any such aggression or
in case of any threat or danger of any such aggression the Executive Council shall
advise upon the means by which the obligation should be fulfilled.””® Lippmann
argued that the provision failed to protect smaller nations against “economic
penetration,” could not compel arepressive regime to change its domestic practices,
did not protect the right of ethnic minorities, and permitted the development of
militaristic states. “Article X isone of those grand generalizations,” Lippmann told
readers, “behind which every opponent of change can barricade himself.” ”* Writing
privately to Secretary of War Baker, Lippmann was even blunter. The treaty
provisions set the stage for another European war: “We' ve got no business taking part
in an authorized civil war in Europe.” ™ The only way in which Lippmann would
consent to joining the League was “ subject to reservations which release us from any

automatic commitment to the present arrangement of power in Europe.” "

to such an extent that he was deprived of even this flawed information); and 3) that President
enunciated more than he negotiated.

” Text of the League Covenant in The Political Scene, appendix, pp, 110-111.

™ Lippmann, The Political Scene: 56; 59. Lippmann added, “No printed text can govern the energies
of ageneration,” he wrote, “but it can stifle the more inventive but scrupulous minds.”

 Lippmann to Newton D. Baker, 19 July 1919, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 121-122. Ina
letter to Norman Hapgood, Lippmann wrote, “[Wilson's] real politics should have been to purchase the
renunciation of the Imperial program with the American guarantee. He saw all that clearly enough
before we entered the war and he said many times that we could not guarantee the kind of peace that
had not the elements of areal equilibrium. When he got to Paris, he seemed to forget that the character
of the League is not something independent of the terms of peace, but a direct product of those terms
and that the League at present is fundamentally diseased because it is designed to administer an
impossible settlement.” Lippmann to Norman Hapgood, 28 July 1919, reprinted in Blum, Public
Philosopher: 122-123.

" Lippmann to Norman Hapgood, 28 July 1919, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 122-123. The
treaty, Lippmann argued, must provide for such “flexibility and the possibilities of growth,” and, in
this respect, he far preferred the language of Article Eleven which created a forum before which to
bring not only territorial disputes but a host of political issues. It provided flexibility to discuss crises
and formulate solutions. It wasthe “friendly right” of League members, the text read, “to draw the
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Lippmann renewed his advocacy for aformal Atlantic Alliance asthe
keystone for international organization. He specifically linked American and British
naval power to create a combination of military force sufficient to impose League
decisions—a “world pool” of power to serve asa“nucleus’ around which might
coalesce a stable postwar international structure. “If Britain and Americawork out
their common purposes, then such a preponderance of power is created as to make all
notion of abalance impossible,” Lippmann wrote. “An Anglo-American entente
means the substitution of a pool for abalance, and in that pool will be found the
ultimate force upon which rests the League of Nations.””” While both Washington
and London would retain command and operational control over their forces, the
conditions for their deployment would be dictated within the League covenant itself.
“ Anglo-American sea power, fortified by the abolition of neutrality, becomes the
ultimate guarantor of the world' s affairs,” he explained. “It isthe force by which
such liberties as we may devise are finally secured.”

Lippmann also challenged the Wilson administration’ s preoccupation with
containing Bolshevism. Communism—Soviet or otherwise—Lippmann discounted

asaform of despotism that thrived in politically-weak areas. “Bolshevismis

extraordinarily easy to combat in awell-fed country,” he intoned, “and its existenceis

attention of the body of delegates or of the Executive Council to any circumstances affecting
international intercourse which threatens to disturb international peace or the good understanding
between the nations upon which peace depends.” Lippmann, The Political Scene, appendix with text of
the League Covenant: p. 111.

" Lippmann, The Political Scene: 41; my italics. Thiswas not to be, he continued, a “policy of
imperial aliance,” abilateral agreement in which the foreign policies and economic ambitions of either
country would whet “the worst appetites of each” and commit “both to all the troublesomeness of
either.” Seapower, Lippmann judged, is “irresistible in conflict and yet cannot be used permanently to
conscript and endave alien peoples . . . Sea power can be al powerful without destroying the liberties
of the nation which exercisesit, and only free peoples can be trusted with great power.” Lippmann,
The Political Scene: 50-51; 42.

 Lippmann, The Political Scene: 51-52.
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asign of disgraceful incompetence in the governing circles. . . Bolshevism arises
only when rulers have made a botch of their duties.”” He had no empathy for
Marxist ideologues, but neither did he harbor irrational fears of them. If the Soviet-
American Cold War rivary had its roots in the aftermath of World War |—as
scholars have persuasively argued®*—then it is clear that from the start Lippmann saw
it as primarily a conflict based upon national security imperatives and historical
interests rather than political ideologies. Lippmann never succumbed to fears of
Bolshevist expansion as did many of his contemporariesin the late-Wilson
administration—and, as well, 30 years later during the era of HUAC and Joe
McCarthy.

In the immediate post-World War | period, Lippmann was concerned with the
manner in which the anti-Bolshevist obsession skewed Washington's foreign
policies® With Charles Merz, afuture colleague on the staff of the New Y ork

World, Lippmann authored a study of the New York Times' coverage of the Bolshevik

 Lippmann, The Political Scene: 65.

* For the earliest and still best study of this subject, see Arno Mayer, Politics and Diplomacy of
Peacemaking: Containment and Counterrevolution at Versailles, 1918-1919 (New Y ork: Knopf,
1967). A more recent survey which links post-World War | anti-Bolshevism with American Cold War
policy isMelvyn Leffler’s The Specter of Communism: The United States and the Origins of the Cold
War, 1917-1953 (New Y ork: Hill and Wang, 1994).

* Lippmann to Newton D. Baker, 17 January 1920, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 133-134.
Lippmann contrasted President Wilson’ democratic rhetoric with the administration’s draconian
domestic policies—in the wake of the Red Scare of 1919, the Palmer raids, and the government
clampdown against dissent, particularly in labor affairs. For The New Republic editor it represented
yet another manifestation of the xenophobia that had long checkered American history. “It isforever
incredible that an administration announcing the most specious idealsin our history should have done
more to endanger fundamental American liberty than any group of men” since the John Adams
administration, Lippmann told Newton Baker. Harsh sentences for political offenses, censorship, the
Justice Department’ s sedition bill, and the hysterical fear and summary deportations of immigrants
which arose out of the fear of Bolshevism, were among the devel opments that most concerned
Lippmann. It wasa“determined . . . dangerous. . . attack upon the constitutional liberties of the
country,” he added. “These are dreadful things and they will have dreadful consequences. They have
instituted a reign of terror in which honest thought isimpossible, in which moderationis
discountenanced, in which panic supplants reason. It was the solemn duty of this administration to
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revolution during athree-year period from 1917 to 1920. Their fina report, “A Test
of the News,” convincingly demonstrated the Times' journalistic sloppiness but also
showed a clear bias toward the “Whites.” Lippmann and Merz found that on at |east
91 occasions the Times had enthusiastically forecast the fall of the Bolshevist
regime.® When Allied leaders were concerned that Russiawould precipitously leave
thewar in early 1918 and allow the German army to shift its focus to the Western
Front, Lippmann counsel ed patience with the new Bolshevik regime. He explained to
Secretary of War Newton D. Baker, “we must beyond question, | think, maintain as
friendly as possible an attitude towards the Russian revolution. We should not scold
the Russians, no matter what peace they make. We ought to make it as clear as
possible to them that we have not lost faith in the revolution, even though it is costing
us so much. We ought to continue to speak to the Russians with charity and
understanding, and let them know that we see that they are acting under duress, and
that we mean if possible at the settlement to safeguard Russia' s interests as much as
those of anyone else.”® Two weeks |ater, on 3 March 1918, the Russians signed the
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, yielding Poland and large swaths of the Ukraine to Germany.
Meanwhile, Lippmann worked quietly behind the scenes to set up diplomatic
channels between President Wilson and the new Russian government.®* He bitterly
opposed Allied intervention in that civil conflict, particularly the British and French
occupations in Siberia and Murmansk and the American deployment of 14,000 troops

to Archangel in 1919. Lippmann described it to Secretary of War Baker as * one of

allay fear and restore sanity. It hasinstead done everything humanely possible to add fresh excitement
to an overexcited community.”

* Lippmann and Charles Merz, “A Test of the News,” 4 August 1920, New Republic. The episodeis
evaluated in Philip Knightley, The First Casualty (New Y ork: Harcourt, 1975): 138-170.

62



the least gratifying episodesin our history . . . We've got no business taking part in an
unauthorized civil war in Russia”® During hisfinal year in office, Wilson instructed
Secretary of State Bainbridge Colby to announce a policy of non-recognition of the
Bolshevist regime because it had subverted popular government—a policy as near-
sighted as it was preposterous, Lippmann believed.

Lippmann also dismissed specul ation about Bolshevist expansion into the
Western Hemisphere. In the mid-1920s, when U.S. oil companies feared that the
Mexican revolution would jeopardize their holdings and market access south of the
Rio Grande, Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg alleged that Mexico wasripe for a
Communist revolution—a charge that Lippmann viewed as a pretext for American
intervention. As executive editor of the New York World, Lippmann worked
feverishly behind the scenes to prevent military action—first writing editorials to
promote the Morgan partner and his friend Dwight Morrow as ambassador to Mexico
and then, once Morrow was installed in Mexico City, suggesting to him strategies and
traveling there to conduct secret peace negotiations.*® On the World's editorial page
Lippmann dismissed the argument that the Mexican revolutionaries planned a
subversive strategy to bolshevize Latin America. He wrote, “the thing which the
ignoramuses call bolshevism in these countriesisin essence nationalism, and the
wholeworld isin ferment with it.”® In a public debate on intervention he described
the posturing of the Coolidge administration as “vicious. It represents the most

disreputable and discarded practice of an old diplomacy.” He added that Kellogg's

* Lippmann to Newton D. Baker, 26 February 1918, Box 2, Newton D. Baker Papers, LC.
* Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 137-138.
* Lippmann to Newton D. Baker, 19 July 1919, Box 4, Newton D. Baker Papers, LC.
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press rel ease which made the Communist charge “was one of the most absurd
documents ever issued by an American official.”® He struck atheme he repeated in
later decades: the need for American maturity in foreign affairs writing, “the task of
statesmanship isto avert irreconcilable collisions and to find ways of adjusting
conflicting interests.” Heinsisted in a*“modus vivendi”—a solution “respecting the
national pride of sensitive peoples, and refraining, so far asit is humanely possible to
avoid so great a temptation, from enunciating great general principles.”® Lippmann
deeply regretted even the implied threat of U.S. unilateral action in Mexico on such
flimsy evidence.

In the late-1920s Lippmann also supported normalization of relations with the
Soviet Union. In 1929, he used the occasion of fighting between Chinese and
Russian nationalists in Manchuriato prompt Senator William Borah to begin a
campaign for recognition of Moscow; Borah complied but President Herbert Hoover
could not be swayed.®® Four years |ater, when President Franklin Roosevelt did
normalize relations with the Soviet Union, Lippmann welcomed it as along overdue
development. The Russiaof Stalin, he told Today and Tomorrow readers, was not
that of Trotsky. With Joseph Stalin’s consolidation of domestic power, the columnist

degraded the role of Marxist ideology in determining Soviet foreign policy. “While

% See Steel’ s account that uncovered what had up until its publication been an unknown facet of
Lippmann’s career at the World: Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 238-243.

¥ Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 238.

*“Kellogg's Course in Caribbean Assailed,” 27 March 1927, New York Times: E7.

* Walter Lippmann, “ The Kellogg Doctrine: Vested Rights and Nationalism,” in Lippmann’s Men of
Destiny (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Press, 2003; first edition 1927): 213. Americans, Lippmann
concluded, must “recognize the fact that they are no longer avirgina republic in awicked world, but
they are themselves aworld power, and one of the most portentous which have appeared in the history
of mankind . . . [then] they will cast aside the old phrases which conceal the reality, and as a fully adult
nation, they will begin to prepare themselves for the part that their power and their position compel
them to play.” Quoted in Men of Destiny, 222.

* Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 255.
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the Bolsheviks cannot formally renounce their revolutionary rhetoric, to the present
rulers of Russia, the doctrine of world revolution is a sentimental memory, a
considerable embarrassment and in practice adead letter,” Lippmann wrote on 25
October 1933.% The benefits of recognition, he added, far out-weighed the risks.
“Russiaisthe great power which lies between the two danger spots of the modern
world—in Eastern Asiaand in Central Europe,” he explained. “If Russia wants
peace, and it is plain that she does, then it is of great advantage to the world that she
should be encouraged to act as a responsible world power interested in the
maintenance of peace. American recognition can have no direct influence upon
Russian policy, but it would undoubtedly add some reinforcement to those who, like
Stalin and Litvinoff, are interested in socialism for Russia, in peace and trade outside
of Russia”% In these views he would remain consistent for decades.

Though thoroughly disillusioned with the League of Nations asit evolved
from the Paris Peace Treaty, Lippmann did not surrender the idea of international
cooperation. In tandem with hisrefusal to interpret Russian foreign policy as
primarily the product of Bolshevik ideology, Lippmann pressed for an internationalist
agenda—supporting the Washington Naval Disarmament Conference, the reduction
of German war debts (the Y oung Plan), and the refinancing of Germany’ s reparation
payments through U.S. loans (the Dawes Plan). Lippmann also criticized the

Coolidge and Hover administrations for their restrictive tariff policies which, he

* Lippmann, T&T, “Relations with Russia,” 25 October 1933, Los Angeles Times: A4.

Z|bid. Interestingly, Lippmann did not emphasize the benefits of opening up a new trade market—as
did some administration officials eager to stress the economic opportunities of recognition for the
Depression-bel eaguered American economy.
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believed, ultimately hurt the U.S. economy by slowing the recovery of European
economies.”

Lippmann reacted acidly in the early 1920s when “irreconcilables’ and
“isolationists,” particularly Senator Philander Knox of Pennsylvania and Senator
Borah, appropriated arguments for creating international legal mechanisms to keep
the peace: such as the World Court and the “outlawry of war” movement. Lippmann
believed that these were thinly-veikbd efforts to maintain isolationism by making
paper pledges rather than by participating fully in world affairs. He interpreted the
outlawry of war movement as yet another combination of pacifist-isolationist interests
which sought to exclude America from the vital conduct of classical diplomacy. “The
genius of civilization has invented . . . diplomacy, representative government,
federalism, mediation, conciliation, friendly intervention, compromise and
conference” to settle international disputes, Lippmann wrote. “For aslong afuture as
we can foresee, there will remain whole classes of the most dangerous disputes which
no code and no court can deal with. For them diplomacy is required, diplomacy
working by conference, compromise, bargaining, good offices, and, aso, in the last
analysis, | believe, by the threat of force.”* Here, Lippmann was combating two
tendencies: first, the American resort to legalisms—the notion that paper agreements
could tame geopolitical necessities and ambitions; and, second, the residue of 19™
century political immaturity, i.e., that Americans had enjoyed relative domestic peace

and prosperity for so long without having to engage the world, that they did not know

* See Steel’ s account of Lippmann’s various foreign policy positions in the 1920s, Walter Lippmann
and the American Century: 252-256.

* Walter Lippmann, “ The Outlawry of War,” Atlantic Monthly 123 (August 1923): 245-253; quote on
pp. 251-252.
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the rudiments of diplomacy. As Lippmann saw it in the 1920s, “the reform of that
[diplomatic] method is one of the most urgent of human needs.” %

In an August 1928 essay titled “ The Political Equivalent of War,” Lippmann
again challenged the pacifist and isolationist supporters within the outlawry of war
movement—the same month that the Kellogg-Briand Pact was signed. What had
been an effort by French foreign minister Aristide Briand to lock the U.S. into a bi-
lateral agreement to renounce either country declaring war upon the other, would also
have compelled the U.S. to uphold the European security system in the event that
Germany declared war on France. Secretary Kellogg outmaneuvered Briand by
pressing for amulti-lateral treaty. Embarrassed, Briand could not decline. When
dozens of nations signed on, the pact became so watered-down as to be completely
meaningless.*®

Lippmann understood that any viable international organization must be born
of the cooperation and consent of the great powers. World government would follow
geopolitical alignments of power, Lippmann explained. Any workable League must
“command the assent of those who have the power to enforce it and have an interest
in enforcing it,” he wrote. “It must appeal to those governments which are strong
because they enjoy the advantages of the status quo. Only when the support of these

governments is assured does there exist any guaranty of order in internationa affairs.

* |bid., 252.
* The classic on the subject of Kellogg-Briand is still, Robert Ferrell, Peace in Their Time (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1952).
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Only when there is order can any pacific method of effective change be successfully
introduced.”

What Lippmann was calling for, then, was not really a system to abolish war
at all, but aworking international organization to mediate disputes and to seek
solutions to specific crises that would—because of the condition of permanent rivalry
that existed between nations—always arise between them. “It might be truer to say
that we should have a modus vivendi which will for atime postpone war,” Lippmann
explained to Atlantic readers. “For war will not be abolished between nations until its
political equivalent has been created, until there is an international government strong

enough to preserve order and wise enough to welcome changesin that order.”

VI.

Throughout the 1920s and 1930s, Lippmann engaged the problem of educating public
opinion about foreign relations—at times with greater analytical rigor than the foreign
policy issues themselves. He served as executive editor of the New York World in the
1920s, devel oping the first modern opinion-editorial page. He aso published three
books on the role of mediain mass democracy: Liberty and the News (1920), Public
Opinion (1922), and The Phantom Public (1925). In 1931, when Scripps-Howard
bought the bankrupt WorldLippmann transferred to the conservative daily New York

Herald-Tribune, to write the signed column Today and Tomor row—which would

" Lippmann, “ The Political Equivalent of War,” Atlantic Monthly 142 (August 1928): 181-187; quote
on p. 186. He added, “I cannot take seriously any project of peace which does not rest upon a clear
acceptance of the premise that the establishment of order in international society depends upon the
development of agencies of international government.” Lippmann’s essay was an answer to an
argument advanced by his mentor William Jamesin “The Moral Equivalent of War,” American
Association for International Conciliation, 1910): 20 pp.
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appear uninterrupted for 36 years. By the time of the Second World War, through a
combination of philosophical inquiry, self-positioning within the profession, and
syndication, Walter Lippmann had transformed political analysisinto an art form
peculiarly his own.

Lippmann’ brief experience with the American propaganda machine during
World War |, clarified for him the problems that he first raised in The Stakes of
Diplomacy. Inthat book, one of his chief tasks had been to inform otherwise
disengaged and ignorant Americans about the conduct of foreign affairs. Wartime
information controls, propaganda, and overt manipulations of public opinion by
isolationists and League supporters alike cast further doubt on whether the public
could be trusted with deciding national policies. In 1919, Lippmann wrote an
Atlantic Monthly article describing a* pseudo-environment” in which the public acted
on information drawn from shadowy “reports, rumors, and guesses’ rather than
established facts. How could voters be asked to decide issues at the ballot box if they
wereill informed? “Not what somebody says, not what somebody wishes were true,
but what is so beyond al our opining, constitutes the touchstone of our sanity,”
Lippmann told readers. “And a society which lives at second-hand will commit
incredible follies and countenance inconceivable brutalitiesif that contact is
intermittent and untrustworthy.”* His Liberty and the News, published shortly
afterward, diagnosed the shortcomings of journalism and the need to professionalize
thetrade. Lippmann knew, however, that the problem was not confined to sloppy

journalism itself.

* bid., 187.
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Public Opinion challenged Americans' mystical faith in the “ omnicompetent
citizen” and the absolute rule of the mgjority. Itsfusion of institutional controlson
information, with a Freudian interpretation that stressed irrationality in human
decision-making, produced a book that John Dewey called the most damning
indictment of democracy ever penned.'® Lippmann elaborated on his idea of the
“pseudo-environment”—the forum in which political decisions were most often
made—which was constructed from crude prejudices, “stereotypes,” and incorrect
“picturesin our heads.” Human distortions of reality were exacerbated by a variety
of external pressures, among them: censorship and propaganda, time restrictions,
culture (“social set”), mora codes, the crush of new international responsibilities,
misperceptions of overseas events, the cumbersome mechanisms of democratic
government, and imperfect media coverage.’®*

Complicating the problem of public ignorance were the institutional flawsin
the press, the outlet to which the public so often turned to inform itself. Americans
too often regarded the press as “an organ of direct democracy,” a surrogate for “the
initiative, referendum, and recall.” Yet it was, Lippmann explained, inherently
incapable of producing truths or deciding policy. “News’ concerned only “an aspect
that has obtruded itself”—treaties, wars, birth, death, marriage, crimes, and accidents.
Without providing a synthesis of events, the modern newspaper presented little more

than a menagerie of disconnected events. The press, Lippmann wrote in amemorable

* Walter Lippmann, “The Basic Problem of Democracy: |. What Liberty Means,” Atlantic Monthly
124 (November 1919): 625.

'® John Dewey, Review of Public Opinion, The New Republic 30 (3 May 1922): 286-288. Dewey’s
response to the book and its sequel, The Phantom Public, can be found in The Public and Its Problems
(New Y ork: Henry Holt and Company, 1927). For more on the Lippmann-Dewey debate, see Robert
B. Westbrook, John Dewey and American Democracy (Ithica: Cornell University Press, 1991); James
Carey, Communication as Culture: Essays on Media and Society (Boston: Unwin-Hyman, 1989).
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analogy, acted “like abeam of a searchlight that moves restlessly about, bringing one
episode and then another out of darkness into vision.”*%

Lippmann’s remedy aimed to create a government for the people to replace
government by the people.’® His first solution was the development of government
“intelligence bureaus’ of experts drawn from academiato study policy issues; to
collect, process, and analyze information; and to distribute those findings to the
government and the press.'® He later dropped that idea, however, believing that as
government-funded entities, they would be prone to propaganda and official controls.

Lippmann eventually settled on a second method of improving the flow of
information both to the rulers and the governed masses: the political commentator.
Writing for a newspaper, the commentator functioned as a one-man intelligence
bureau, providing disinterested and unbiased information to both government officials
and the public and fulfill one of the central reforms Lippmann believed necessary.
“My conclusion is that public opinions must be organized for the pressif they are to
be sound,” he wrote in Public Opinion, “not by the press asisthe casetoday.” A
commentator might not steer public opinion to a pre-determined destination,
Lippmann realized, but could shape the ana ytical itinerary, determining the topics
and parameters of public didlogue. Sans the intelligence bureaus, Lippmann opted to
offer his own services—advising policy and educating public opinion in equal doses.
In doing so, the historian Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., once observed, Lippmann crafted a

niche for the intellectual in modern society. “Whereas the role of the intellectual had
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once been to declare the constitutional pattern of the universeto all mankind, now it
was to serve up neutral facts to the ruling elite,” Schlesinger wrote.!®®

Lippmann’s decision to initiate a signed column in 1931 profoundly changed
his career. It was the key move that positioned him in the role of the political
commentator that he had invented in Public Opinion and The Phantom Public.
Writing for the Herald-Tribune, with its sizeable and growing syndication net, also
expanded Lippmann’sreach. In 1931, he became a coast-to-coast phenomenon, read
in New York City and Los Angeles and, eventually, in hundreds of cities and towns
in between.

Contingency also shaped Lippmann’s career late in the decade. In 1938,
following alove affair with Helen Byrne Armstrong, wife of his best friend and the
publisher of Foreign Affairs, Hamilton Fish Armstrong, Lippmann left New Y ork
City to escape the scandal which had beset him in his old socia circles.!® The affair
resulted in divorce from hiswife of 20 years, Faye Albertson Lippmann, and ruined
the Armstrongs’ marriage. Within ayear Walter and Helen were married, and sought
to make anew lifein neutral territory. They settled in northwest Washington, D.C.,
in the former rectory across from the National Cathedral along Woodley Road.

This change of venue powerfully altered Lippmann’s career. That, at first,

seemed an improbable outcome. In the late-1930s, the nation’s capital was still a

"% See for example Roderick Nash’s thoughtful analysis of Lippmann’s writings on democracy in the

1920s, The Nervous Generation: American Thought, 1917-1930 (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee Publishers,
1990): 57-61; see also, Carey, Communication as Culture; 89-91.

' See Public Opinion: especially, 392-393.

'® Lippmann, Public Opinion: 32; 401; Arthur Schlesigner, Jr., “Walter Lippmann: The Intellectual v.
Politics,” in Walter Lippmann and His Times: 203-204. For an overview of Lippmann’srolein
shaping political commentary see, Eric Alterman, Sound and Fury: The Washington Punditocracy and
the Collapse of American Politics (New Y ork: Harper-Collins Publishers, 1992): 31-47; 300; 308-309.
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provincial Southern town, lacking the social amenities of New Y ork City, including a
selection of restaurants, vibrant theater, or museums. To compensate for the
deficiencies of their adopted city, Walter and Helen became supreme entertainers on
the Washington dinner party circuit. Two or three time per week, the Lippmanns
entertained the city’ s élite politicians, officias, journalists, academics, and, most
importantly, foreign diplomats. Other evenings, they attended socia gatherings and
private dinner parties elsewhere in the city, often at foreign embassies. A quiet
evening at home was arare occurrence. Lippmann’s research assistant, Elizabeth
Midgley, recalled that well into their seventies, the couple kept up adizzying
schedule.'”’

For Lippmann, these gatherings were aform of work—where he culled
information that filled his columns. Hisrival, Joe Alsop, observed that working
pattern and, despite the perpetual tension that existed between he and Lippmann,
admired the columnist’s commitment to it.'® The move to Washington brought
Lippmann into a new world of sources—one with a perspective distinct from
Washington officialdom. He had long been granted access to primary Washington
policymakers—Wilson, Baker, House, Hughes, and Stimson. But the new
arrangements in Washington exposed him to foreign diplomatistsin away that,
except for histrips abroad, Lippmann had never been. Foreign diplomats—in the
British and French embassies, the Indian embassy, and the Soviet and Polish

embassies—became primary sources. As anexus point for so many diplomatic

% See Steel’ account, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 354-356. Steel focused on the
affair itself—little of which was known prior to publication of his book. He spendslesstime
discussing the practical ramifications on Lippmann’s career.

" Elizabeth (Farmer) Midgley, interview with author, 28 February 2000, Washington, DC.
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contacts, Lippmann not only advocated international participation, his writing took an
internationalist perspective and his reach was greatly magnified. His columns, which
began appearing regularly on the op-ed page of the Washington Post at about the time
of Munich crisisin 1938, became the staple of the embassies along Massachusetts
Avenue. Hisopinions, expressed in person and in print to scores of foreign
diplomats, were the subject of innumerable dispatches back to capitals around the
world.

The move to Washington also put him at the geographic center of national
affairsin the 1930s, as the capital city took on unprecedented significance in the
everyday lives of Americans —with the Federal Government’s New Deal programs to
combat the economic problems of the Great Depression and its response to the
increasingly foreboding international scene. Lippmann was cognizant of the
historical forces at play. “Thekind of journalism we practice today was born out of
the needs of our age—out of the need of our people to make momentous decisions
about the worldwide revolutions among backward peoples, decisions about the
consequences of technological transformations of our own way of liferight herein
this country,” Lippmann told a gathering of journalists at the National Press Club on
his 70" birthday in 1959.® In the early 1930s, he had joined other capital

columnists—David Lawrence, Joe Alsop, and Robert Kintner—in explaining to
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readers how Washington’s policies affected them and the world. Fortified by his new
sources and the growing relevance of the issues he was writing about, Lippmann
gained “an authority, a confidence” that his writing had sometimes lacked before.*
Increasingly, he came to focus on the subject to which he had been drawn repeatedly
for aquarter century—foreign affairs.

On hiswriting days, Lippmann retreated to his study ritualistically to compose
adraft for the following morning’s paper.*** He wentto it as a scientist
experimenting in alaboratory—with patience, precision, and discipline. Asked
which aspect of his career he considered more important—his books or his
columns—Lippmann chose the books. These he described as the distillation of his
journdisticinquiries. “I aways viewed journalism as the place where | accumulated
facts and information that | used for my books,” Lippmann told Ronald Steel. “Being
ajournalist was rather like being a doctor, you know, one has to go and practice.” **2
No less, however, were the columns authoritative sources for the reading public and,
indeed, the author himself. The art critic Bernard Berenson, one of Lippmann’s
closest friends, told the story of one bright morning asking Lippmann his opinion on a

current problem. “I don’t know yet,” Lippmann replied. “But | am going to write my

column about it thismorning and | will be able to tell you after | have finished it.”
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There was, noted the journalist Henry W. Brandon, a*“single-minded sureness of
purpose” to Lippmann’s work.**3

Today and Tomorrow, or simply T&T as it became known in the newspaper
trade, ruminated about the choices confronting policymakers. It had arhythmic
quality, dissecting the most difficult issues of the day in about 1,000 words. Reduced
to outline form, atypical Lippmann column stood as a model of pragmatic anaysis.

It opened with an objective, succinct statement of the problem; moved to a section
drawing on lessons of the past to provide historical context; offered arecitation of the
choices availableto U.S. officials, followed by a dispassionate analysis of the
consequences; and, finally, the suggestion of a solution that—weighed against the
alternatives—would produce more positive than negative results.

Thus did Today and Tomorrow come to compose a virtual insider’ sdiary of
the Cold War—representing not only Washington’ s perspectives but those of the
larger Atlantic Alliance aswell. Three times per week (until he cut back to twice
weekly in the 1960s) Lippmann wrote principally about foreign relations, critiquing
the policies of five administrations and analyzing the central events of the Cold War:
the Truman Doctrine, Marshall Plan, creation of NATO, Korean War, H-Bomb,
Hungarian Uprising, Berlin crises, Sputnikand the spac e race, Bay of Pigs, Cuban
Missile Crisis, and Vietham War. Between January 1945—on the eve of the Y ata
Conference—and the time he retired the column in May 1967, Lippmann produced

more than 2,200 installments. At the peak of its syndication, his column appeared in
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nearly 300 newspapers and directly reached an international audience through
publication in the International New York Herald-Tribune.

More than mere chronicler, Lippmann scrutinized Cold War policies. “The
sense of alternatives, afeel for the available choices, for the open options, the shots
on the board, was for Lippmann the beginning of aformal, aimost Euclidean, process
of reasoning,” columnist Joseph Kraft observed. “He worked hard to make out what
he really thought. He tried hard to examine the unforeseen bad consequences of pure
intentions.” *** James Reston, the New York Times columnist and editor and
Lippmann’s protége, observed that Lippmann’s central achievement was that he
“provoked thought, encouraged debate, forced definition, and often revision, of
policies, and nourished the national dialogue on great subjects for over haf a
century.” %

Lippmann’s nearly single-minded focus on foreign policy after 1945, hisfree
access to leaders at home and (more often) abroad, and his powers of observation
powerfully crystallized the core issues of the Soviet-American conflict and, more
broadly still, outlined the contours of twentieth-century U.S. foreign policy. Severa
times each week he opened a dialogue with an educated and engaged publicin
capitals around the world—a readership that included diplomats, government
bureaucrats, businessmen, and, quite often, world leaders. Hisfirst intent wasto
instruct readers on how to be “fully enlightened nationalists,” who learned from the

mistakes of Wilsonian policies, could calculate the nation’s primary interests, and

" Joseph Kraft, “Lippmann: Y esterday, Today and Tomorrow,” 11 September 1980, Washington Post:
A19.

" Lippmann’s acid observations about the coda to Kennan's “X-Article’ come first to mind; Reston
and Childs, Walter Lippmann and His Times: 235.
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pursue them through diplomatic engagement. The distinguished newsman Eric
Sevaried once told Lippmann, “you’'re a power in the land, like no other journadlist, a
kind of fourth branch of government.” Reston put it simply: Lippmann “was the most
influential columnist of his day, or any other day | knew anything about.” He hardly
exaggerated.*® That influence began during World War |1 with the publication of a
remarkable set of books which, in turn, led the public and leading diplomatists to pay

even greater attention to his columns.

VII.

Three volumes, published between 1943 and 1947, framed Lippmann’s position on
the Cold War and, in particular, American intervention in Asia: U.S Foreign Policy:
Shield of the Republic (1943), U.S. War Aims (1944), and The Cold War: A Study in
U.S Foreign Policy (1947). Inrapid succession Lippmann outlined the core beliefs
that informed his unique assessment of containment in Today and Tomorrow, asit
applied in places from Germany to Indochina. Much more, these books brought
Lippmann to a conception of foreign policy that differed substantialy from the
orthodoxy of Washington officials and set him on a collision course with officials
from four successive administrations.

U.S Foreign Policy firmly rejected isolationism—a parochialism which
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founders as sure-handed geo-politicians who skillfully navigated a seriesof European
conflicts, Lippmann maintained that American foreign policy had gone astray in the
long inter-regnum in which the British navy commanded the world’' s oceans. In this
unique period America was able to accomplish its chief foreign policy goal of
expanding its contiguous territory with little or no interference from outside powers.
That long era, which lasted roughly from the end of the War of 1812 to the Spanish-
American War of 1898, had produced a series of unexamined assumptions that
formed the basis of American foreign policy. “The habits of a century have fostered
prejudices and illusions that vitiate our capacity to think effectively about foreign
relations,” Lippmann explained to readers.

Those false assumptions, Lippmann called them “mirages,” in America's
approach to foreign relations included pacifism, isolationism, and one-worldism. He
explained that nineteenth-century American security derived from none of these
things but instead was based on the power of the British navy and atemporarily
favorable alignment of power in Europe. Peace, Lippmann explained, was not the
ultimate end of foreign policy, but instead a condition that existed only when a nation
possessed security. “A nation has security,” he wrote, “only when it does not have to
sacrificeits legitimate interests to avoid awar and is able, if challenged, to maintain
them by war.”**® He attacked the American attraction to disarmament, the notion
that U.S. must avoid alliances, and the Wilsonian ideal of collective security. All
three of these habits of thinking about foreign policy ultimately “disorganized” and
worked to undermine the very things that nations always did to protect themselves:

such as arming for defense and negotiating bilateral security aliances. Wilsonian
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collective security, Lippmann found particularly damaging because it rejected the
necessity of groupings of power around which peace was actually organized. Inthe
1930s, the impotent League of Nations would have been able to enforce peace,
Lippmann wrote in an argument that echoed The Political Scene, had it been based
upon “a strong combination of powers.”

Lippmann proceeded to outline the areas of vital American defense including
the North American continent, the Western Hemisphere, and the approaches to them.
The primary interest of U.S. policymakers since the republic’ s founding had been the
defense of “the continental homeland . . . against foreign powers.” By the early
nineteenth century, the Monroe Doctrine had extended that defensive perimeter to
“the whole of the Western Hemisphere.”*® Then, asin the twentieth century,
Lippmann argued, it was the determination of U.S. leaders that that sphere must “be
defended against the invasion, intrusion, and absorption by conspiracy within; and, if
lost, would have to be liberated.” Especially with technological developmentsin the
twentieth century such a protective plan required a forward-deployed defense
structure. Washington could not defend the homeland “by waiting to repel an attack
by aformidable enemy.”** Instead, strategic defense demanded that America extend
its reach “across both oceans to all trans-oceanic lands from which an attack by sea or
by air can be launched.” Thus, Great Britain, Japan, and Russia were three principa
countries that had a direct impact on American security. A fourth country, Germany,

had played a unique role in the twentieth century because it affected the bal ance of
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power by allying itself or confronting as arival these three nations. Therefore,
Lippmann wrote, looking to the postwar world, American policymakers must “with
cold calculation organize and regul ate the politics of power” among these key
nations.*?

As one of the “three great military states’ that would emerge after the war—
Lippmann included Russia and Great Britain in this triumvirate—America would
have avested interest in ensuring that the arrangement of power did not threaten the
Atlantic Community. Most importantly, it was vital that the wartime alliances remain
intact, he wrote, because if one of the three powers sought to realign itself with either
Germany or Japan it could radically changed the balance of power. Thus, as
Lippmann had in The Political Scene, he pushed for an Anglo-American entente that
would serve as “the nucleus of force around which the security of the whole [Atlantic
community] must be organized.” He described an enlarged “nuclear aliance,”
composed of the Big Three wartime allies plus, potentially, China'?* Lippmann
described the British-American relationship as a“natural” alliance forged by the
“facts of geography” and “historic experience.” So vital was this partnership that it
had in fact become symbiotic: “the overthrow of the American position in the world
would mean the break-up of the British community of nations,” Lippmann wrote, just
as the destruction of British power “would mean arevolutionary change in the system
of defense within which the American republics have lived for more than a

century.”

2 | bid., 95, 100.
" |bid., 136; 161-177; for “nuclear aliance’ quote, see p. 168.
 |bid., 127, 129.
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Though the Soviet Union clearly fell outside this special community,
Lippmann nevertheless believed that a mutually agreeable European settlement was a
primary interest for both Moscow and Washington, and one that he optimistically
hoped would compel cooperation. Geopolitics would override ideological disparities,
Lippmann wrote, just asit had in previous Russo-American encounters. “The story
of Russian-American relations is an impressive demonstration of how unimportant in
the determination of policy isideology, how compelling is the national interest,” he
added.’® He briefly sketched the need for a neutralization of Germany and the
nations that lay on the borderland between the Atlantic community and the Russian
sphere.*”® These were Lippmann’s broad outlines for a postwar arrangement of
power—ideas that he would refine in U.S War Aims ayear later. But already it was
clear that, at its base, this arrangement would have a classical division of the world
into spheres of influence controlled by great powers.**’

U.S Foreign Policy provided not just a sketch of likely aliances and interests
but a powerful theory for determining them. Lippmann believed the U.S. would have

a successful foreign policy only when “we can become fully enlightened American

“*|bid., 101.

“® |bid., 143-152.

" Lippmann was influenced by the work of Y ale strategic theorist Nicholas J. Spykman who, just a
year earlier had published America’s Strategy in World Politics: The United States and the Balance of
Power (New Y ork: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, 1942). In his preface, Spykman posed the central
problem of American participation in international politics which Lippmann directed himself toin U.S
Foreign Policy. “International society is. . . asociety without central authority to preserve law and
order, and without an official agency to protect its membersin the enjoyment of their rights,” Spkyman
explained. “Theresult isthat individual states must make the preservation and improvement of their
power position a primary objective of their foreign policy. A sound foreign policy for the United
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published in the summer of that year.
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nationalists.”*®® What he offered was a formula of the national interest that was clear,
compelling, and crafted in prose that even the lay person could understand. It
seemed, upon quick examination, to subordinate all other considerations—including
economic, ideological, and moral factors—to the equation of power: Who had it?
How much did they have? Was it enough to achieve agoa? As Lippmann
explained, “in foreign relations, asin all other relations, a policy has been formed

only when commitments and power have been brought into balance.” He elaborated:

Without the controlling principle that the nation must maintain its objectives
and its power in equilibrium, its purposes within its means and its means
equal to its purposes, its commitments related to its resources and its
resources adeguate to its commitments, it isimpossible to think at all about
foreign affairs. . . The constant preoccupation of the true statesman isto
achieve and maintain this balance. Having determined the foreign
commitments which are vitally necessary to his people, he will never rest
until he has mustered the force to cover them. In assaying ideals, interests,
and ambitions which are to be asserted abroad, his measure of their validity
will be the force he can muster at home combined with the support he can
find abroad among other nations which have similar ideals, interests, and
ambitions.*?

This thesis shaped Lippmann’s commentary on foreign affairs for the rest of
his life and provided insights into the l[imits of American power and its frequent
misapplications. Itisno small irony that in the hands of U.S. officias, Lippmann’s
stratagem for the “national interest” provided an expedient rationale for an expansive
national security program. It fitted precisely the ideas they needed to circulate about
America s expanded postwar responsibilities to justify the financia outlays that the

American taxpayer would be asked to bear. Not surprisingly, they were enthusiastic

about the book. John McCloy, then the assistant secretary of war and soon-to-be high

 1bid., 137.
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commissioner of occupied Germany, thought Lippmann’slook forward into the
political reconstruction of Western Europe an “enlightening” and “excellent”
discussion. Assistant Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal wrote the columnist that
U.S Foreign Policy deserved “as wide [d] circulation as possible and | shall,
therefore, do my best to seethat it isabest-seller.” The future first secretary of
defense made Lippmann’ s book required reading for a class of businessmen he taught
in acourse at Columbia University.** U.S. Foreign Policy, a*“Book-of-the-Month-
Club” selection, sold nearly half amillion copies and was, by far, Lippmann’s largest
commercia publication success. Within months, the book was serialized in Readers
Digest and The Ladies Home Journal. Large portionswere reprinted in the
Washington Post, Los Angeles Times, and the Sunday Times of London.***
Washington officials embraced U.S. Foreign Policy for its emphasis on
America’ sleading part in the future of power politics. In fact, they would read into
this book—as they would later read into George F. Kennan’'s “ The Sources of Soviet
Conduct”—amilitarized worldview, ajustification for constructing an insuperable
ring of military bases and an air and naval umbrellato protect the American mainland
and key allies. But Lippmann’ intent—indeed the book’ s very title—made an
important distinction here. U.S. Foreign Policy reminded those same officials of the

primary importance of setting a sound diplomatic strategy.** Lippmann’s vision for
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postwar U.S. foreign policy was not exclusively amilitarized one. Planes, ships, and
guns were ancillary parts of anationa strategy within which military, economic, and
diplomatic assets could be operationalized. How American planners chose to use
their power, where they projected it, for what ends they employed it, and whether it
was used in cooperation and consultation with U.S. allies mattered as much as the
number of bombersin the Air Force and the number of carrier battle groupsin the
Navy. Lippmann’s approach called for an appraisal of new responsibilities from a
classical conception of alliances and diplomacy.

Lippmann’s correspondence with one of the country’ s prominent Wilsonians
elaborated on some of the arguments he made in U.S Foreign Policy. Lippmann and
Quincy Wright, the University of Chicago professor of international relations (and,
later, distinguished professor at the Woodrow Wilson Department of Foreign Affairs
at the University of Virginia), had known one another since the late-1920s. Ina
warm correspondence, they exchanged views on U.S. foreign affairs for forty
years.133

In July 1943, Wright told Lippmann that he agreed with U.S Foreign Policy's
argument that the postwar peace would be fundamentally shaped by the Big Four
aliance' s ability to cohere. AsWright put it, the alliance must “manifest a degree of
solidarity which will lead them actually to make the nuclear pooling of forces or we
can’'t begin to build” aworkable postwar international structure. Y et, he added, that
power must be accompanied by political and judicia organizations—which

Lippmann seemed less inclined to support initially. “If we have nothing but a
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‘nuclear alliance’ among the big four without any political or legal guaranty as to how
the alliance will be used, it will look to the little powers like imperialism,” Professor
Wright insisted. If the aliance and the postwar organizationsit forged failed “to
command general confidence,” Wright feared, a* counter-power” would likely arise
and create yet another balance of power system. Such an arrangement, with so many
vacuums of power in world politics, would be highly unstable, he concluded.***
Wright, moreover, was confused about Lippmann’s definition of the “Wilsonian
conception” he had attacked. Hadn't, Wright asked, Wilson “insisted strongly on the
need of a‘foundation of power,” and that the League of Nations had been designed
to sell the powerful combination of Anglo-American sea power to the world?
Wright' s implication being—wasn’t Lippmann really doing the same in his book?

In hisreply Lippmann professed that he and Wright were in agreement on all
except the critical issue of collective security. By “Wilsonian conception,” Lippmann
wrote, he meant “an organization of the nations more or less led by the Big Four,
committed to suppressing aggression, no matter by whom.” The columnist intended
no such arrangement himself. The “great object of international organization in the
next generation is to hold together the alliance and to hold it together at almost any
cost . . . S0 asto ensure us against another great war within the next thirty yearsand in
order to give us. . . aperiod of gracein which to do alot of things that need doing to
make the world more peaceable. Therefore, | want to find ways of binding together
the Allies which are sure to bind them, and | do not believe they will be successfully

bound together by any general covenant.”**> Though he did not state it explicitly to

" Wright to Lippmann, 13 July 1943, Box 111, Folder 2280, WLC.
* Lippmann to Wright, 22 July 1943, Box 111, Folder 2280, WLC.
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Wright, Lippmann’s corollary concern was that a postwar reprise of the League of
Nations would too quickly become bogged down in specific political and economic
disputes over which it would have dubious jurisdiction and virtually no power with
which to enforce its decisions. Rather, Lippmann proposed to Wright acommon
project, working toward an outcome in which al the major powers had a vested
interest—preventing Germany and Japan from reviving themselves as dominant
military powers.

Wright agreed that it was of the “utmost importance” to keep the wartime
alliance together as the “ nucleus of aworld order.”**® But he rejected the proposition
that the pacification of the Axis Powers should be the core project around which to
build such an organization of power. Wright estimated that the memory of fascist
aggression would soon fade and, that in any case, Berlin and Tokyo would be too
weak to provoke the fear necessary to focus world opinion on such aprogram. “It
seems to me there is more hope in keeping [the Alliance] together through the
influence of customs, developing an institution, through the habits of continuous
discussion in an institution, and through common interest in stability,” Wright replied.
This proposition, after all, was not far different from what Lippmann had envisioned
in U.S Foreign Policy—although Lippmann saw it as the outcome, not the origin, of
astableworld order. “1 believe a‘general covenant’ facilitating continuous
collaboration in leadership among the Great Four for the purpose of maintaining

certain generally accepted principles essential for stability isthe only thing that can

 Wright to Lippmann, 18 August 1943, Box 111, Folder 2280, WLC.
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keep them together,” Wright concluded. “Aslong as Germany and Japan are
dangerous, those countries will keep the allies together, but no longer.” **’

The Wilsonian scholar proved far more prescient than Lippmann regarding the
time frame in which the wartime alliance could convert a military victory into a
diplomatic program for lasting peace. Lippmann seemed to imply that the powers
would have a generation to organize the peace. Wright disagreed: “| estimate the
political memory much shorter and doubt whether it will be over two or three years
after the fighting stops in which that new order must be organized.”**® Lippmann’'s
reply to that note was short, but got to the essence of his differences with Wright.
Simply put, Lippmann mistrusted America s frequent resort to legal mechanismin
international affairs. “I not only do not object to a general organization,” Lippmann
countered, “but favor it provided our own people enter it with come clearer
conception than most of them now have of the power politicsinvolved init. One of
our national vices is an undue trust in mechanical legal forms.”*** Indeed,
Lippmann’s supported the internationalist agenda pursued by the Franklin Roosevelt
administration during World War 11: including the creation of the United Nations
Organization (UNO) and its controversia relief and rehabilitation administrative arm
(UNRRA), the Bretton Woods agreements including the establishment of the World
Bank and U.S. participation in the International Monetary Fund (IMF), direct loans to

alies, and the implementation of aforeign aid program.*®

“"Wright to Lippmann, 18 August 1943, Box 111, Folder 2280, WLC, Wright's emphasis; see
Lippmann, U.S. Foreign Policy: 174-175.
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The Lippmann-Wright conversation was prompted, in part, when freshman
U.S. Representative J. William Fulbright of Arkansas introduced a resolution to
commit Americato apostwar international organization in the summer of 1943.
Lippmann endorsed Fulbright’s plan, telling readers that its “ substance. . . isa
pronouncement in favor of aforeign policy which is neither isolationist nor conducted
on the theory of the balance of power, but rests upon the concentration under rules of
law and morals of the power of the great nations guaranteeing the peace.” ***
Lippmann believed that Washington and London were in accord on postwar planning
and that U.S. officials should seek a similar agreement with Moscow. In much the
same way as he explained in private to Quincy Wright, Lippmann told Today and
Tomorrow readers, “A perfunctory agreement made up our of high sounding
generalities would not be too difficult to get . . . But we need something much better
than that, and it is better to be thorough . . . than to be impatient and superficial .” **
Asit developed, Lippmann came to support the creation of the UNO, managed
largely by a“security council” composed of the primary world powers. But he never

saw the UNO as an instrument to enforce the peace. It has “avery important role,

which istheroleit’s aways had, as a place where people can meet and talk to each

CO: Westview Press, 2003). FDR, so long an object of scorn for Lippmann because of his domestic
policies, had gone at least part of the way for creating the mechanisms to make America s participation
in international affairs permanent. For thisreason and FDR’s near evisceration of the isolationists
during the war, Lippmann heaped praise on him. One week before Roosevelt’ s sudden death in April
1945, Lippmann wrote. “For cool, objective realism about what matters most, the President has been
quite the equal,” of Churchill and Stalin. “The President has his failings as an organizer and
administrator of his palicies, and he has made mistakes of judgment, and has listened to poor advice,
and has indulged his temperament. But taken all in all, and measured by the results achieved, since the
summer of 1940 his estimate of the vital interests of the United States has been accurate and far-
sighted. He has served these interests with audacity and patience, shrewdly and with calculation, and
he has led this country out of the greatest peril in which it has ever been to the highest point of
security, influence, and respect which has ever attained. |f we do not recognize that he isa great war
President, history will.” Lippmann, “The President as Strategist,” T&T, 7 April 1945.
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other both privately and publicly,” Lippmann observed nearly three decades after its
establishment in 1945. In the sense that the UNO could ever intervene with force to
settle a dispute between the great powers, Lippmann was far less certain. “Onceina
while when conditions are very favorable and most of the big powers want it
anyway,” then it could play arole by dispatching peace-keeping forces. “But the
U.N. isnot agreat power initself,” he added. “For it to do any more would be to

approach world government, which is an absolute fantasy, absol ute nonsense.” **

VIII.

U.S War Aimg1944) was a slender volume with big ideas, which Lippmann meant
to write as a continuation of the dialogue he had begunin U.S Foreign Policy. He
dedicated the book to William Allen White who reviewed the proofs of U.S Foreign
Policy and urged Lippmann to write an additional chapter “stating more positively
and at greater length a positive program for keeping the peace after the war.”*** The
suggestion came too late for the first volume, and White died in January 1944 while
Lippmann was expanding that chapter into a second book. U.S War Aimsis his most
interesting effort of the three foreign policy books he published during this period—
but one that Lippmann scholars least acknowledge.'*® At the time, it was somewhat
lost in commotion over Sumner Welles's controversial book, Time for Decision,

which revived the Wilsonian notion of aLeague of Nations. Consequently, its sales

2 | bid.

“ “\Walter Lippmann: America s Role,” part two of an interview with Ronald Steel, 1 April 1973,
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were not nearly as brisk as U.S Foreign Policy. But in many respects, this volume,
more than its predecessor, set the tone for the 2,300 installments of Today and
Tomorrow that followed. While U.S War Aims hewed to the great power concepts
Lippmann outlined in the first book, it offered a strikingly less strident approach to
the question of merging core ideals and interests. There was something of adlight of
hand occurring here, although Lippmann was certainly not yielding to Wilsonian core
values. In adeft move, he substituted parochial American values with internationalist
aspirations. On thisbasis, yearslater Walter Lippmann would recall U.S War Aims
as his favorite work on foreign relations.**

The principal critique of Wilsonian diplomacy remained: that peace could
only be had through organized power produced by a combination of regiona
aliances. It could not, Lippmann argued, be accomplished in aworld organization to
establish peace—along the lines of a League of Nations. The failure of Wilsonian
principles and the Fourteen Points, Lippmann contended, was that they disorganized
power. He described the Fourteen Points as a “series of prohibitions” which
prevented nation states from doing those things necessary to defend themselves and
preserve their viability. “The Wilsonian principles are negative rules which, though
meant to prohibit aggression and tyranny, in fact prohibit national states from making
the provisions which will ensure their own survival against aggression and tyranny,”
he wrote. Here again, Lippmann maintained, that meant creating a security structure

that made lesser states dependent upon regional great powers. In short, Lippmann

“® Lippmann’ s reminiscences subject of author’s discussion with Ronald Steel, June 2002,

Washington, DC.
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called for arresting the Wilsonian trend toward aworld state that would have each
nation be the theoretical equal of any other:

We should seek to conserve the existing political states, rather than
dismember them on the ground of self-determination, and that we should
approve, not forbid, should protect and not dissolve, the regional groupings
of national states. The true constituents of the universal society would not
then be seventy-three political molecules, likely to split up into no one knows
how many atoms; the universal society would be the association of the great
communities of mankind.

We have to reverse the Wilsonian pattern of collective security. We cannot

build a universal society from the top downwards. We must build up to it

from the existing national states and historical communiti es 7

Lippmann did not object to Wilsonian goals per say, though he rejected any
attempt to actuate them that ignored the proper power structure necessary to support
them. To the prominent New Y ork lawyer Grenville Clarke, a proponent for creating
a constitutionally-based world government, Lippmann put it succinctly: “the principal
conclusion which | reached was that the world could not be pacified and united by a
constitution but had to be pacified and united in order that a constitution could be
made operative. | believe this to be the critical lesson of the Wilsonian effort.” **

In large measure, however, Lippmann softened his rather axiomatic treatment
of the national interest which helaid out so forcefully in U.S. Foreign Policy. While
not afull retreat from his earlier position, this“realist” made the startling concession
early in the book that Americans could not divorce core values from their calculations
of the national interest. But it would have to be for something larger than previous
nationalistic ideologies that motivated American actions abroad. “The persistent

evangel of Americanism in the outer world must reflect something more than

“" Lippmann, U.S. War Aims: 191-192; 195.
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meddlesome self-righteousness,” hewrote. “It does. It reflects the fact that no
nation, and certainly not this nation, can endure in a politicaly aien and moraly
hostile environment; and the profound and abiding truth that a people which does not
advance its faith has already begun to abandon it.”** What then would be the new
American faith? Lippmann’s answer was to link American core valuesto the
“Western tradition.” Here existed afusion between values and redlities, Lippmann
conceded, for a properly functioning democracy “is nothing if it is not a positive faith
and away of life. It hasthe right and the duty, and it must have the energetic will, to
defend itself against all its enemies.” Looking to the history of American foreign
relations, Lippmann believed that the unifying factor behind U.S. commitments
overseas was the fact that they “enlist the American democracy as the champion of
democracy.” But it was when that impulse, that sense of mission became “ separated
from the strategic and economic realities of the world” that the nation began to move
down the path of “quixotic and sentimental interventions, to disappointment,
frustration, and cynicism, and into grave trouble.” **°

In a concluding chapter, with atitle (“The American Destiny”) one would not
associate readily with a practitioner of classic realpolitik, Lippmann coupled the
defense of Americafrom totalitarian dangers to the protection of Western culture
from those same threats. In effect, he swapped out the nationalistic and peculiarly
American notions of Manifest Destiny, innocence, and exceptionalism and substituted

the more cosmopolite, civilizational notions in the Western political tradition—the

“® Lippmann to Grenville Clark, 19 September 1944, cited in Blum, Public Philosopher: 453-456;
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reason of man, natural law, minority rights, and civil liberties. “For Americais now
called to do what the founders and pioneers always believed was the American task:
to make the New World a place where the ancient faith can flourish anew and its
eternal promise a last be redeemed,” Lippmann explained. “To ask whether the
American nation will use this occasion and be equal to its destiny is to ask whether
Americans have thewill tolive. . . . The American ideais not an eccentricity in the
history of mankind. It is ahope and apledge of fulfillment . . . it isindeed historic
and providential.”*>! As political scientist D. Stephen Blum has pointed out, this
facet of Lippmann’s argument rendered ineffective those criticisms that he simply
was propagating a version of realpolitik whereby might (i.e., American postwar
power) made right—or, in this case, that these books created a permissive rationale
for pursuing U.S. ambitions in aworld diminished by war.

In mid-1944 Lippmann still had reason to be optimistic about the development
of Soviet-American relations, though he understood clearly that the structure of
postwar peace depended in equal parts on self-restraint in Washington and Moscow.
Here, he saw the essential problem as being the disposition of both Germany and
Japan. “Russiaand America can have peace,” Lippmann forecast, “if they use their
alliancesto stabilize the foreign policy of their alies. They will have war if either of
them reaches out for alies within the orbit of the other, and if either of them seeks to
incorporate Germany or Japan within its own strategical system.” Notably,
Lippmann backed away (momentarily) from the notion of a neutralized buffer belt of

states in Eastern Europe such as he had envisioned a year earlier. He was prepared to

! Lippmann, U.S. War Aims. 208-209.
"2 See Blum, Walter Lippmann: Cosmopolitanismin a Century of Total War: 130-131.
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concede that this lay in the Russian sphere of influence. His vision of America srole
was more or less to hold the balance of power between Europe and Russian and to
play acircumscribed role in reconstruction. Lippmann argued Americamust yield to
the European countries to reconstruct and rehabilitate postwar Nazi Germany, while
Chinashould play the primary role in the reformation of Imperial Japan. Just how the
prostrate nations of Western Europe and a China divided by acivil conflict were to
manage and mediate such monumental projects, Lippmann did not say.*>* He also
believed that competition in former colonia regions also could lead to breakdown of
the wartime aliance. “It will disrupt the peace of the world if the Soviet Union and
the Atlantic nations become rivals and potential enemiesin respect to China, India,
and the Middle East,” he wrote.”** In much the same way as President Roosevelt, he
viewed colonialism as obsolete. “Colonia policy,” he wrote, “can no longer be the
sole prerogative of the imperia state, and will have to be set by consultation and
agreement.” >
Conflicting political ideol ogies—Ilike geopolitical priorities—Lippmann
perceived, also could undermine postwar peace. Here his optimism overrode the
realities. True collaboration, he maintained, could exist only when the Soviets and
Americans agreed on a set of basic political and human liberties. That agreement, he
wrote, would have to be forged in the postwar world organization which would be the
guarantor of national sovereignty, and the *protector and active champion of
democracy and freedom.” Lippmann continued, “If it isnot that, it will be amere

mechanism and procedure, divorced from the vital redlities of the world, and without

™ See for example, U.S. War Aims; 105; 116.
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aliving faith which enlists the devotion of mankind. It will be a mere forum for
contention, an arena of conflict and maneuver.” This muddied his argument. For, in
essence, what Lippmann was saying was that the Soviets must be asked candidly to
embrace what were perceived as democratic values but might, more properly, be
identified as Western values. Failing that, he wrote, there would be rivalry and only a
modicum of cooperation. “Only the inviolability of the human spirit can ever be the
criterion of auniversal standard,” Lippmann wrote. “Nothing else unites men
beneath their differences. The outward and visible sign of faith in thisinviolability is,
in the realm of politics, to guarantee freedom of thought and expression, and thus to
found government upon the continuing consent of the governed. When these
guarantees are effective, anational state is affirming its adherence to the only
conceivable standard of morals which can be universal.”*° If the Soviet Union did
not liberalize, however, repression and authoritarianism would take hold and make
relations with democratic governments, fearful of domestic subversion, nearly
impossible. Structured peace would not follow, “only a modus vivendi, only
compromises, bargains, specific agreements, only a diplomacy of checks and counter-
checks.” " In short, what Lippmann was describing came to pass—a cold war based

on mutual suspicions.

| bid.
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IX.

U.S War Aims and U.S Foreign Policy made Lippmann the authoritative American
foreign policy commentator.®® From the summer of 1945 into the spring of 1947,
Lippmann believed that the U.S.’ srole was to act as the mediator and counter-balance
between Moscow and London. He viewed these two as the primary rivalsin the
wartime alliance because their interests in the Balkans and the Middle East brought
them into direct conflict. He was fearful, for atime, that British officials would align
the U.S. against the Soviets to protect their interests. Lippmann grew increasingly
frustrated with Harry S. Truman’s confrontational style with the Soviets, believing
that the President’ s inexperience and impulsive style unsuited to the kind of personal
diplomacy that FDR had crafted to hold together the fragile wartime alliance. The
columnist was critical of Anglo-American efforts to isolate the Soviets at the May
1945 UNO meeting in San Francisco. He believed that the German occupation zones
should be reunited, economically de-centralized, and demilitarized even as U.S. and

British officials were consolidating power in the Western zones. He dismissed

" I n this respect, Lippmann was a moderate around whom like-minded domestic politicians rallied. J.

William Fulbright, who was elected to the Senate in 1944, would become one of Lippmann’s
confidants on Vietham. He was but one a number of the columnist’s Capitol Hill admirers who
regularly read Today and Tomorrow installments into the Congressional Record. 1n 1945, making the
case for international control of atomic energy, Representative Helen Gahagan Douglas of
California—another stalwart internationalist—quoted whole sections of Lippmann’s columns which
outlined aplan for a United Nation’s nuclear regulatory council. Lippmann called for awide
dissemination of atomic information among the international scientific community, so as “to prevent
the secret use of [nuclear] knowledge as a military surprise.” He outlined a program of oversight,
inspections, and international monitors, insisting that the pretense that atomic energy could be kept
“secret . . . could only give us, asit has already given many, afalse sense of security and afalse sense
of our own power.” Congresswoman Douglas worked straight from these premises in sponsoring a
plan for an international atomic agency with California colleague Jerry Voorhis. “This false sense of
power could lead us straight into the old isolationism,” Douglas told colleaguesin afloor speech.
“Our faith in the future cannot be built upon the sands of isolationism or in the fal se security of any
secret weapons.” Lippmann, T& T, “The Atomic Secret,” 2 October 1945. See also, Congressional
Record, House, 4 October 1945, 79" Congress, 1% Session: 9460-9461. During her six yearsin the
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Churchill’s*Iron Curtain” speech in March 1946, as a“counsel of despair” and abald
attempt to bring the U.S. into an Anglo-American front to protect British imperial
interests.™®® Lippmann further insisted that Europe could not be divided indefinitely
into two armed camps. He feared by late 1946 that Washington was inclined toward
a“policy of lend-leasing American power and influence to an anti-Soviet codlition . .
. a heterogeneous collection of unstable governments and contending parties and
factions” which would pull the U.S. into conflicts with the Russians.*®® While he
supported economic and some military aid to Greece and Turkey the following year,
when Britain revealed it could no longer afford to support anti-insurgent programs,
Lippmann lambasted President Truman’s policy of protecting free peoples across the
globe from communist subversion as an ill-advised, anti-communist crusade.*®*

In July 1947 the journa Foreign Affairs published an anonymous article,
written by “X,” titled “ The Sources of Soviet Conduct.” Shortly thereafter New York
Times columnist Arthur Krock identified the author as George F. Kennan, an upper-
level, career U.S. diplomat who had just concluded along tour of duty in Soviet
Russia. A year before, Kennan had written the unpublished “Long Telegram”
warning his Washington superiors of imminent conflict with Moscow. 1n 1946,
Kennan was appointed as an instructor at the Army War College. In May 1947,
Secretary of State George Marshall named him the director of the State Department’s
newly-created Policy Planning Staff. James Forrestal, the Secretary of Defense,

prodded Kennan to publish hisideasin a public format that might explain the

House Douglas read dozens of Lippmann’s columns into the Record and incorporated them into her
addresses.

™ Lippmann, T& T, “Mr. Churchill’s Speech,” 7 March 1946; Lippmann, T& T, “The U.S..S.
Missouri,” 9 March 1946.
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American rationae for dealing with the Soviets. “The Sources of Soviet Conduct”
was that product. Coming when it did—on the heels of the Truman Doctrine—and
considering the position and intellectua gravitas of its author, the article had a
sensational effect on public opinion and was taken, both in the U.S. and abroad, as an
official explication of American policy.'®

The picture Kennan conjured of Kremlin leaders was bleak: an oppressive
central regime that subordinated all facets of society to party; a paranoid leadership,
informed by the darker lessons of Russian history and driven by an overly-determined
view of world history, that had asits central thesis the inevitable conflict with and
collapse of capitalism; and a plodding but unrelenting bureaucratic, political, and
military machine bent on world domination. Soviet power, Kennan explained,
exploited vacuums of power. “Its political action isafluid stream which moves
constantly, wherever it is permitted to move, toward a given goal,” hewrote. “Its
main concern isto make sure that it hasfilled every nook and cranny availabletoitin
the basin of world power.” The only thing the Russians understood and respected, he
added, was sheer, raw, undiluted power. This created a unique challenge for
American leaders since the “ patient persistence” which animated Soviet foreign
policy precluded “ sporadic acts’ of resistance which one might expect to be mounted
by unfocused democratic governments and, instead, demanded “intelligent long-range

policies on the part of Russia’s adversaries.” %

™ Lippmann, T& T, “For Americato Decide,” 7 September 1946.

! Lippmann, T&T, “Policy or Crusade?’ 15 March 1947.

2 Miscamble, George F. Kennan and the Making of American Foreign Policy, 1947-1950: 64-70.
'* George F. Kennan, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Foreign Affairs 25 (No. 4, July 1947): 574-
575.
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Kennan proposed that the primary element of American policy toward Russia
“must be that of along-term, patient but firm and vigilant containment of Russian
expansive tendencies.”'* The diplomat, in effect, gave aname to apolicy which
American leaders had been developing since 1946. There was little specificity asto
what form containment would take: military, political, and/or economic. Yearslater
K ennan regretted that he had been so vague on this point.*®> But he was preparing
fellow citizens for along, twilight struggle of aminimum of 10 to 15 years, wherein
vigilant resistance to Soviet encroachments would gradually mellow and disperse
Soviet power and promote its destruction through the intensification of its own
internal contradictions.

In 14 Today and Tomorrow columns published over the course of September
1947, Lippmann probed Kennan's argument, found its inherent contradictions, and
judged it supremely troubling. The serial installments began in early September, and
were compiled and published as The Cold War in November. Lippmann mounted a
three-pronged attack on the X-Article questioning its analysis of Kremlin intentions;
its strategic conception and soundness; and, most significantly, itstone of resignation

to the task which, as Kennan concluded in his coda, “history had so plainly intended

' Kennan, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” 574-575. Kennan added, “the Soviet pressure against
the free ingtitutions of the western world is something that can be contained by the adroit and vigilant
application of counter-force at a series of constantly shifting geographical and political points,
corresponding to the shifts and maneuvers of Soviet policy.” See, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,”
576.

' George F. Kennan, Memoirs: 1925-1950 (Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1963): 357-359. See also
Kennan, “Containment Then and Now,” Foreign Affairs, 65 (No. 4, Spring 1987): 885-890. Kennan
explained that he did not see the Soviet Union as amilitary threat at the time but rather asan
“ideological-political threat.” The point of the X-Article, Kennan claimed, “was simply this: “Don’t
make any more unnecessary concessions to these people. Make it clear to them that they are not going
to be allowed to establish any dominant influence in Western Europe and in Japan if thereis anything
we can do to prevent it. When we have stabilized the situation in this way, then perhaps we will be
able to talk with them bout some sort of ageneral political and military disengagement in Europe and
in the Far East—not before.”
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the American peopleto bear.” **® Politically, militarily, and diplomatically Lippmann
found that analysis wanting.

Lippmann first addressed himself to the optimistic assumption upon which
Kennan based his argument: that Soviet power would collapse from within because
“it bears within itself the seeds of its own decay, and that the sprouting of these seeds
iswell advanced.” Lippmann, who was not a Sovietologist, could not evaluate that
clam entirely. But, he pointed out, neither could Mr. X who admitted that this
central conviction around which containment was constructed: “cannot be proved.
And it cannot be disproved.”*®” This assumption was too great a gamble, Lippmann
objected, especially in that, if enacted, it would fundamentally reorient American
foreign policy. Containment was not prudently constructed on a worst-case scenario;
even its author presumed it unworkable “unless there are miracles and we get al the
breaks.”*® Therefore, Lippmann set himself to answering the question which
Kennan ignored: Could the Western Alliance bear the strain of containment? Or, to
phraseit dightly differently, Lippmann asked not what the Russians were capabl e of
achieving but what the U.S. had the power to withhold from them.

Kennan’'s containment, Lippmann argued, was not suited to the American
system of government or any government which operated under the constraints of
democratic machinery, a Constitution, and checks and balances. Mr. X failed to
address the means to secure the two vital components that a successful policy of

containment demanded: money and political authority. “How, for example, under the

166

For Kennan’' s distinctly un-realist coda, see, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” 582

**" Kennan, “ The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” 580.

' Walter Lippmann: The Cold War: A Study in U.S. Foreign Policy (New Y ork: Harper & Brothers
Publishers, 1947): 11-12.
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Consgtitution of the United Statesis Mr. X going to work out an arrangement by which
the Department of State has the money and the military power aways available in
sufficient amounts to apply ‘ counterforce’ at constantly shifting points all over the
world?” Lippmann asked. “Is he going to ask Congress for a blank check in the
Treasury and for ablank authorization to use the armed forces? Not if the American
constitutional system is to be maintained.”**® Moreover, how would the undirected
and unplanned American economy adjust to the ebb and flow of demand from those
countries “containing” the Soviet Union’s constantly shifting probes? Lippmann
projected that it could not. If containment was intended to try Russia’s patience, he
countered, it would be more likely to frustrate the American taxpayer and soldier far
sooner than it did their Soviet counterparts.

Studying its military aspects, Lippmann declared containment to be a
“strategic monstrosity.” ™ Severe domestic political constraints existed. The
American system was woefully inadequate to react quickly to Russian provocations at
a series of constantly shifting points around the globe. Authorization for the use of
military force would not be readily forthcoming. Soviet troops would already be
consolidating their positions in those places they chose to attack or invade, before
Congress had even begun committee hearings on whether to send U.S. forcesin
response. More significantly, containment misrepresented the real sources of
American military power which wereitsair and naval forces. Whereas to meet
Soviet probes al aong the borderlands in Europe and Asia, as Kennan envisioned it,

American seaand air power would be impotent and ground forces would be required.

** Lippmann, The Cold War: 15.
" |bid., 18.
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Here, the Soviets who still fielded the world’ s largest army had a dramatic advantage,
while the Western Alliance nations, which were in the midst of demobilization and
aready demographically disadvantaged, were at their weakest. “ American military
power is distinguished by its mobility, its speed, its range and its offensive striking
force,” Lippmann wrote. “But it is not designed for, or adapted to, a strategy of
containing, waiting, countering, blocking, with no more specific objective than the
eventual ‘frustration’ of the opponent.” Finally, containment ceded strategic initiative
to the Soviets who could pick and choose places to test the military power of the
Western aliance, for the policy of containment required the United States “to
confront the Russians with counterforce ‘at every point’ along the line, instead of at
those points which we have selected because . . . our kind of seaand air power can
best be exerted.”*™

Lacking the ground forces to check Soviet moves on aglobal front,
Washington policymakers would be tempted to wage proxy wars by drawing on the
reserves of infantry forces from an unstable conglomerate of developing nations and
countries bordering the U.S.S.R. Here, Lippmann found appalling military and
diplomatic consequences. First, the creation and support of such containing ring of
alliances would be a Herculean task. He reminded readers of the prodigious effort it
took to assemble and then preserve the United Nations alliance during World War
Il—and that was between well-devel oped and mostly homogeneous nations. Even if
patched together, Kennan's containment required alliances of warlords, tribal chiefs,
strongmen, and petty dictators along the Russian periphery. It would be inherently

unstable, lacking many modern institutions, and still dragging under the weight of the

' Lippmann, The Cold War: 18-20.

103



legacy of colonial rule. It would be a prime arenain which the Soviet Union could
disrupt Western programs with a modicum of effort. The greatest single liability,
however, would be the tendency of these minor players to draw the superpowers into
their own regional rivalries and civil conflicts.

Lippmann perceived just how easily the proxy players could co-opt
superpower strategy to pursue their own ends. With uncanny accuracy he predicted
the pitfalls that awaited American policymakers in places like Korea, Taiwan, and,
especialy, South Vietnam—where they were out-maneuvered and entangled by the
authoritarians whom they under-wrote: Syngman Rhee, Chiang Kai-shek, and Ngo
Dinh Diem. Lippmann warned,

A diplomatic war conducted as this policy demands, that is to say conducted
indirectly, means that we must stake our own security and the peace of the
world upon satellites, puppets, clients, agents about whom we can know very
little. Frequently they will act for their own reasons, and on their own
judgments, presenting us with accomplished facts that we did not intend, and
with crises for which we are unready. The ‘unassailable barriers will
present us with an unending series of insoluble dilemmas. We shall have
either to disown our puppets, which would be tantamount to appeasement
and defeat and the loss of face, or must support them at an incalculable cost
on an unintended, unforeseen and perhaps undesirable issue.}"2

Lippmann also perceived the diplomatic travails that the containment policy
would cause within the Western Alliance. The orthodoxy of containment, he said,
offered American alliesin Western Europe “intolerable alternatives.” Either the
Western nations would fall under indirect Russian domination or the whole of Europe
would become, at best, a military redoubt or, at worst, the principal battlefield of a

Russian-American war. Theinclination of these lesser powers would be to extricate

themselves from the Soviet-American conflict. They might, Lippmann specul ated,
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seek to act as mediators and, thus, balance off Moscow and Washington; but they
might also, and here the prospects were bleak, move toward an isolating neutrality in
order to avoid the dua catastrophe of being invaded by the Red Army and bombed by
the American Air Force. An element of benign neglect also was at work in
containment in that it assumed that Washington would dictate policy to the allies
rather than consult with them about it. To illustrate this point, Lippmann drew a stark
comparison between the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan. The former “treats
those who are supposed to benefit by it as dependents of the United States, as
instruments of the American policy of ‘containing’ Russia,” Lippmann explained.
Conversely, the Marshall Plan treated the European governments “ as independent
powers, whom we must help but cannot presume to govern, or to use as instruments
of an American policy.”*"

Moreover, Lippmann warned against the temptation to use the newly-
organized UNO as a proxy arena for waging the Cold War—particularly by using the
veto on the Security Council or by creating voting blocks within the General
Assembly. The UNO could not be given the task of making the peace, Lippmann
wrote; that would come about only when the great powers had made their own peace
treaties. A Cold War, carried out by means of containment, Lippmann was
convinced, would either kill or permanently cripple the functions and authority of the
United Nations.*™

Underlying this analysis of the effects of containment upon America’'s

relations with its friends and with the wider community of nations, was an insightful

' Lippmann, The Cold War: 23.
1bid., 54.
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criticism that Kennan's policy, did “not have as its objective a settlement of the
conflict with Russia.”*™ Lippmann bristled at containment’s subtle implication that
diplomacy was not a viable pursuit between Washington and Moscow. He tweaked
the career diplomat for attempting to rationalize a policy that, if followed to its logical
conclusion, would have ignored the fundamental facts of life about relations between
nations. “The history of diplomacy isthe history of relations among riva powers,
which did not enjoy political intimacy, and did not respond to appeals to common
purposes,” Lippmann wrote. “Nevertheless, there have been settlements. . . . For a
diplomat to think that rival and unfriendly powers cannot be brought to a settlement is
to forget what diplomacy is about. There would be little for diplomatsto do if the

world consisted of partners, enjoying political intimacy, and responding to common

» 176

appeals.

Lippmann already had outlined in U.S War Aims the challenge of maintaining
the wartime partnership between the authoritarian Moscow regime and the American
democracy. He agreed with Kennan that these differing political systemswould

circumscribe the relationship: that there would, in Kennan's words, be “no political

" Ibid., 58.

* 1bid., 59.

® |bid., 60. Thiswas not the last time Lippmann offered such advice to Kennan. After his brief stint
as U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union, Kennan wrote to M cGeorge Bundy that diplomatic
recognition of the Soviets had been a mistake, Lippmann gently prodded his friend to rethink his
position. Kennan's*“doctrine about de jure recognition of agovernment contains within it the
implication of sufficient ideological harmony between the two governments to rule out any
fundamental conflict of ultimate purpose.” Lippmann preferred that recognition signify only the
“pragmatic rule that the government governs the area under a certain jurisdiction and that it wishesto
establish diplomatic intercourse.” By attaching moral and political preconditions to establishing
diplomatic contact, America complicated, indeed subverted, the relationship. “May | raise the question
of whether the position you are taking here is not a throw-back to the kind of moralistic, legalistic
thinking which your book [ American Diplomacy] attacks?’ Lippmann concluded. “I think that if we
reduce the act of recognition by eliminating moral implications to its pragmatic core, we can in
perfectly good conscience take the attitude towards the Soviet Government which you describe in your
letter.” Kennan to McGeorge Bundy, 11 February 1953, as attachment to Walter Lippmann, 11
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intimacy,” that they would be “rivals not partners,” and that they would have few, if
any, “common purposes.”*’” However, there was still room for diplomacy between
the Soviets and Americans. It was simple but vital. The diplomat’s ultimate rolein
this superpower stare-down was to construct a balance of power that did not hold for
one or the other power an opportunity for geopolitical aggrandizement. That wasiit.
Diplomacy would not end all rivalry, it would not spread American democracy to
implacable communist rivals, but it would maintain order, stability, and peace.

The implicit message in The Cold War reinforced Lippmann’s earlier
warnings against a Wilsonian sense of mission. The U.S. should meet the Soviet
challenge as it would any other great power rivalry, he wrote, balancing it off with
appropriate counter-force and resourceful diplomacy. At all costs American leaders
must avoid the habit of transforming such power contests into ideological conflicts or
crusades bent on universalizing democratic ideals. “The method by which diplomacy
deals with aworld where there are rival powersis to organize a balance of power
which deprives the rivals, however lacking in intimacy and however unresponsive to
common appeals, of agood prospect of successful aggression,” Lippmann concluded.
“That iswhat a diplomat means by the settlement of a conflict among rival powers.
He does not mean that they will cease to berivals. He does not mean that they will
all be converted to thinking and wanting the same thing. He means that, whatever

they think, whatever they want, whatever their ideological purposes, the balance of

February 1953, WLC, Box 81, Folder 1201, Sterling Memorial Library, Yale. Lippmann to Kennan,
12 February 1953, WLC, Box 81, folder 1201.
" Kennan, “ The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” 580-581.
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power is such that they cannot afford to commit aggression.”*”® Lippmann, in
essence, called for an offensive diplomacy in the sense that it was to be a continual,
active probing of Soviet intentions and security concerns.

What Lippmann instantly perceived in Kennan's essay, and that deeply
disturbed that core of him that was a cosmopolitan internationalist, was the
implication that Washington officials were prepared to defer diplomacy indefinitely.
The entire subtext for Lippmann’s reply came precisely on the groundsthat in
Kennan’'s version of containing Soviet ambitions there was a decision to suspend
diplomacy—a conviction that neither cooperation, nor coexistence itself, were any
longer options. The central danger of containment, Lippmann warned in The Cold
War and in thousands of columns thereafter, was that diplomacy—in the regular
sense of dialogue, constructive initiatives, and negotiation on issues of mutual
interest—would vanish. As containment evolved, military options displaced
diplomatic options in a preponderant fashion. To his credit, Lippmann perceived in
1947, how this process might unfold. He understood, moreover, that this tendency
would be repeated in American relations with other emerging Communist
governments. Without diplomacy—without the mechanisms to resolve crises—

containment perforce would become globalized as the U.S. moved to meet

' Lippmann, The Cold War: 60-61. My italics for emphasis. There were problems with Lippmann’s
analysis. He over-stated the case that Kennan had neglected the material and historical motivations of
Russian foreign policy and that the diplomat had over-emphasized the role Marxist ideology played in
directing Moscow’ s hand. See for example, Kennan, “ The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” 568-569; 575.
In fact, Kennan evinced a sound appreciation for the lessons of Russian history on Moscow’ s security
concerns. Also, revisionist historians have quibbled with the fact that Lippmann did not challenge
Kennan's basic assumption that Soviet expansion should be checked aggressively; strictly speaking
they areright. Lippmann did not object to Kennan's central assumption which was that Russian
expansion should be confronted; indeed, as a geopolitician, Lippmann was undeniably sympathetic on
this count. See also, Lippmann, The Cold War: 29. But revisionists conflate their disappointment
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Communist expansion at all points all over the map. What became apparent by the
Eisenhower years was that in meeting that challenge, U.S. officias had created a
series of stalemates—some stable, some fluid, some provocative, some not—which
became increasingly burdensome because the U.S., in the absence of a meaningful
diplomatic program, had no way to disengage. Washington did not haveto like the
Soviets, Lippmann said, just talk about their differences and negotiate about the vital
issues of Germany and Central Europe.’” Asapolitical analysis by one of the
nation’s most astute commentators, the publication of the collection of columns, titled
The Cold War in thefall of 1947, gave a name to the nascent Soviet American
struggle. In retrospect, it also marked the point at which Washington suspended its
efforts to talk out its differences with the Kremlin and prepared for along, armed

struggle.*®

regarding Lippmann’s geopolitical disposition with their more fervent dispassion for American
globalism—which Lippmann himself clearly rejected.
™ Lippmann, T&T, 31 October 1939, no title, Washington Post: 11. Lippmann wrote this column in
reference to retaining diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany in the months
after the Second World War broke out in Europe. “For an Ambassador is not a certificate of our
admiration for the government to which he is accredited,” Lippmann once wrote. “An Ambassador is
an agent for communicating our views to the head of aforeign state. And the more difficult our
relations with that state, the more desirable it isto have an Ambassador.” In making essentially the
same argument in 1947, Lippmann merely continued hislong effort to educate U.S. government
officials and public opinion about the conduct of classical diplomacy. Hedid not interpret the failure
of U.S. officialsto conduct diplomacy as an aberration peculiar to the Cold War. Rather, with
considerable justification, he feared that once the World War |1 alliance slackened that Washington
officialswould revert to old practices, treating diplomatic contact as a sign that they conferred
approval upon the government with whom they were engaged in diplomatic negotiations.
** Historian Anders Stephanson has acknowledged an implied rejection of diplomacy such as| discuss
here; he writes that an “ essential aspect” of Lippmann’s book was that it found in Kennan’'s argument a
“certain gesture of diplomatic refusal vis-a-visthe U.S.S.R.” See his essay, “Fourteen Notes on the
Very Concept of the Cold War, H-Diplo (1996), http://www2h-net.msu.edu/~diplo/stephanson.html .
Lippmann’s critique of the X-Article casts doubt on the charge made by some scholars that
practitioners of realpolitik ignore the domestic motivations and consequences of foreign policy. Not
only did Lippmann point out the home-front causes and costs of the Cold War but he proved
exceedingly prescient in thisregard. He touched on the constitutional problems of waging
containment in a state of permanent mobilization, the centralization of executive powers, the impact on
the economy, and the price Americans would pay for racing off to all corners of the globe to meet the
Communist challenge—social, cultural, institutional, industrial, and technological. Few at the time
fully appreciated that a prolonged and extravagant concern with Communism overseas might erode the
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Rivalry and conflict among nations, Lippmann believed, was the normal
condition of humanity. The “American ideology,” however, rejected that worldview;
strife among nations, according to Wilsonianism, was “wrong, abnormal, and
transitory.” That approach to world affairs, Lippmann wrote, produced a predictable
pattern of behavior: either the U.S. sought to abstain from the struggle, to abolish it
immediately and unconditionally, or to conduct crusades against those nations that
most actively engaged in that struggle. A nation’s ability to learn to navigate the
rivalry of nations, he argued, marked its maturity. In 1948, delivering a Phi Beta
Kappa Address as the College of William and Mary, he employed a metaphor he
often used in his columns. “Our am is not to marry the Russians and then to live
with them happily ever after,” he told the audience, “nor isit to fight them and let the
whole world be devastated. Our aim isto transact our necessary business with the
Russians, at arm’s length, coolly, shrewdly, without fear and without extravagant
hope, and with as much justice as may be possible where there is as yet no agreement

on first principles and where the rivals do not live in the same moral order.” %

pillars of the good society at home. He also presaged Kennan's arguments of the 1950s, 1960s and
1970s—insisting (often) that there was an overriding need for U.S. officials to legitimate the exercise
of such vast powers abroad by projecting “avision of the good society” at home—and by moving
toward its fulfillment. “The costs of the prolonged politicat military struggle that Lippmann called the
Cold War can be counted not only in the neglect and deterioration of domestic ingtitutions but also in
the loss of American capacity to exercise constructive influence abroad,” remarked Richard Barnet
shorty after the fall of the Berlin Wall. “The world's only global military superpower lacks the
material resources to maintain a competitive industrial base, the infrastructure on which a strong
economy depends, or even the necessities, much less the amenities, of agood society.” See, Richard J.
Barnet, “ A Balance Sheet: Lippmann, Kennan, and the Cold War,” in Michael Hogan, ed. The End of
the Cold War (New Y ork: Oxford, 1994): 113-126. Barnet's observations are all the more interesting
because he is aprincipal member of the “revisionist” grouping. His Roots of War isa classic critique
of the foreign policy elite that led Americainto the Vietham War.

' Walter Lippmann, “ The Rivalry of Nations,” Atlantic Monthly 181, no. 2 (February 1948): 17-20;
guote on page 20. The magazine reprinted his address. Italics are mine—stressing Lippmann’s belief
that the Soviet-American conflict was not irretrievably irreconcilable. It would not be a settlement that
“aims at unanimity, not at ideological harmony, not at the abolition of al our differences and
disagreements, but at atruce in the cold war, amodus vivendi during which the nations can recover
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Therealist calculation of the national interest, stated so forcefully in U.S
Foreign Policy, was adapted to fit new international developments—as we have
seen—in U.S War Aims and in portions of The Cold War. What resulted when
Lippmann applied these ideas in his many columns over the course of the next two
decades, was a uniquely internationalist perspective. Lippmann put particular
emphasis on diplomatic engagement, negotiation, multi-lateral cooperation rather
than unilateral intervention, mediation through extra-national institutions, and
sengitivity to the values and interests of many other nations as they navigated the
superpower struggle. At the pinnacle of American influence, he not only set limitsto
that power but warned against militarizing foreign policy in place of amore
constructive diplomatic approach designed to resolve the strategic and political
conflicts central to the Soviet-American rivalry. When Russians broke the U.S.
monopoly on the atomic bomb and “massive retaliation” became doctrinein the
1950s, Lippmann redoubled his commitment to this approach. From Taiwan to

Berlin to Cuba, hisform of crisis management and conflict resolution stood out—not

from World War |1, at treaties which end in the withdrawal of the armies of occupation of Europe, and
the restoration of Europe to the Europeans.”

American officials, both Wilsonians and isolationists, often presented issues to the American
public “not asrelative but as absolute” choices, thus, reinforcing the old habits of thinking. Lippmann
wrote, “We are disposed to think that the issue is either this or that, either all or nothing, either
isolationism or globalism, either total peace or total war, either one world or no world, either
disarmament or absolute weapons, either pious resolutions or atomic bombs, either disarmament or
military supremacy, either non-intervention or a crusade, either democracy or tyranny, either the
abolition of war or a preventative war, either appeasement or unconditional surrender, either non-
resistance or a strategy of annihilation. Thereis no placein thisideological pattern of the world for
adoption of limited ends or limited means, for the use of checks and balances among contending
forces, for the demarcation of spheres of influence and of power and of interest, for accommodation
and compromise and adjustment, for the stabilization of the status quo, for the restoration of an
equilibrium. Yet thisisthe field of diplomacy. These are the substance and matter of an efficient
diplomacy . . . A diplomacy for the world asit is, which is not to expend itself in verbal declarations on
the one hand, and on crusades of annihilation on the other, must deal with the balance of power and the
determination of spheres of influence.” Lippmann, “The Rivalry of Nations,” 19.
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because his solutions were uniformly practicable (for they were not), but for the fact

that no other powerful voice offered an aternative to military confrontation.

X.

Strategic internationalism—which fused Lippmann’s realism with a devotion to
classical diplomacy and a cosmopolitan perspective—emerged as the centerpiece of
Walter Lippmann’s commentary in the immediate postwar years. It certainly had
strategic implications in the military sense of the word, for part of what Lippmann
was trying to achieve was the fulfillment of basic national security imperatives. But
in this usage, the adjective strategic is meant to convey the broader meaning of the
word: aplan or method to achieve agoal. Lippmann’s goal wasto provide a
framework to achieve full U.S. participation in world affairs. At bottom, strategic
internationalism sought to engage America—with permanence, responsibility, and
restraint—in foreign affairs. It had five key principles that Lippmann had developed
in the period between 1915 and 1947 and repeatedly returned to in his post-Second
World War writing.

First, the permanent participation of the U.S. in postwar international
politics, commensurate with itsrelative power and influence. Lippmann built on the
lessons of the failed Wilsonian effort to bring America out of itsisolationist past,
prioritizing U.S. goals, demonstrating the inter-connectivity of domestic and foreign
policies, and attacking entrenched notions ranging from pacifism to manifest destiny.

All the other points that flowed from his objective of enlightened internationalism
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were subsidiary but vital to making the transition from the old American diplomacy
to the new a stable, orderly, and responsible one.

Second, an acute awareness of the limits of American power. In military
terms Lippmann understood American strength to be based on its mobility and
firepower rather than its ability to wage a sustained, virtually indefinite, siege action
as prescribed by containment. American power also was based on its air and naval
forces, not land forces need to contain Communist advances in peripheral countries.
Thus, American strategists would, he believed, have to prioritize their geo-strategic
interests—pick specific, vital points of defense—rather than disperse their limited
forces aong aglobal containment front. Whereas U.S. officials believed they could
enlist the help of indigenous factions to offset their shortfall in ground troops,
Lippmann, for political and military reasons, believed this to be an ultimately self-
defeating exercise.

Third, an insistence that the U.S. conduct Cold War international relations
within a collaborationist framework. Lippmann’swritings are replete with this
theme: America’ s best interests were to be served by cooperative, alliance-building
and should avoid—at almost all costs—unilateralism. Lippmann was, at his core, a
diplomatist. Hisunusually intimate relations with the foreign diplomatic corpsin
Washington, DC, shaped this perspective. These contacts were his most important
sources and helped him both to gauge international reaction to U.S. policy and to
develop policy aternatives. Chief among his objectives was the cultivation and
preservation of what he first called the “ Atlantic Community” during World War .

So important was this principle to Lippmann that he acted as a private diplomat
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during the Cold War, shaping the trans-Atlantic dialogue and even facilitating
communication between the superpowers. His column was his medium, fortified by
personal discussions with De Gaulle in Paris, Macmillan in London, Adenauer in
Bonn, Nehru in India, Khrushchev in Moscow, and scores of second-tier officialsin
these capitals.

Fourth, thergection of anti-Communist ideology and its parochial
perspective. Here there were foreign and domestic emphases. As regards the former,
Lippmann demanded that Washington officials set clear, concrete objectives when
they employed American power abroad. That power, he believed, asit related to
containment, should be used to precipitate great power agreements in contested places
such as Germany or Japan—nbut it should not be used in the service of ideology. U.S.
officials, he warned as early as 1945, should not assemble an anti-Communist
“crusade” in the hopes of vanquishing Marxism and spreading liberal capitalist
ideology. Dismissive of these particularly Wilsonian goals abroad, Lippmann
disparaged domestic anti-Communism and the destructive influence of the activities
of HUAC or the McCarthyite purges. He sought, instead, to elevate the Cold War
conversation above and beyond the politics of domestic fear and subversion. He
chose to frame the issues within alarger context—one in which nationalist zeal was
restrained, indeed, subsumed by an internationalist cognizance.

Fifth, an explicit emphasis on using diplomacy—not military confrontation
or stockpiles of ever more terrifying weapons—to resolve core and long-term
tensions between the Cold War’ s principal antagonists—the U.S., U.S.S.R., and,

later, the Peoples Republic of China. Since Lippmann viewed the Cold War as
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primarily a great power struggle, he did not object to the necessity of balancing off
Russian and Chinese expansion with American power. He believed, however, that
there were legitimate interests upon which U.S. diplomats and those from both
Communist powers could—and must—agree. Thisfinal point truly distinguished
Walter Lippmann from his contemporaries. More than any other public opinion
|leader—certainly far more than any Washington columnist—Lippmann advocated
diplomatic solutions at key crises points around the globe from Berlin to Cuba, but
especialy in Southeast Asia. Hisvision contrasted vividly with the militarized global
containment policy that U.S. officials chose.

These principles underlay a conceptua framework of American foreign policy
that set Lippmann on aparallel but separate track from U.S. officials. Lippmann did
not deviate from his strategic internationalist principles, particularly in his
determination to avoid military confrontation and to define narrowly vital U.S.
interests. Washington leaders were disinclined to give such counsel afull hearing,
much lessfollow it. Inthe immediate postwar years, flush (temporarily) with a
monopoly on the atomic bomb and a vastly expanded, indeed, dominant industrial
capacity, American officials sought to create a situation of preponderant military,
economic, and political power with global reach. In administration after
administration, Washington policymakers expressed ambivalence or outright
impatience toward Lippmann’s steady emphasis on accommodating Communist
powers. What they found more troubling, perhaps, was that the columnist’s ability to

shape the public debate about Cold War programs was disproportionately great
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compared to his direct knowledge of events on the ground and, even, the validity of
his past predictions.

Frustration and resentment flowed in both directions. Lippmann wrote with
mounting incredulity as successive waves of twentieth-century American leaders
embraced the 28" President’ s agenda for advancing liberal-capitalist democracy.'®?
Indeed, the American Cold War presidents and their principa advisors imbibed freely
from Wilson's cup.*®® They usually conceived of their rivalry with the Soviet Union
asagloba struggle between a*“free society” and a“slave society.” They too often
failed to distinguish between Communists (and their various nationalist cadres) in
Moscow, Beljing, Hanoi, or Pyongyang. Believing in the inherent virtue and
superiority of American political culture, they also chose to project democratic ideals
upon faraway places as the basis for building nationsin their image. Finaly, they
shared a hubris—not only in their sublime faith in American moral authority—nbut in
their expectations for American power and what they perceived to be its nearly
inexhaustible reserves. These chimeras had no hold on Lippmann. And, it iswithin
the context of his rgecting Wilsonian parochialisms as the basis for Cold War policy,
that the continuity in hiswritings between 1947 and 1967 becomes readily apparent:

the rebuke of the Truman Doctrine and its avowed purpose to aid any government

"2 For ascholarly evaluation critical of the origins and tradition of Wilsonian foreign policy, see Lloyd

E. Ambrosius, Wilsonian Statecraft: Theory and Practice of Liberal Internationalism During World
War | (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources Inc., 1991: especially, 125-144. Conversely, one of
Wilson's defenders, historian Thomas J. Knock, maintains that while President Wilson “was the father
of internationalism” but that “his children—those who fashioned Cold War globalism, as distinct from
internationalism—were, in the main, illegitimate. What triumphed in the postwar period was at best a
mutant form of Wilson’s internationalism, and Wilson almost certainly would have denied paternity.”
See Knock’s To End All Wars: Woodrow Wilson and the Quest for a New World Order (New Y ork:
Oxford University Press, 1992): especially, 271-276.

" For afavorable assessment of Wilson's “liberal democratic internationalism,” which makes
precisely this argument, see Tony Smith’s America’ s Mission: The United States and the Worldwide
Sruggle for Democracy in the Twentieth Century (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995).
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anywhere against external and even internal subversion; his sharp dissection of Dean
Acheson’s equivocal Chinaand Korea policies; his repudiation of John Foster
Dulles’'s moral streak and his resort to legalisms and defense pacts; and his deep
misgivings about John F. Kennedy’ s rhetoric and brinksmanship in Berlin, Laos, and
Cuba. Lippmann’s strategic internationalism aso placed him on a collision course
with President Lyndon Johnson over his decision to “Americanize’ the Vietnamese
civil war in the 1960s—for that commitment magnified all the most disruptive

Wilsonian traits: moralism, exceptionalism, and hubris.

117



Chapter 3:

Conflict and Convergence: Walter Lippmann, George Kennan,
Raymond Aron, and the Problem of German Partition, 1947-1962

The struggle for control over postwar Germany was the pre-eminent stake of the Cold
War. It was primarily—if not exclusively—a contest waged for national security
imperatives on both sides of the Iron Curtain. For the Western Alliance, particularly
France and Britain, the first order of business was to dismantle German war-making
potential and, thus, prevent Berlin from assaulting Western Europe for athird timein
the twentieth century. Second, the economic rehabilitation and integration of
Germany into a postwar European system of trade was deemed essentia for recovery
and sustainable prosperity on the continent. Finaly, it also was a central geo-
strategic imperative that Germany not be incorporated into the Soviet sphere of
influence—for the specter of German industry and technology, coupled with the
manpower of Soviet Russia, menaced European security.!

From the Kremlin's vantage point the stakes were no less enormous, though

they were nearly the mirror opposite of those imperatives that drove policy in Paris,

' Caroline Eisenberg, Drawing the Line: The American Decision to Divide Germany, 1944-1949 (New
Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1966). See also, Melvyn Leffler, The Struggle for Germany and
the Origins of the Cold War, Alois Mertes Memorial Lecture (Washington, DC: German Historical
Ingtitute, 1996): especially, 71-77.
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London, and Washington. German militarism, responsible for the deaths of some
25.5 million Russians and the devastation of much of the western part of the country,
had to be crushed definitively. Stalin also was determined to control the land
approaches in Eastern Europe through which theWehrmacht had invaded the
homeland. With the Russian industrial base decimated by Hitler’s armies, M oscow
also viewed the expropriation of industrial equipment and facilities from eastern
Germany as vita to the rejuvenation of the Soviet economy; a unified, independent
Germany would thus hinder Soviet economic recovery. Lastly, from Moscow’s
perspective, the integration of the whole or part (the three western zones) of Germany
into the Western Alliance would be an intolerable development since the Germans
would perforce anchor a European military alliance and, perhaps, act as a springboard
for aWestern military attack.’

In seeking to understand Lippmann’s approach to international relations, the
previous chapter isolated and amplified hiswork. Realizing that it aso isincumbent
upon the historian to determine how Lippmann fit into the larger realist dialogue
about the Cold War, this chapter offers a comparative analysis of Lippmann position
on Germany as opposed to those of prominent U.S. officias, such as Dean Acheson
and Paul Nitze, aswell as key realists such as the American diplomat and scholar
George Kennan and the French sociologist and political commentator Raymond
Aron. Inthe decade after the X-Article, Kennan's gradual alignment with Lippmann

as an articulate critic of global containment offers a perspective on the convergence

% William . Hitchcock, The Struggle for Europe: The Turbulent History of a Divided Continent, 1945-
2002 (New Y ork: Doubleday, 2003): 19-30. See also, Norman M. Naimark, The Russiansin
Germany: A History of the Soviet Zone of Occupation, 1945-1949 (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1995).
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points of postwar realism. This chapter also focuses attention on aless-explored
subject: the American columnist’s trans-Atlantic dialogue with Aron, the noted Le
Figaro writer. That emphasis reveas a more conflicted aspect of inter-alliance
realism over the long term of the Cold War. Among the central questions with which
Lippmann and his contemporaries contended were these: Should Germany be
integrated into the Western Alliance? Could it be partitioned indefinitely? How
should the problem of administering Berlin—deep inside the Russian zone—be
resolved? Could, in fact, the Western Alliance (Washington particularly) negotiate
with the Kremlin on any of these points without weakening the bonds of their own
partnership? Could negotiations address genuine security concerns on both sides of
the Iron Curtain? Or, were ideological divisions so deep as to prevent any
meaningful dialogue? The positions of each of these men on the German question
demonstrate that realists could markedly disagreed about even the core concerns of

Cold War strategy.

Walter Lippmann’s diplomacy-oriented approach toward the Cold War often
paralleled, but at times conflicted with, George Kennan’ s ideas as the diplomat made
adecade-long, gradual but steady public drift toward many of Lippmann’s core
assumptions. By the time Kennan published his Reith Lectures on “disengagement,”
he and Lippmann shared fundamental beliefs about the weaknesses of containment,
particularly in Germany, but also in its global context. From the perspective of the

late-1950s, Lippmann appeared more a mentor than famous detractor of Kennan.
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Their public dialogue on Western European issues and their considerable
correspondence also suggests the gradations, subtleties, convergence points, and
contradictions of postwar realism.

The most curious aspect of the Lippmann-K ennan relationship was that it not
only survived the X-Article episode but that it flourished for more than two decades
afterward.® This alone suggests that philosophically they were perhaps not as far
apart as Lippmann’s rejoinder to “The Sources of Soviet Conduct” suggested. And,
indeed, Kennan himself—as well as at least one of his biographers—maintains that
the misunderstanding was more of Lippmann’sinvention (and of Kennan’'s loosely
worded article) than any significant divergence of opinion. They had collaborated on
aspects of the Marshall Plan as it was being formulated during the spring of 1947.
State Department speechwriter Joseph W. Jones maintained that Lippmann had a

profound impact on internal discussions about the Marshall Plan. Lippmann’s

3In early 1965, as hisfirst act presiding over the National Institute of Artsand Letters, Kennan
conferred on Lippmann the gold medal for essays and criticism. See the correspondence in the WLC,
Box 92, folder 1585. Kennan's meteoric rise to prominence, based on his sharp powers of observation
and Russian expertise, obscured other elusive character traits. He proved to be something of a
contrarian. He was given to long periods of introspection, sometimes debilitatingly so. Kennan,
recalled the columnist Joe Alsop, was “an emotional man and not above self pity. Often his moods
were linked to his status at the department, real or imagined, or to the seriousness or lack thereof with
which he felt his views were being received.” See, Joseph Alsop with Adam Platt, I’ ve Seen the Best of
[t—Memoirs (New Y ork: W.W. Norton, 1992): 306-307. One also isimpressed with the sense that
Kennan felt like an outsider in his own culture—a function of hislong absences abroad and his
habitually elitist views. Hisideas, moreover, were protean and evolved with developmentsin the
postwar years. His career spanned along, gradual transition from the 1946-47 period, when he was
concerned chiefly with the exercise of U.S. military power to check Soviet advances, to an emphasis
on diplomacy and disengagement a decade later, and finally, to a position in the 1970s in which he
repudiated much of the original containment policy and assigned responsibility for the Cold War in
equal parts to Moscow and Washington. By that juncture, as a scholar and elder statesman, he had
come to believe that the best way to win the Cold War was through improving the good society at
home and addressing corrosive internal problems: race relations, urban decay, adequate transportation
and infrastructure, environmental degradation and, in the field of foreign affairs, nuclear disarmament.
But in 1947, Kennan had not yet traversed this long path and his authorship of the “X-Article” alerted
Lippmann to the possibility that official Washington was floating a policy trial balloon—or, worse
gtill, announcing a de facto policy shift.
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appointment diaries show that he and Kennan met on at least three occasionsin the
spring of 1947—once at the War College and twice after George Marshall appointed
Kennan as the first director of the newly-created Policy Planning Staff.*

Kennan later recounted in his memoirs that the “egregious’ errors he made in

the X-Article created in the columnist’s mind the “most unfortunate of

* Wilson Miscamble, George F. Kennan and the Making of American Foreign Policy, 1947-1950
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992): 65-68. For asimilar assessment see, Walter Hixson,
George F. Kennan: Cold War Iconoclast (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1989): 73-74. For
Lippmann’simpact on the thinking of Kennan and other officials at the time of the Marshall Plan see,
Joseph W. Jones, The Fifteen Weeks (New Y ork: Viking Press, 1955): 224-227; 155. Jones writes
particularly about Lippmann’s 5 April 1947 “Cassandra Speaking” column which spelled out the case
for large-scale economic aid to Britain and Western Europe: “ The effects of such a statement . . . are
several: it makes top officials feel they are in the spot and challenges or encourages them to broader
thinking and speedier and more effective action; it gives lesser officials arguments with which to
convince their colleagues and a lever with which to prod their superiors on specific approaches; and it
enlarges the realm of what men are inclined to regard as possible. Such were the effects of
Lippmann’s column of April 5. For example, when Acheson was considering what he should say to
the Delta Council, the April 5 column specifically came up.” Others disputed Lippmann’s effect on
official thinking. In drawing up an internal State Department history of the Marshall Plan, Charles P.
Kindleberger believed that New York Times writer James Reston had more influence on inside
developments. “Walter Lippmann, without claiming credit for the origin of the Marshall Plan, has told
me that he wrote a series of columns (not the one on the cold war) setting forth the necessity for aplan
of European reconstruction. This| do not recall and didn’t when he told me.” See, Kindleberger,
“Memorandum for the Files: Origins of the Marshall Plan,” Foreign Relations of the United Sates,
Volume 3, 1947 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office): 241-247. Hereinafter referred to as
“FRUS”

Lippmann and Kennan collaborated in the spring of 1947, before the X-Article episode, to
push the Marshall Plan. The parallel’s between Lippmann’s columns of that period and Kennan's
proposals in the Policy Planning Staff’ s first paper of 23 May 1947 (Kennan had been appointed
director only on May 5) were striking. Among the paper’s major points, several sought clarification of
the Truman Doctrine that Lippmann had publicly demanded in his column. The PPS requested that:

“ Steps should be taken to clarify what the press has unfortunately come to identify as the ‘ Truman
Doctrine,’” and to remove in particular two damaging impressions which are current in large sections of
American public opinion . ... 1.) That the United States' approach to world problemsis a defensive
reaction to communist pressures . . . 2.) That the Truman Doctrine is a blank check to give economic
and military aid to any areain the world where the communists show signs of being successful.” The
Sate Department Policy Planning Papers, 1947-1949, Volume 1, edited by Anna Kasten Nelson, with
aforeword by George F. Kennan (New Y ork and London: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1983): 11.

According to Lippmann’s appointment diaries from the spring of 1947 he met at |east three
times with Kennan as the Marshall Plan was being considered in the State Department. The meetings
coincided with the height of Kennan’ sinfluence over the plan and, also, Lippmann’s public campaign
on behalf of an economic aid package for European reconstruction. The entries read as follow: 22
April—*Lunch—MTr. George Kennan at the Army War College and discussed at length his assignment
to be announced in afew days as head of the Planning Dir. in Secy. Marshall’s office.” 16 May—
“Lunch with George Kennan at the Metropolitan Club and discussed formation of American policy for
aunited union in Europe.” 19 June—"Lunch with George Kennan at Club, re: diplomatic aspects of
Marshall Plan.” See the Lippmann Appointment Diaries, Series X11, Box 237, Folder 10, Walter
Lippmann Collection, Sterling Memorial Library, Yae University, New Haven, CT (hereinafter
referred to as“WLC").
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misunderstandings . . . most tragic in its dimensions.”*

Kennan explained that
Lippmann imparted to containment the “military sense” which the author had never
intended. “And, on the basis of these misimpressions he proceeded to set forth,” the
diplomat wrote, “as an alternative to what | had lead him to think my views were, a
concept of American policy so similar to that which | was to hold and advancein
coming years that one could only assume | was subconsciously inspired by the

statement of it—as perhaps, in part, | was.”®

With customary candor, former
Secretary of State Dean Acheson confirmed this process. “The ‘X’ articlewasa
perfectly fine article,” Acheson told Washington Post reporter Bob Woodward in a
1970 interview. “Then Walter Lippmann decided he didn’t like it; well, it was as if
God had looked over George' s shoulder and said, ‘ George, you shouldn’t have
written such abad article”” Acheson maintained that “ The Sources of Soviet
Conduct,” in fact summarized what American policy was at the time rather than lay
out a new concept of it. Lippmann and others, he maintained, “thought that
containment applied everywhere, but it was nothing of the kind.””

Kennan privately fumed about Lippmann’sresponse. Stress sent himto a
hospital bed the following spring from where he wrote a scathing letter to Lippmann

which he never sent. The diplomat’s ire was somewhat justified, for he and

Lippmann had shared such similar views on the pitfals of the Truman Doctrine.

® George F. Kennan, Memoirs, 1925-1950 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1967): 359-363.
Kennan's understated point, magnified by his biographer Wilson D. Miscamble, was that in doing so
Lippmann contributed to the impression that containment was principally conceived in amilitary
sense—thus exacerbating the problem. See Miscamble’'s George F. Kennan and the Making of
American Foreign Policy, 1947-1950: 66-68.

® Kennan, Memoirs, 1925-1950360. See Lippmann’s note regarding Kennan’s memoirs: Lippmann to
Kennan, 2 November 1967, Box 81, Folder 1202, WLC. Lippmann wrote: “What you say about X . . .
isthe most generous and high-minded account of our misunderstanding that | could have imagined.”
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Kennan's sensitivity was made more acute because he was at aloss for explaining the
magnitude of Lippmann’s response—14 closely-argued installments of the nationally
syndicated column. “1 am alittle non-plussed to find myself sternly rebuked as the
author of the * Truman Doctrine’ and confronted with the Marshall Plan as an example
of constructive statesmanship from which | might derive a useful lesson and improve
my way,” Kennan vented in his unsent missive.® After Kennan cornered Lippmann
and exacted verbal revenge on along train ride from Washington to New Y ork City a
year later, the men patched up their differences. Still, Kennan grasped for arationale
to the response. Y ears after Lippmann’s death, the diplomat suggested to biographer
Wilson Miscamble that perhaps the columnist had been motivated by his resentment
of Hamilton Fish Armstrong, editor of Foreign Affairs, who enjoyed greater prestige
after the containment thesis was published in hisjournal.’ Nevertheless, K ennan and
Lippmann increasingly were drawn together by similar views on the disposition of

occupied Germany

" Quoted in Raymond Aron, The Imperial Republic: The United States and the World, 1945-1973,
trandated by Frank Jellinek (Washington, DC: University Press of America, 1974): 298; originally
published in Foreign Policy, No. 7 (Summer 1972) in a series of articlestitled “X Plus 25.”

® George F. Kennan to Walter Lippmann, 6 April 1948, unsent, Box 17, George F. Kennan Papers,
Mudd Library, Princeton University.

® Lippmann had an affair with Armstrong’ s wife in 1937, breaking up his own marriage and that of the
Armstrongs. Helen Byrne Armstrong and Lippmann then married causing a social stir in New Y ork
City €elitecircles. It was an act of betrayal for which Armstrong forever banished Lippmann from the
pages of Foreign Affairs—even going so far asto strike out any reference to Lippmann in articles
submitted to the journal. Steel’s account discusses the falling out between the two men, see especially
pp. 361-363. See aso, Miscamble, George F. Kennan: 67.
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Even while the war still raged against the Third Reich, Lippmann opposed proposals
for along-term Allied military occupation of postwar Germany. In U.S Foreign
Policy, Lippmann conceived of a*“buffer belt” of states, running roughly from the
Baltic to the Adriatic, which would be neutral and detached from any potential
conflict between Moscow and the Western Alliance. Germany, he believed, should
be the anchor in this neutral zone. After occupation became areality in May 1945,
Lippmann repeatedly pressed U.S. policymakers to forge a European peace settlement
that would provide for the timely withdrawal of the Soviet, British, and American
armies from the continent.

Lippmann also vigorously opposed the merger of the three Western zones into
aunified West Germany administered from Bonn, on the basis that such a move
would be provocative towards Moscow and that it would provide West German
leaders with a mechanism for making a deal with their countrymen to the East. As
early as May 1946, he proposed breaking Germany into decentralized confederation
of 10 to 12 historic states.® A rearmed Germany—either in its entirety or the merged
Western zones—he warned, could not be drawn into the Western Alliance without
violating Russian security interests. Thiswasamajor point of Lippmann’s attack
against Kennan’s containment thesisin 1947. “The ideathat we can foster the
sentiment of German unity, and make her atruncated Germany economically strong,
can keep her disarmed, and can use her in the anti-Soviet codlition is like trying to

squarethe circle,” hewrote. “Applied to Germany, the policy of containment isa

¥ Lippmann, Today and Tomorrow, 9 May 1946, “ Americain Germany.” Hereinafter Lippmann’s
columnisreferredtoas“T&T.”
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booby-trap, constructed by men who do not understand the politics of power.”

Above all else, he argued that West Germany should not be drawn into the Western
Alliance. Germany, heinsisted, must remain “disarmed and demilitarized” to ensure
that “the door is still open to a peaceable settlement.”*? Even as Western diplomats
negotiated the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Lippmann recycled his earlier idea
of a“buffer belt” of nations that would separate the Soviets and the West. He
believed that there was “no tolerable line of policy for Germany except that agreed on
during the war: that Germany shall be for this generation a neutralized and
demilitarized nation. That solution, and there is no other, is possible only if Germany
isnot morally and politically isolated—if Germany, that isto say, isinvited to take
her place in awidening zone of buffer nations not actually participating in the world-
wide conflict of the great powers.”*

In 1946-1947, George F. Kennan had hoped that by creating a unified, pro-
Western German state from the American, British, and French occupation zones that
the Western Alliance would have a magnet with which to lure countries from Eastern
Europe. Like Aron, he saw German industrial recovery as the key to the economic
rehabilitation of Europe generally. He considered it an absolute necessity to keep the
bulk of German industrial potentia (centered in the western zones) out of Soviet

control 1

" Lippmann, The Cold War: 47.

 Lippmann, T&T, 3 January 1949, “On the Projected Alliance.”

¥ Lippmann, T&T, 15 January 1949, “ The Buffer Belt.”

* John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: 38. See also Kennan's Memoirs, 1925-1950332 -
334. During aMay 6, 1947 lecture at the War College, Kennan told his audience, “In my opinion itis
imperatively urgent today that the improvement of economic conditions an the revival of productive
capacity in the west of Germany be made the primary object of our policy in that area and must be
given top priority in al our occupation policies and that this principle be adopted as a general line of
procedure of this government, binding on all of its departments and agencies.”
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But by 1948, Kennan had begun to shift his position on Germany. In part, this
was due to his approach to resolving the conflict with Moscow, which differed from
that of other U.S. officials. Kennan came to believe that long-term tensions with the
Soviets could be resolved only through a process of “behavior modification”: reacting
positively to the Moscow’ s substantive proposals, while firmly dismissing
unacceptable actions. Kennan insisted that to effect change in Soviet foreign policy,
the U.S. must be willing to acknowledge positive Russian actions with as much
alacrity asit condemned aggressive actions. In practice this meant engaging the
Russians in negotiations that held out some hope of addressing both sides' security
interests.® Most principal U.S. policymakers did not share that viewpoint. Unlike
Kennan, the principal decision-makersin the Truman administration far preferred the
stick to the carrot. Kennan, in turn, grew increasingly alarmed that the Western
policies of 1948-1950 would provoke the Russians and exacerbate their security
concerns and mistrust of the West: the creation of NATO, development of the
hydrogen bomb, the continued occupation of Japan and, most importantly, the
creation of aWest German state anchored in the Western Alliance. The net result
(one which Lippmann feared as well) would be a narrowing, if not full foreclosure, of
avenues to bargain and negotiate with the Soviets.'®

In response to plans at the spring 1948 London Conference to unify the three
western zones of occupation, Kennan countered with a Policy Planning Staff (PPS)
proposal. Dubbed “Program A,” it set forth the basis for afour-power settlement in

Germany that, not coincidentally, would have met all of the conditions that Lippmann

* Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: 71.
* 1bid.
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had been proposing in his columns: the military neutralization of Germany with the
evacuation of all occupying armies; the eradication of zonal boundaries; the creation
of aunified provisional government representing all four zones; international
supervision of genera e ections; and the promotion of economic revival through free
trade between East and West.!” Importantly, like Lippmann, Kennan believed that
even though chances were slim that the Soviet Union would accept “Program A,” at
least the proposal would provide the U.S. with diplomatic initiative and would
squarely place the moral onus of rejection on the Kremlin.*® Thiswas an argument
similar to the one that both Lippmann and Kennan advanced in support of the
Marshall Plan. So close was Kennan’s position to that of the columnist by the fall of
1948 that one can draw the inference that Lippmann contributed at least partialy to
turning Kennan away from a policy of division in Europe toward one of

disengagement.*®

 For Kennan's account of his shift on the German problem see his chapter titled “Germany” in
volume 1 of his Memoirs, 1925-1950: 415-448; for “Plan A” see especially, pp. 422-426. Reprinted as
Policy Planning Staff Paper #37/1, 12 November 1948, FRUS, Volume Il, 1948:; 1287-1297. See also,
Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: 75.

* Lippmann and K ennan by late 1948 and early 1949 were communicating regularly about the German
problem. For instance, see Lippmann’s letter to Kennan of 1 February 1949, WL C, Box 81, Folder
1201—all emphasis are his. Lippmann laid out “an unequivocal set of principles’ which, he told
Kennan, should guide State Department policy in Germany: “(1) That the German problem is soluble
only (as per your memorandum) within the framework of a European (not awest European) system.. . .
It is apositive and constructive way of refusing to recognize the permanence of the Iron Curtain. We
should never bein the position of accepting the Iron Curtain, alwaysin the position of insisting that it
must be lifted. (2) That the partition of Germany and of Europe is, therefore, transitory. We must
never allow the Russians to be the champions of German unity. We must be the champions, and put
them in the position of preventing it. (3) That the liquidation of military government and the scheduled,
though gradual withdrawal of occupation troopsis areal and present objective, not aremote and
theoretical one. We must put the Russians in the position of being the power that won't evacuate
Germany, and therefore won't liberate eastern Europe from the grip of the Red Army. (The western
anxiety about our leaving Europe and withdrawing across the Atlantic can be met by the North
Atlantic Security Pact. Infact that isits chief advantage, that it supplies ajuridical basisfor remaining
in Europe.”

* Hixson, George F. Kennan: Cold War |conoclast: 74.
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Writing from Paris, Raymond Aron, the noted French sociologist and political
commentator for the Paris daily Le Figaro, saw matters far differently from
Lippmann and Kennan in 1948. In essence, the French columnist believed that
European reconstruction depended on a stable German state being reincorporated
economically and, eventually, militarily into the Western European community.
Whereas Lippmann saw such as development as provocation, Aron regarded
Germany’ s temporary prostration as an opportunity to end decades of Berlin's
expansionism which had pitched his country into war three timesin 80 years.
Writing in January 1949, Aron noted “never have circumstances been so propitious
for putting an end to a century-long conflict.”® Hi ultimate goal wasto create a
democratic German state, anchor it within the Western Alliance, and then allow it the
means to play a defensive role within the alliance.?*

Aron had paid close attention to the Lippmann-Kennan debate in 1947. InLe
Grand Schisme (1948), he weighed in on the plausibility of containment largely on
the side of the Policy Planning Staff director. In achapter entitled “ The Alternatives
to Belligerent Peace,” the French commentator attacked several underlying
assumptions, which framed Lippmann’s The Cold War.? Notably, Aron disagreed
with the American columnist’s contention that containment, as Kennan defined it,
exceeded American capabilities; that it was awaste of valuable resources; and that

the true path to a peace settlement for Europe should be based on the simultaneous

20 Aron, “L’Echec des Negotiations Franco-Brittaniques sur I’ Assemblee Europeane,” 26 January
1949, Le Figaro; quoted in Judt, 160-161. See also, Aron, “ Staline et la Revolution (Stalin and the
Revolution),” 29 January 1949, Les Articles des Politiques Internationale Du Figaro, Volume |: Le
Guerre Froide, 1947-1955, edited by Georges-Henri Soutou (Paris: Editions de Fallois, 1990-1993):
167-170.

% Tony Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: Blum, Camus, Aron, and the French Twentieth Century
(Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 1998: 161.
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evacuation of Germany by both superpower armies. In attacking Lippmann’s core
assumptions, Aron was challenging several basic “realist” principles.”

First, Aron rejected Lippmann’s assertion that Eastern Europe belonged
within the Soviet sphere of influence, noting that it was the abnormal extension of the
Soviet Army into the west that allowed Communist “minorities’ to set up
governments obedient to Moscow. Aron argued that atrue great power “ determines
its policies on the importance of the issues, not according to some anachronistic
conception” of geographic spheres. He determined that Lippmann and American
policymakers had adopted the sphere-of-influence approach “to appease Soviet fears
and ambitions, without changing the global balance of forces, or opening the way for
later [Soviet] expansion.” Aron labeled it as a Munich-like gambit, for by yielding
Poland and the other Eastern European countries on the basis of a“realist” calculation
of power, the U.S. merely had whet the Kremlin’s appetite. “The pseudo-realist
reasoning that invokes the balance of local forces results inevitably in defeatism,”
Aron wrote. “How many times has one heard the same kind of reasoning, from the
erawhen Hitler realized hisfirst conquests!”?*

Turning to Lippmann’s contention that American policymakers must pace

themselves and be selective about applying U.S. power, Aron confronted yet another

Z Raymond Aron, Le Grand Schisme (Paris: Gallimard, 1948): 32-51.

# A useful analysis of Aron’s particular version of “realism” isfound in Stanley Hoffman, Janus and
Minerva: Essaysin the Theory and Practice of International Relations (Boulder, CO: Westview Press,
1987): 52-69. Hoffmann, an Aron student, suggests “four series of differences’ separated the French
realist and his American counterparts: (1) hisrejection of the idea that the central purpose of politics
was a quest for power; (2) hiscritique of abstract realism and refusal to accept “ normative’ approach
of those who use realism to predict events; (3) akeen appreciation for the domestic influences of
foreign policy and a corollary belief that power ratios alone do not determine the external behavior of
nations; and (4) a keen appreciation autonomy of the “world economic system” separate from the
interstate system and diplomatic-strategic maneuvering. See especially, Hoffmann, Janus and
Minerva: 55-57.

* Aron, Le Grand Schisme: 47.
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“readlist” axiom. True enough, he conceded, the American economy was not
“inexhaustible” and U.S. resources and surplus food supplies “are not sufficient to
feed the remainder of the world.” Aron aso acknowledged the danger of runaway
inflation in the American economy and, as well, that the U.S. taxpayer might be over-
burdened with global responsibilities. But, he countered, the Cold War would be no
less expensive to wage from successively weaker geo-strategic positions. “Ask
yourself, at which points in Europe the State Department could tolerate Soviet
progress without suffering a resounding defeat with incal culable consequences?’
Aron wrote, sketching a version of the domino theory, later widely accepted by
Washington officials. Prestige was akey factor for Aron, too. One Communist
success would breed another. “If [Greece and Turkey] fell, the Soviet Union would
not stop in the Mediterranean, the Arabic countries would be subjected to increased
pressure and would have to pullback behind abarrier that would cost no less in dear
dollars.”®

At the core of his critique of The Cold War, was Aron’s conviction that
Lippmann’s prescription for evacuating al foreign armies from Germany would not
provide the basis for a peace settlement. Rather, he argued, the removal of military
forces would incite chaos and provide Moscow a pretext for reinserting its forcesto
restore order—perhaps into a unified Germany with an East-leaning government.
Aron maintained (incorrectly) that Lippmann did not understand the “ symbolic value”
behind stationing U.S. troops in Germany—that they acted as atripwire since “the

advance of the Russian army [against them] would constitute a cause for war” and

® Aron, Le Grand Schisme: 47-48.
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involve the Americans in hostilities from the outset.?® If the withdrawal took place,
Aron wrote, Europeans “would be inclined to think that the Americans would leave
definitively and that the Russians will only withdraw provisionally.” With no troops
in place, Washington’s loud declarations that it would not tolerate Soviet military
initiatives west of the Iron Curtain would carry no weight. What Lippmann
“considers an advance of progress on the road to peace s, in the eyes of Europeans, a
step towards capitulation,” Aron proclaimed.?’

Moreover, the Frenchman challenged Lippmann’s implication that the
evacuation of the Red Army from its German zone, Poland, and the rest of Central
Europe would restore self-sovereignty to the eastern capitals. The Soviets already
had installed their own political parties and would certainly leave behind a network of
secret police and partisans. The Czechs, Aron pointed out, had capitulated to the
Communists and installed a puppet government without one Soviet troop based on
their soil. In Germany particularly Aron worried that the withdrawal of the
occupation forces would lead to disorder which the entrenched Communistsin the
east would manipulate to their advantage. In the three years of occupation both
Germanys had been transformed politically and economically and Aron saw little
hope that their rulers could share power or work from common ground. “The
Germans themselves are inclined to believe that they would sink into civil war
without the occupation armies,” he observed. “Certain authoritarian practices are

inevitable when millions no longer have aroof, when misery holds sway, when the

*1bid., 49.
" Aron, Le Grand Schisme: 49.
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ruling class has disappeared and discredited itself. If the occupying armies left,
which German government would be able to master the chaos?’#®

Taking these factors into account, Aron judged Kennan’' s containment
program to be a sound, prudent, and necessary policy to achieve the prime requisite of
Western European rehabilitation: halting Soviet expansion. “The political truth is that
in Europe America began the fight already cornered to the wall because she lost the
first battles at Tehran and Yata,” he wrote. “When Europe east of the Stettin-Trieste
line belongs aone to a tremendous military power, there are no more concessions that
remain [to be given], unless one plans to yield all and withdraw from Europe. The
strategy of containment marks a final and reasonable attempt to save the part of the
continent that has not yet been swallowed up.”?® Ultimately, Aron observed,
Lippmann’s reservations had validity according to the rules of classical great power
politics. However, they did not take into account the unusual circumstances posed by
the Soviet threat against the Western nations. Aron believed that Lippmann had
failed to offer aviable aternative; though, he conceded, this was not because the
American had overlooked an obvious solution. “Let us say it brutally: for the
moment, thereis not one,” he concluded. European unity and the withdrawal of the
armies of occupation were secondary objectives. The paramount goal “isto stop the
expansion of the Soviets, to put back on its feet the economy of the countries west of
the Iron Curtain. We must not compromise the accomplishment of this task while

dreaming momentarily of an unachievable peace.”® Thus, as did leading Western

2 | bid., 49-50.
® |bid., 47-48. My itdlics.
® |bid., 50.
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policymakers, Aron believed that there was virtually no room for diplomatic
negotiations with Moscow.

In 1949 Lippmann and Aron offered starkly contrasting interpretations when
the three powers merged their zones and created the Federal Republic of Germany.
Lippmann’s criticisms of U.S. policy derived from De Gaulle's own reservations
about centralizing power in Bonn. Lippmann wrote that the end of military
governance surely foreshadowed the end of allied occupation. “Self-government and
military occupation are like oil and water, and they cannot be mixed,” Lippmann told
Today and Tomorrow readers. “We must not expect to see a German federal republic
governing Western Germany while we occupy it. We must expect the parliaments
and the parties which we have authorized to become the organizers of a German
movement to end the occupation, and to negotiate a settlement with Eastern Germany
if we are not ableto negotiateit . . . That should surprise no one who is not beguiled
by the notion that the postwar Germans are less nationalistic and less patriotic than
any other people would bein their circumstances.” Allied military occupation, he
declared, was “arapidly wasting asset.”**

Lippmann was willing to commit American troops to Western Europe with
the caveat that they not be stationed in Western Germany, which he believed ought to
be neutralized and outside of the NATO Alliance. He understood perfectly well the
significance—or, as he wrote, the “token” nature—of such acommitment of
American forces; that, in fact, the presence of U.S. armed forcesin Europe was for

political rather than strategic reasons. He knew that the view from Paris, for instance,

* Lippmann, T&T, “End of Military Control in Germany Foretells the End of Occupation,” 15 April
1949, Los Angeles Times: A4.
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comprehended that the commitment of these troops provided relief from renewed
German militarism and domestic political chaos which allowed a focus on economic
recovery. “The American guaranty, decisive asit is against Russia and against
Germany, will not carry any conviction unless the western Europeans know that it
will comeinto effect ‘automatically,”” Lippmann told readers. “It will comeinto
effect automatically if . . . there remain on the frontiers of western Europe some
Americans—it does not really matter how many—who will be involved in war the
first day that war breaks out. Under the pact it should be quite feasible to work out
arrangements for a permanent screen of American troops, however thin, as tangible
proof of the reality of the American guaranty.”** The rea weight behind the
American guaranty, Lippmann believed, lay in the threat of retaliatory nuclear and
conventional air strikes against the Soviet heartland rather than a defensive action
against the invading Red Army.

Further, Lippmann maintained that West German leaders would move swiftly
to seek an accommodation with the Soviets and reunification with East Germany.
“The Germans,” he wrote, “do not believe in our conception of the western German
state. They would rather not haveit. But if weinsist that they have it, they will make
the most of it, using the machinery of government to liquidate or nullify our controls
and to work out their own terms of settlement” with the Moscow.*® He reminded
readers that the Kremlin possessed all the geographic enticements to lure the West
Germans into an agreement—particularly the Danzig corridor. In making this

argument, the columnist specifically raised the specter of a modern adaptation of the

# Lippmann, T&T, “Russians, Germans, and the Pact,” 3 May 1949, Washington Post: 11. Lippmann
still held this position even after the Soviets successfully tested their first atomic bomb later that year.
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Rapallo Treaty or a new kind of Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact that could fuse Russian
manpower with German industrial might. As American, British, and French foreign
ministers prepared to meet with the Soviets on the German issue, Lippmann warned
that the proposed Bonn government would be but a“transitory phase. . . on the way
to amuch more radical settlement.”* He later explained that “the Bonn constitution
is manifestly an ambiguous document, designed for negotiation with the Russians.. . .
That does not mean that [the Germans] intend to become a Soviet satellite. [They]
have bigger ideathan that. But it does mean that they have, with our approval, put
themselves in a position to negotiate with the Russians while we negotiate with the
Russians.”®

Aron interpreted the German situation in precisely the opposite manner.
Partition with the development of a unified, economically revived western zone,
fulfilled Paris stwo principal strategic objectives. First, adivided Germany posed a
minimal military threat to France. Aron differed with Lippmann in this aspect,
insisting that troops must be stationed in Germany proper as the best means both to
demonstrate resolve to the Soviets and the East Germans and to provide security for
Western Europe against potential future German aggression. Second, the integration
of Western Germany into a pacific, Western European economic community, Aron
believed, was essential to ensure full economic recovery on the continent. The true

threat would be a united Germany dominated by Communists—a prospect he

® Lippmann, T&T, “The Soviet Feelers,” 21 April 1949.

* Lippmann, T&T, “End of Military Control in Germany Foretells the End of Occupation,” 15 April
1949.

* Lippmann, T&T, “From Bonn to Berlin,” 17 May 1949, Washington Post: 11.
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believed to be very real. He concluded that “without Germany the West is
indefensible.”*°

Moreover, the French columnist doubted Lippmann’s primary strategic
assumption: that if the Soviets ever fully evacuated East Germany (a prospect he
found unlikely) that they would honor an agreement not to intervene, especidly if the
political situation turned against Moscow’s favor.*” At length, Aron described the
transformation that had occurred in the Soviet zone of occupation between 1945 and
1948. Moscow, he explained, had created a dependency in both an economic and
political sense. “At present we believe that the policy of the Kremlin aimsto
Sovietize Germany, in order to integrate it into the empire that Stalin isin the process
of erecting in Europe,” Aron wrote. The “collective and authoritarian” economy of
the East, contrasting as it did with the free market structure of the western zones,
precluded a merger he argued.®

Y ears |l ater the French commentator recalled in his memoirs Lippmann’s

“unbelievable confidence” and “intellectua arrogance” in advancing these arguments.

* Raymond Aron, “Politique Allemande (German Politics),” Le Figaro 30 March 1949; Aron, “La
Reconstruction des Zones Occidental es (The Reconstruction of the Western Zones),” part two of “Les
Deux Allegmanes (The Two Germanys),” in Le Figaro 31 August 1948. These articles are from
Soutou’ s collection of Aron columnsin Volume|: Le Guerre Froide: 195-199; 138-141.

*Nor did Lippmann’ sidea resonate with U.S. officials who, like Aron, deeply mistrusted Soviet
intentions. John Foster Dulles, in particular, later claimed to be perplexed by it. In April 1950, for
example, as U.S. officials briefed Dullesin hislaw office as he prepared to become the Truman
administration’ s top negotiator for the Japanese peace treaty, the Sullivan & Cromwell attorney made
the unsolicited observation that Lippmann’s “ neutralization arrangement” in the case of Germany “did
not make sense” and that it seemed inappropriate in Japan aswell. The problem wasn't necessarily
with rehabilitating the internal political systemsin either country; rather, it lay with Moscow’s Marxist
viewpoint. “Neutrality [has] nho meaning for the Russians,” Dulles told his State Department briefers.
Dulles s appraisal of Lippmann was widely-held in U.S. government from the Truman years through
the Johnson years. Lippmann’swriting on postwar Germany did much to discredit his analysesin the
eyes of American officials. See, “Memorandum of Conversation: Japanese Peace Settlement,” 7 April
1950, 694.001/4-750, FRUS, Volume 6, 1950: 1161-1162.

* Aron, “La Sovietisation de la Zone Orientale (The Sovietization of the Eastern Zone),” part 1 of “Les
Deux Allegmanes (The Two Germanys),” Le Figaro 25 August 1948, in Soutou, Volume I: Le Guerre
Froide: 134-136.
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“Since the Federal Republic of Germany insisted on being born, despite the
prophecies of the master thinker,” Aron wrote, Lippmann “found in his imagination
secret causes . . . for the reality which was incompatible with the representation he
made of it.”** Why, Aron asked incredulously, would Lippmann suspect that Konrad
Adenauer would conduct secret reunification negotiations with aman asideologically
incompatible with him as East German Chancellor Walter Ulbricht—a hypothesis
that, Aron wrote, “anyone with alittle knowledge” of either man would recognize as
implausible. “The reason seems simple to me: Lippmann refused to recognize the
facts and the men, because neither acted according to his global conception of history,
with his theory of the primacy of nation over ideology,” Aron judged. He admitted,
however, that such an emphasis, so ill-suited to events in Germany, could offer
insights elsewhere. Aron’s own predilection to “the force of ideological bond in
communism” caused him to come late to awareness of the depth of the Sino-Soviet

split—a condition Lippmann recognized as early as 1949.%

V.

Despite his abiding doubts about reaching any settlement with the masters of the
Kremlin, Kennan moved further toward Lippmann’s position during the 1950s. In
December 1957, on the eve of NATO’ s decision to deploy tactical nuclear weaponsin
Western Europe, Kennan delivered the Reith Lecturesin a series of radio talks on the

British Broadcasting Corporation. Believing the military aliance itself, but especialy

39 Raymond Aron, Memoires (Paris: Julliard, 1983): 351.

“Ibid. The English translation of Aron’s memoirs omits much of his most pointed criticism of
Lippmann on these points. See Raymond Aron, Memoairs: Fifty Years of Political Reflection,
trandated by George Holoch (New Y ork: Holmes and Meier, 1990): 184.
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the placement of such nuclear weapons at the center of the great power standoff,
impeded a negotiated settlement, Kennan made public the case for disengagement
which he had privately argued for within the four walls of the Truman administration
in 1948. Later published as, Russia, the Atom, and the West (1958), the Reith
Lecturesignited a spirited debate on both sides of the Atlantic. Kennan proposed a
program based on withdrawal, neutralization, and the preservation of a nuclear-free
zone in Central Europe, the first two points closely paralleling what Lippmann had
been writing in Today and Tomorrow for much of the decade. Kennan's plan
featured four principle parts: (1) the removal of all foreign armies from Germany and
the establishment of alarge demilitarized zone around central Europe; (2) the
unification and neutralization of Germany—most significantly that it would not be
integrated into NATO; (3) the removal of nuclear weapons from continental Europe;
(4) arecognition that Germany was the center of the Cold War conflict and that
interests in Asiaand Africa should, at most, take secondary precedence.**

Raymond Aron, one of the earliest and most perceptive critics of Kennan's
Reith Lecture thesis, delivered powerful commentary at the January 1958 meeting of
the Congress of Cultural Freedom in Paris which Kennan also attended. Aron
attacked Kennan's central argument which, in Kennan’ s words, was that “the existing
division of Europe was unsound, intolerable, and had to be changed.” Without
challenging the truth of that statement, Aron confined himself to discussing its
practicality. Infact, the Le Figaro columnist argued, Western Alliance leaders and
the men in the Kremlin rather valued the stability that inhered in partition. He

explained, “the present partition of Europe has been held to be |ess dangerous than

* George F. Kennan, Russia, the Atom, and the West (New Y ork: Harper and Company, 1958): 32-82.
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any other solution. Why? Because if we try to change it, we have to restore the
fluidity to the European situation.” Admitting that the division of Germany was
“abnormal,” even “absurd,” Aron nevertheless maintained that “it is a clear-cut”
situation “and everybody knows where the demarcation line is and nobody is very
much afraid of what could happen . . . So aclear partition of Europe is considered,
rightly or wrongly, to be less dangerous than any other arrangement.”* Aron also
argued that mutual disengagement was liable to Soviet areinsertion of military forces
into Eastern European nations in which internal political conditions did not meet the
Kremlin's expectations. He explained that the Soviets “have formulated a new
doctrine of what | call la Sainte Alliance. It istheright of ‘disinterested help’ to any
Communist government threatened by ‘ counterrevolution.”” Kennan, who at the time
thought this the weaker of the Frenchman’s objections later admitted, “in retrospect,
[1] give Aron credit for amost remarkable prophetic insight, because in making this
point he offered, ten years in advance of the event, a classic formulation of the so-

called Brezhnev doctrine.”*

2 George F. Kennan, Memoirs: 1950-1963 (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1972): 252-253.

* Kennan, Memoirs: 1950-1963254. Reflecting on the Reith Lectures 25 years later, Aron was most
struck by Kennan’s naivete about Western statements calling for German reunification. “Even today,
Kennan'sindignation astonishes me,” Aron wrote. The Frenchman maintained that Kennan (like
Lippmann) had badly under-estimated the political support for the partition of Germany. The West
was at a completely disadvantageous position: possessing no means to enforce free electionsin the
GDR; unable to accept “legally or politically” the status quo, e.g., Soviet troops stationed 250
kilometers from the Rhine. Partition suited their purposes so long as they did not formally endorse it
with a settlement. Western leaders, Aron recalled, “rejected in principle the division of Germany and
Europe, realizing that this rejection helped to maintain it.” Aron was at alossto explain Kennan's
“confidence in a Russo-American disengagement agreement,” since the lesson of Hungary was that an
Eastern European communist government would invoke the Warsaw Pact to bring help from their
Soviet allies.

On Kennan's move away from containment generally, Aron wrote perceptively of the
diplomat. “Reserved almost to the point of being cold, a profound moralist, an ‘€elitist’ perhaps without
knowing it, he was less and less fond of an Americathat was becoming more and more populist,” Aron
observed. “Hisevolution, from the article he signed as X to his current positions, can probably be
explained by his growing detachment from his own country . . . Since [his X-Article] he has

140



The Reith Lectures also elicited aflurry of editorial commentary in the U.S.—
much of it negative. Washington commentator Joe Alsop, who generally took a hard
line position toward the Berlin problem in his “Matter of Fact” column, gave Kennan
arespectful hearing as a Soviet expert. But Alsop believed that Kennan also “suffers
from an almost neurotic horror of military power in all its modern forms” and that
that “weakness led him into patches of plain silliness” such as his call to pull strategic
nuclear forces off the continent. Alsop aso believed that American troops must
remain in the former German capital and that any negotiations with the Soviets or
East Germans would be a form of appeasement. While taking afairly gentleline
toward the diplomat, Alsop told readers that Kennan’s Reith lectures, whether or not
he intended it, fed “ahunger for cozy self-delusion” among those who were firm
proponents of accommodation with Soviets.**

James B. Conant, then head of the American Council on Germany (a group
that counted among its leadership Mrs. Ellen Zinsser McCloy, wife of former High
Commissioner John McCloy) rallied Dean Acheson and other prominent foreign
policy official to debunk Kennan's claims. The American Council on Germany drew
up apress release and statement for Acheson in which Kennan's old boss and
erstwhile defender of the postwar world he’ d done so much to shape, denounced his
former subordinate. Acheson complained of Kennan's fuzzy thinking and insisting

that his former PPS director had “never . . . grasped the redlities of power

constantly repented his ‘finest hour,” expatiated his historical role.” See Raymond Aron, Memairs:
Fifty Years of Political Reflection: 195-196; 175.
* Joseph Alsop, “A Hunger for Self-Delusion,” Matter of Fact, 19 January 1958, Washington Post: E5.
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relationships but takes a rather mystical attitude toward them.”* The Washington
Post wrote that Acheson had “gone alot further than necessary” in differentiating the
views of the Democratic Party foreign-policy makers from Kennan’s disengagement
thesis. “To characterize Mr. Kennan’sviews as ‘mystical’ and his statements as
‘amost Messianic,’” the Post edibrs observed, “is to engage in the same sort of

unfair attack of which Mr. Acheson himself was so often the target.” Columnist
James Reston described the Achesonian assault as a“murderous haymaker.”*® A few
months later, this time with his own pen, Acheson attacked Kennan's plan asaform
of “new isolationism,” a“timid and defeatist policy of retreat,” and areturn to “the
old yearnings and errors’ of the interwar years. Acheson’s gift for invective, so often
aimed at Lippmann, now trained on the diplomat. “‘Disengagement’ it is called now;
but it is the same futile—and lethal—attempt to crawl back into the cocoon of
history,” Acheson declared in a Foreign Affairs article in the spring of 1958.%

The episode marked one of the strange role reversals of the intellectua feud
over containment. Kennan, the architect, ssimultaneously was excoriated by one of
the principal developers of the policy he had hatched a decade earlier and defended
by the man who had inspected and failed that same articulation of containment.
Kennan forwarded a copy of the Reith Lecturesto Lippmann, lamenting that his BBC

broadcasts had been “widely misinterpreted.” Lippmann replied, “1 need hardly tell

* See “ Acheson Rebuffs Kennan on Withdrawal of Troops,” 12 January 1958, New York Times: 1, 25.
See also Hixon’s capable account of the Reith Lecture episode in George F. Kennan: Cold War
Iconoclast: 171-193. For arecent overview of the Acheson-Kennan dynamic see, Robert L. Beisner,
“The Secretary, the Spy, and the Sage: Dean Acheson, Alger Hiss, and George Kennan,” Diplomatic
Hetory 27 (No. 1, January 2003): 1-14.

*“Kennan in the Cold,” 14 January 1958, Washington Post: A14; James Reston, “Washington:
Elevate Them Guns a Little Lower,” 19 January 1958, New York Times: E10.

*" See Dean G. Acheson, “The lllusion of Disengagement,” April 1958, Foreign Affairs 36 (No. 3):
371-382.
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you how much | am in sympathy with the general line.”*® He wrote an April 1958
Atlantic Monthly article “ supporting the central thesis’ of the Reith Lectures as he
told Kennan weeks before publication.*® Lippmann’s examination of disengagement
was equal parts defense of Kennan and attack on Acheson. In Western Europe, he
explained, “the Western allies have come to a dead end in the road which they had
been following in the postwar years. The road which Mr. Kennan pointed out is the
only alternative which has some promise of leading to the reunification of Germany
and to the national independence of the East European states.”

Lippmann had been writing about alternatives to European occupation for 15
years and, to highlight the point, quoted at length from a5 October 1943 Today and
Tomorrow column, written at the start of Allied deliberation over the postwar German
state. Lippmann had favored sending Allied armiesinto Germany “for the purpose of
disarming her, of arresting the criminals, of recovering the loot, and of making visible
thereality of her defeat, and then to retire outside the frontiers, except perhaps to hold
the strategic gateways and certain strategic economic resources such as the Ruhr and
Silesia”™ To do otherwise, to conduct a prolonged occupation would create such a
stilted European reliance on the presence of armed forces that “as soon as the
occupying powers leave, al of Europe will tremble at what may happen, and the
whole artificial settlement will be in turmoil after ten or fifteen years hence.”

Lippmann would find confirmation for these ideas in General Charles De Gaulle's

* Kennan to Lippmann, 4 December 1957, WL C, Box 81, folder 1202; Lippmann to Kennan, 10
December 1957, WLC, Box 81, folder 1202. Kennan would again write Lippmann to complain of the
“malice and irresponsibility of some of the attacks on me at home. . ..” See Kennan to Lippmann, 10
February 1958, WLC, Box 81, folder 1202.

* Lippmann to Kennan, 1 February 1958, WLC, Box 81, folder 1202. Walter Lippmann, “Mr. Kennan
and Reappraisal in Europe,” Atlantic Monthly 201 (No. 4, April 1958): 33-37.

* Lippmann, T&T, “Occupying Germany?’ 5 October 1943.
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own opinions—which the French leader would express to the columnist later in the
1940s. Kennan's notion of disengagement, of course, had set off European fears of
American withdrawal within Lippmann’s time frame.*

Thus, disengagement was hardly a*“newfangled theory, the pipe dream of a
mystic, the imagining of an unworldly scholar, or worse still, the design of an
appeaser of Communism.” It represented an “alternative’ road the Allies may have
chosen wereit not for their “war psychosis’ and “had they been lucid and redlistic
about Stalin.” The policies of Truman and Acheson, followed by Eisenhower and
Dulles, “combine advocacy of unification and liberation with a stern opposition to
military evacuation.” These “great redlists,” Lippmann wrote, based their foreign
policy on an “extraordinarily naive notion . . . that the Western power is paramount
and that Soviet power is certain to decline.” Sputnik and the robust expansion of the
Russian economy, Lippmann noted, suggested otherwise.

Although “an old believer in Mr. Kennan's side of the argument,” Lippmann
had reservations. Disengagement was a good starting point for the “process of
reappraisal, reorientation, and re-education” of policy. But he did not agree with
three of Kennan's points. 1) a neutral Germany should remain completely disarmed
of its own conventional forces; 2) continental Western Europe should be entirely free
of nuclear weapons; and 3) the U.S. should not be required to assist developing
countries through an enhanced foreign aid program.

Despite these differences, Lippmann momentarily shared Kennan's core

contention that foreign troops should be removed from Germany as the basis upon

* Lippmann, “Mr. Kennan and Reappraisal in Europe,” 33-34.
* |bid., 35-36.
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which to move toward a political settlement. In early 1959, he made just that point to
Netherlands Ambassador to the U.S,, J. Herman Van Roijen. “l am sure you cannot
suspect me of denigrating the NATO guarantee, which is something | have advocated
continuously since before the First World War, and about which | have written
innumerable articles and several books,” Lippmann explained to Van Roijen, ina
letter which followed a spirited face-to-face exchange. “My point about the NATO
guarantee isthat it will bein effect even if there are no United States ground forces of
German soil, and that U.S. involvement in awar would be as automatic as anything
can be, once a Soviet missile or abomb were launched against any NATO country. |
do not believe that the United States guarantee depends upon the five divisions on
German soil.”>* Kennan, he argued publicly, had demonstrated “that the Acheson-
Dulles-Adenauer policy is at adead end, and that it has become necessary for the
Western allies to reorient themselves from a policy based on a military occupation to
apolicy directed toward military disengagement.” In conclusion, Lippmann wrote,
the “principle of disengagement” acknowledged “that we are dealing with an equal
power, not an inferior one, and that a settlement must therefore be based on
bargaining.” He added, such a settlement is “designed not only to protect our own
vital interests. It must respect the vital interests of the Russians.”>

The disengagement debate lingered into 1959 when Lippmann abruptly
modified his position—accepting the semi-permanent partition of Germany on much
the same basis that Raymond Aron had argued for ayear earlier. In afour-part series

of Today and Tomorrow in April 1959, Lippmann explained that he had now shifted

* Lippmann to J. Herman Van Roijen, 9 January 1959, reprinted in John Morton Blum, Public
Philosopher: Selected Letters of Walter Lippmann (New Y ork: Ticknor and Fields, 1985): 593.
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from advocacy of reunification to a settlement over the status of West Berlin. “I
belong to the minority who have argued that German national feeling will not accept
the partition of Germany, that some day and somehow the West Germans will come
to terms with East Germany and the Soviet Union in order to reunite their country,”
Lippmann told readers. “The case for a politically neutral Germany and the
disengagement of non-German troops has been inspired by an attempt to find an
orderly settlement of the problem of German reunification—to avert a disorderly deal
brought about by an explosion of frustrated national German patriotism.”* But
Lippmann’s sources—particularly those within the new government of French
president Charles De Gaulle—were telling him that this position contradicted the
political redlities. Hisside of the argument, he admitted, failed principally because
both Western and Soviet leaders valued the relative stability that partition
engendered. The rhetoric of re-unification, Lippmann explained, had been
superceded by this practical effect; in short, there was no political will to reunite
Germany. Western leaders “do not say it but they have come to know that the two
Germanys cannot be ‘reunited in freedom,’ that is to say by liquidating the
Communist regime in East Germany,” he wrote in Today and Tomorrow. “There are
now two German states, and every respectable European statesman realizes that they
cannot be united within any foreseeable future and under any conditions which are
now conceivable.”

Lippmann adjusted his position in part because Nikita Khrushchev had raised

tensions over Berlin in late-1958, demanding afinal settlement for the status of the

* Lippmann, “Mr. Kennan and Reappraisal in Europe,” 37.
* Lippmann, T&T, 9 April 1959, “The Two Germanys and Berlin, I11: The Berlin Crisis”
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city and postwar Germany. In October 1958, Lippmann interviewed the Soviet
premier in Moscow. Khrushchev's belligerence and the depth of his paranoia about
Western efforts to re-arm Germany disturbed Lippmann who thought that the
Kremlin had crawled back into a“cocoon of pre-1941” fears.>’ Khrushchev pressed
for aresolution of the German peace treaty and a new status for Berlin. He expressed
fears that Washington was preparing to furnish West Germany with nuclear weapons
and turn it eastward toward Russia. The Soviet leader described Chancellor
Adenauer as “belligerent” and equated him with Paul von Hindenburg, the man who
helped elevate Hitler to power. Khrushchev read developmentsin Germany to be
“much like the eve of the Second World War,” and accused Washington officials of
“actually contributing to the remilitarization” of West Germany. “Americans seem
not to realize the dangers that may come to themselves,” Khrushchev warned
Lippmann. “The U.S. may someday pay with her blood for having encouraged such
people.”®® Lippmann’s book which recounted that interview, The Communist World
and Ours (1958), forecast the difficulties that lay ahead on the German issue and
suggested possible avenues for negotiations on Berlin that would meet some of
K hrushchev’ s security concerns.

By April 1959, Kennan had quietly scuttled his disengagement thesis and, like
Lippmann, had come to accept the permanent division of Germany. Also, like

Lippmann he was beginning to look for a settlement on Berlin—the flash point that

* Lippmann, T&T, 6 April 1959, “ The Two Germanys and Berlin, I: The Berlin Crisis.”

* Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 510-511. For the reference to “cocoon,” see also
Vladislav Zubok, “Working Paper No. 6: Khrushchev and the Berlin Crisis, 1958-1962,” Cold War
International History Project, Virtual Archive, available on-line at: http://www.wwics.si.edu .

* Helen B. Lippmann, “Notes on conversation with Khrushchev,” 24 October 1958, Moscow, WLC,
Box 238, Folder 27, Series VI1I.

* Walter Lippmann, The Communist World and Ours (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1958).
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might upend that tenuous division. Reading severa installments of Today and
Tomorrow, Kennan sent Lippmann an advance copy of a speech he delivered before
the Executives Club in Chicago. “1 am greatly encouraged to know that our thoughts
are running along lines so similar but fearful that if | do not show you this draft, asit
stood when | finished it yesterday, you will suspect me of plagiarism.”®® In his“The
Two Germanys and Berlin” series Lippmann had counseled that policymakers
negotiate a three-part program for the withdrawal of all foreign armies from Berlin,
de facto recognition of East Germany, and international city status for the historic
German capital.®* “If we could bring the two German statesinto alegal relationship
with each other, there would be a chance that the movement toward Germany unity,
which is certain to grow, would be open and visible rather than clandestine and
conspiratorial,” Lippmann told readers. The plan aimed “to buy atemporary
standstill at the risk that at some |ater date there will be an explosion of pent-up
popular feelings which we have managed to frustrate.”®* Kennan largely agreed on
this course as a basis to proceed with negotiations.

Exasperated with Washington’ s diplomatic intransigence, Lippmann lashed
out at Dean Acheson and others who were publicly propagating a hard-line stance in
Berlin. In his 22 October 1959 installment of Today and Tomorrow the columnist
criticized the “old soldiers’ of the Truman administration—naming Acheson, the
former president, and former PPS director Paul Nitze, the chief author of NSC-68—

for leading the chorus against a diplomatic settlement. “Their thesisisthat the status

* Kennan to Lippmann, 8 April 1959, WLC, Box 81, folder 1202. See Lippmann’s brief reply of 9
April 1959 in the same folder.

* See, Lippmann, T&T, “The Berlin Crisis (Part 3 of 4), 8 April 1959; Lippmann, T&T, “The Berlin
Crisis (Part 4 of 4), 9 April 1959.
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of West Berlin is not a negotiable question; that the right policy for this country isto
refuse to discuss the status of West Berlin; and to defy the Soviets to do anything
about West Berlin,” Lippmann explained.®® Either Moscow would be “overawed by
our firmness” or the U.S. would be prepared to wage a“limited” war over access to
the city. Lippmann dismissed these officials asintent on trying “to relive the battles
in which they won their fame and glory.” They practiced, he wrote, aform of
“negativism” that “compels the country to oppose al moves toward accommodation .
.. an impossible platform from which to exercise world leadership.” His harshest
assessment, afamiliar one stated more bluntly, was that they were scaring public
opinion into supporting “arigid and unchanging diplomacy.” Asthey had doneto
win public sanction for the Marshall Plan, NATO, and vast defense expenditures,
Acheson and company were now acting on the “belief that without perpetual tension
and fear the democracies cannot be induced to support the necessary armaments, or
trusted not to appease the adversary and to sink into cowardice and lethargy. What
lies a the root of thisthing isthe belief that democracies cannot be led and that they
must be terrorized.” American officials must “learn how to persuade and convince. .
. not merely [how] to frighten and stampede” the public, Lippmann concluded.®
Nitze, in answering Lippmann’s column, dismissed the option of bargaining
with the Soviets. “The main questions for us about Berlin are two: (a) Shall we
venture war rather than yield? (b) If not, shall we acquiesce through a negotiation?”

Nitzereplied in a personal letter on 26 October 1959. “My answer to each is

* Lippmann, T&T, 9 April 1959, “The Two Germanys and Berlin, IV: The Berlin Crisis.”

* Lippmann, T&T, “Choppy Waters,” 22 October 1959.

*Ibid. Lippmann’s description of the state of perpetual tension that U.S. officials believed that they
must create to carry forward their policies, resembled the political philosophy which Nitze expressed
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negative. We should not venture awar. If we are to be routed out of arightful
position, we should not legitimate the act through a negotiated agreement.”®
Furthermore, Nitze disputed Lippmann’s solution that a phased withdrawal of allied
and Soviet forces over afive-year period, followed by emplacement of United
Nations observers, would provide sufficient assurances for the political autonomy of
the city. “With the emergence of aclear prospect that the legitimacy of the East
German regime was to be conceded at some further date and the protection of allied
forces withdrawn from West Berlin, the West Berliners would perforce feel
compelled to accommodate as best they could with the surrounding superior power,”
Nitzeinsisted. “The result—however the language of the agreement might tend to
obscure it—would be a defeat for us and an overturning of our rights.” Lippmann’s
reply cut quick to the heart of the difference between he and the principal Washington
architects of cold war policy. “Asfar as| can see, in your mind negotiating means
yielding,” Lippmann wrote Nitze. “That | do not believe. | am looking for a
settlement in Berlin which will last for along period of time, if necessary for a
generation if it is going to take that long before Germany isreunified. | am
unprepared to believe that any negotiation means acquiescence in abandoning

Berlin.”%

V.

yearslater. See Nitze's Tension Between Opposites: Reflections on the Practice and Theory of Palitics
(New York: Scribners, 1993): especially pp. 7-21.

150



“Choppy Waters’ also produced a spirited defense from Dean Acheson who drafted a
blustery letter to the Washington Post, which had printed Lippmann’s column.
Unsurprisingly, he also rejected Lippmann’s contention that the status of West Berlin
was negotiable. Acheson, the brilliant, blunt, at times bullying, secretary of state was
one of the prime architects of the postwar world. His biographer, James Chace, noted
with admiration that Acheson was “the quintessential American realist” in the later
half of the 20" Century and the most influential foreign policy shaper since John
Quincy Adams. Acheson, Chace judges, knew the uses and possibilities of applying
American power better than any of his contemporaries.®” Nevertheless, Lippmann
hotly contested Acheson’s Cold War strategies for more than two decades. On this
point of dramatizing and exaggerating the ideological dimensions of the Cold War—
and in no small measure because Acheson helped globalize the containment policy—
the columnist and secretary of state famously and angrily parted. Their division
widened after Acheson left office.

Acheson and Lippmann clashed over the scope, definition, and various
incarnations of the containment strategy. Acheson, though not an ideologue, took a
hard-line, militarist approach to containing the Soviet Union and, later, China. Where
Lippmann was likely to counsel negotiation, Acheson was equally likely to
recommend force and intimidation—especialy in the years after he left

government.®® The Truman Doctrine, which Acheson helped craft during his term as

* Paul Nitze to Lippmann, 26 October 1959, Box 32, Folder 5, Nitze Papers, Library of Congress,
Washington, D.C.

* Lippmann to Paul Nitze, 27 October, Nitze Papers, Box 32, folder 5, LC. My italics.
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1992).

151



undersecretary of state, was the first point of contention. Lippmann supported the bill
to ad Greece and Turkey against Communist-led insurgencies. But he warned
readersin March 1947 that in practice the Truman Doctrine was open-ended, that it
dispersed American power, and transformed the Soviet-American power struggle in
Europe into a global “ideological crusade.”® Acheson retaliated at an April 1947
dinner party, accusing the columnist of “sabotaging” U.S. foreign policy. They
almost came to blows—as Lippmann’s protective wife, Helen, kept a careful eye on
the combatants.” From that episode forward neither man would agreed on the basic
goals of U.S. containment strategy: Acheson, the unilateralist, pushing an expansive
policy and Lippmann, the collaborationist, countering with limits and reservations.
Acheson had along memory about Lippmann’s attacks during histerm as
secretary of state.”* At the end of the McCarthy period, Lippmann published a
gloomy book on the failures of democratic government, The Public Philosophy, for
which Acheson gave a stormy private review. Lippmann “makes the amazing
discovery,” Acheson wrote Harry Truman, that a principal defect of modern
democracies was the encroachment on executive power by legislative bodies
“pandering to an ignorant and volatile public” through mass media. “1f he had known
this and used his power—which isn’t much but something—to support the executive
when we really had one instead of joining the chorus of misrepresentation, | could

read him with more patience,” he concluded.”®  James Chace notes that much of the

% See, for example, Lippmann, T&T, “Policy or Crusade?’ 18 March 1947; Lippmann, T&T, “Outline
of aWorking Policy,” 25 March 1947.

0 Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 439-440.

™ A subject covered in Chapter Five.

2 Dean G. Acheson to Harry S. Truman, 20 January 1955, Papers of Dean G. Acheson, Harry S.
Truman Presidential Library, Independence, MO (hereinafter referred to as“HSTL").

152



diplomat’ s deep resentment was due to Lippmann’s peer status within the same
establishment circles; that, in fact, both men shared so many mutual friends. Yet,
“Lippmann rarely hesitated to attack Acheson frontally when he disagreed with him,”
Chace writes. “Precisely because of Lippmann’s brilliance and authority, Acheson
found his attacks particularly galling.” ™

Out of power, Acheson showed less restraint when it came to using military
muscle to confront the Soviets.” This further drove awedge between he and
Lippmann. Their fundamental differences on containment resurfaced aong those
fault lines during the Berlin crisesin 1959 and 1961. Acheson felt Eisenhower
should have been more assertive in the face of Khrushchev’ sthreatsin 1959 and,
during atrip to Berlin that fall, he told German officials as much and issued hard-line
public statements. When Lippmann rebuked him in a column, Acheson expressed
impatience with those who “call aretreat anegotiation” in the hope that “the element
of consent preventsit from being adefeat and aloss.” Hetold Manlio Brosso, Italy’s
ambassador to the U.S., “| am most unsympathetic to this sort of self-deception.””
Acheson advised Kennedy that he must be “willing to fight for Berlin” and advised a
military buildup in Europe to the exclusion of economic or diplomatic initiatives. If
the Russians or East Germans cut off access to Berlin, he told Kennedy, then NATO
should send an armored division eastward on the autobahn to see how serious they

were.® By contrast, the columnist counseled the administration to avoid a direct

confrontation with Khrushchev by offering de facto recognition of East Germany in

3 Chace, Acheson: 199.

™ A theme stressed in Brinkley’s Dean Acheson.
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exchange for unfettered accessto Berlin. “Walter Lippmann is the archangel of
appeasement,” Acheson thundered in another letter to Truman.”” “The negotiation
would provide some decent covering for the nakedness of the submission,” he
sneered, analyzing Lippmann’s position in aletter to Eelco Van Kleffens, the former
Netherlands ambassador to the U.S. from 1947-1950.”® He continued to push his case
for bold action partly because he was concerned that Lippmann might influence the
impressionable and inexperienced New Frontiersmen with his message of
accommodating the Soviets. So stark was the division between the two men on the
Berlin issue that national security adviser McGeorge Bundy coined the terms
“Achesonians’ and the “Lippmanns’ for the firm and soft approaches, respectively.
Both wanted to preserve Western access to Berlin, Bundy explained to President
Kennedy, but they diverged “on whether there is any legitimate Soviet interest to
which we can give some reassurance . . . At one extreme are those who feel that the
[Soviets'] central purposeisto drive us out of Berlin and destroy the European
aliance as a consequence. On the other extreme are those who feel that if wethink in
terms of accommodation, we should be able to avoid areal crisis.”

Acheson’ s unpublished reply to “Choppy Waters’ fit the pattern. He wrote,

“Mr. Lippmann is amaster of words and can use the nicest words to cover the ugliest

" Chace, Acheson: 385-386.

" Acheson to Harry S. Truman, 21 September 1961, Box 166 (1961), Dean G. Acheson Papers, HSTL.
8 McLellan and Acheson, Among Friends: 211.

™ McGeorge Bundy to President K ennedy, “ Specific answers to your questions of May 29" relating to
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1961 (A), John F. Kennedy Library, Boston, MA, (hereinafter referred to as“JFKL"). For Acheson’s
aggressive advice for handling the Berlin Crisis see, Chace, Acheson: 383-394. One NSC staff member
from the period seemed to sum up Kennedy administration perceptions of Acheson. “He was a great
man,” recalled Francis Bator, a European specialist. “But his judgment by then, on alot of things, was,
| think, inerror. And I think it wasin error in the Cuban Missile Crisis and was in error when he said,
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situations.”® To illustrate that claim, Acheson referenced the 19 May 1933 Today
and Tomorrow column (afavorite for the Lippmann’s detractors) in which he had
described a moderate speech by Adolf Hitler as representing “the authentic voice of a
genuinely civilized people.” ® From there, Acheson proceeded to argue that
negotiating on West Berlin was not a*“coming to terms” with the Russians so much as
it was a capitulation, a decision to abandon Western interests and the city’ s popul ace.
“It'smy view that to sell West Berlin would not only be beneath contempt but would
justifiably destroy all confidence which others nations have in the United States and
dissolve our aliances,” Acheson wrote. Khrushchev’s proposal—mirroring
Lippmann’ s—to create a free city and evacuate foreign troops was mitigated,
Acheson argued, by the fact the Kremlin's “East German puppets’ aready were on
the record as saying that Allied withdrawal would be a prologue to Berlin's
incorporation into East Germany.

Further, Acheson rejected the notion that U.N. forces could guarantee the free
status of the city. “All such formulae ignore the basic redlity that the security of West
Berlin depends upon the presence of the allied troops now there and the readiness of
the three governments to defend their rights by force if they haveto,” he wrote.

Under present circumstances, the former secretary of state concluded, negotiations
were tantamount to “concession and retreat.” He added, “To this| am completely
opposed and | am not deceived by calling aretreat anegotiation. On this point | am,

as Mr. Lippmann charges, ‘rigid,” and | believe any man of honor and sense should be

State, his own decisions would have been very different than the advice that he gave.” Francis Bator,
interview with author, 25 January 2001, Cambridge, MA.
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... and to do so requires steady nerves. To lack themisnot adisgrace; but itisa
handicap which unfits one for the role. Perhaps one thing can be said for old soldiers,
it is generally known what sort of nervesthey have.”® Acheson, like Nitze, preferred
to focus on the mechanics of negotiating over West Berlin. Neither man challenged
Lippmann’s under-girding criticism that in order to win public support for their
policies they had promoted public fears of Soviet aggression by inflating the

Kremlin's relative power and speculating wildly about Russian intentions.2®

VI.

Lippmann clearly preferred diplomacy and accommodation to military confrontation
as he continued to write during the Kennedy administration about the contentious
issue of accessto West Berlin. Worrying about the potential for minor superpower
infractions there to spiral into anuclear confrontation, he repeatedly counseled
administration officials to negotiate a new status for the city that would preserve
Western freedom and access but al so recognize the permanent division of Germany.
In addition, he urged cam in the wake of the Vienna meeting during which Soviet
premier Nikita Khrushchev ratcheted up the pressure by demanding that a solution to
the division of Germany be reached by the end of 1961. “The wave of the futureis

not Communist domination of theworld . . . [but it] is socia reform and social

: See Lippmann, T& T, “Hitler’s Speech,” 19 May 1933, Los Angeles Times: A4.

Ibid.
® Lippmann had been troubled by the Truman administration’s tendency to stoke fears in Congress and
the public to win support for its programs. In 1948, he wrote, in order to justify the Truman Doctrine
“it has been necessary to argue ourselves into the assumption that nothing can be settled. From that it
isasmall step to the view that nothing ought to be settled since any settlement requires concessions
and compromises, and thus to acquire the habit of not looking for, of not trying to think out, ways and
means of breaking the stalemate.” Lippmann, T& T, “The Costs of Containment,” 10 February 1948.
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revolution driving towards the goa of national independence and equality of personal
status,” Lippmann comforted readers. “In this historical tendency, Mr. Khrushchev
will be. .. ‘the locomotive of history’ only if we set ourselves up to be the road
blocks of history.”3*

Neither President Kennedy nor his advisors shared Lippmann’s emphasis on
accommodating Soviet interests in Germany. Berlin was one of the Cold War crises
points that was of minimal strategic importance to Washington but was of
incalculable value because of its symbolism and the American prestige invested in its
independent status. The Kennedy administration believed it could not consider
Khrushchev’ s demands, nor even negotiate with East German officials to preserve
access to the city, lest it cause the West German government in Bonn to become
disillusioned with the Western Alliance and move toward a closer accommodation
with the East. Above all else, they feared the destabilizing effect upon their alliance
and the existing power structure for, if nationalists came to power in Bonn, West
Germany might as easily strike off on its own and seek to reunify Germany forcibly.®
The columnist, however, believed Kennedy could not “stand pat” on the issue of the
future of Berlin, continuing to rely on a policy based upon Western threats of waging
athermonuclear war to preserve freedom in West Berlin.

Having met again with Khrushchev in April 1961, Lippmann was convinced

of the Soviet premier’ s resolve to stem the flow of East Germans and to limit the

8 Lippmann, T&T, “The Folly of Despair,” 13 June 1961.
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157



impressive Western spy apparatusin the city.® At that meeting in Sochi on the
Crimean, Khrushchev told Lippmann that the Soviets wanted a decisive settlement on
the status of West Berlin and Western de facto recognition of the East German
regime. He described these outstanding issues as the “last piece of shrapnel” left in
the flesh of Europe. “If none of thisis acceptable, we will sign [a separate peace
treat] with East Germany, refuse to recognize the status of West Berlin, and then all
contact with West Berlin will have to be [through] East Germany.” He added that in
the event of a Western Alliance dispute with the East Germans over access to the city,
that Moscow “would stop by force” accessto Berlin “in support of our alies.” The
Soviet premier seemed eager to make Washington officias live up to their bellicose
rhetoric. “Will the West redlly start awar over West Berlin? | answer, ‘No, no, no!’”
Khrushchev shouted at hisguest. “1 can’t believe western statesmen are so insane as
to go to war over 2.5 million people in West Berlin who are threatened by no one.”
But, Khrushchev observed, “better [that it be] done now before the former Hitler
officialsin the West [German] government receive atomic arms.”®’ Lippmann, in
several columns after that meeting, described Berlin as a pressure point where the
Soviets could, with minimal effort—*simply by closing a bridge or losing some
papers’—exert great pressure upon the West. Accordingly, Lippmann counseled

Kennedy to disregard his advisors who recommended that Russia “ could be driven

8 See for example Lippmann’s account in his book, The Coming Tests with Russia (Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1961).
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into a corner, that it can be intimidated, and that it does not have to be listened to.” %8

It was time to negotiate, Lippmann wrote.

By publicly renouncing the fiction that the ultimate objective was to reunify
East and West Germany, Lippmann believed Kennedy could win points by taking the
initiative. Ina29 May 1961 memorandum preparing the president for the Vienna
meeting, national security adviser McGeorge Bundy outlined Lippmann’s three-part
recommendation. According to Bundy, the columnist encouraged Kennedy to “stand
absolutely firm” on Western right of access to Berlin while pointing out the “extreme
danger” of interfering with that right. Lippmann also suggested Kennedy defer
negotiations on the Berlin question until after the German elections in September
1961. Most significantly, he raised the possibility of offering “de facto acceptance’
of the East German Republic in exchange for Soviet guarantees of Western access to
Berlin. “Lippmann thinks that without recognizing the GDR in formal terms, we can
yet find ways of meeting what he thinks may be the fundamental Soviet impulse,”
Bundy explained, “—aneed for security in Eastern Europe and the fear of what the
post-Adenauer Germany may look like.”® This put Lippmann at odds with
prominent members of the Washington intelligentsia. “[Joe] Alsop isfor astrong and
essentially unyielding position, carried all the way to war,” Bundy pointed out in the
days after the Vienna Summit. “Lippmann isfor anegotiated solution . . . he would
like to have usto propose measures |ooking toward the genuine neutralization of

West Berlin, in return for guarantees spelled out in detail by all parties, along the

8 |ippmann, T&T, “Vienna,” 6 June 1961; “The President’s Report,” 8 June 1961.
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lines of the Lateran Treaty.”® Lippmann ratcheted up the pressure on Kennedy to
open discussions with the Soviets, telling his readers soon after seeing Bundy, “ If
there is nothing he wants to do in Germany except to do nothing, the President will
have lost the power to direct and control the struggle, and to use force and the threat
of forceintelligently to achieve real results.”®!

Aron’s position on the Berlin Crisis and negotiating with Soviets was just as
firm as, if less strident than, Joe Alsop’s counsel. In mid-July 1961, the Le Figaro
columnist sketched for his readers “three schools” which had emerged to answer
Khrushchev’ s demand for a settlement: “pure and simple rejection,” “partial
concessions,” and “fundamental concessions.” Aron placed Lippmann in the second
grouping. He accurately sketched Lippmann’s position on the Berlin problem. While
the American commentator maintained that the U.S. could not abandon two million
West Berliners, he neverthel ess proposed that their freedom should rest on some kind
of guarantee other than “the right of conquest. What remainsin Berlin of the
guadripartite is aholdover from the time when it was hoped to re-establish a united
Germany,” Aron continued. Since, as Lippmann argued, the division would last for a
long period, “To preserve the freedom of West Berlin, it is necessary to give it anew
juridical foundation.”®* Of the three proposed courses, Aron did not immediately

dismiss this option, though hisinclinations against it later became clearer. He did

% Memorandum from the President’ s Special Assistant for National Security Affairs (Bundy) to
President Kennedy (“ Subject: Berlin) 10 June 1961, FRUS, 1961-1963, Vol. XIV: 107-109. The
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Vatican City.
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reject the “third school” which offered to extend de jure recognition to the
Democratic Republic of Germany. Such a concession, Aron pointed out, would give
Khrushchev more than he asked. Any legitimization of the Pankow government, he
feared, would embolden it to “be even less tolerant of the present occupation regime
in one part of its capital; the recognition would not give an additional assurance that
the status of the free city would long be respected.” Aron described this path as
acquiescence to a“limited defeat.”*

Aron clearly valued more than Lippmann the fact that Western firmnessin
West Berlin would serve as a symbol of its resolution against the Soviets el sewhere—
adetermination that he, like many American policymakers, thought critical in the
battle for European public opinion. In the sense that Lippmann’s proposal tended
only to answer the local problems occasioned by the division of Berlin, Aron could
not completely accept it. He wrote that “the stakes interest the whole of both
[superpower] blocks and the solution must not be determined by the local situation
alone.” AsAron viewed it, Premier Khrushchev had three objectivesin forcing a
showdown in Berlin: 1) to bolster and legitimize the Pankow regime; 2) to close the
routes by which East Germans fled to the West; and 3) to demonstrate the weakness
of the Western Alliance. “Those who imagine that in consecrating the territorial
status of Europe, the West would insure a stable peace don’t understand anything

about Soviet strategy,” he concluded. “Beyond the two million Berliners, it isthe fate

2 Aron, “L’Enjeu de la Crise de Berlin (The Stakes of the Berlin Crisis),” 19 July 1961, Le Figaro,
reprinted in Soutou, Volume 1, La Coexistence: Les Articles de Palitique Internationale Dans Le
Figaro (Paris, Editions de Fallois: 1993): 882-885

*1bid.
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of Germany and of Western Europe that threatens to bein play.”® The notion of
“free city” status (an ideathat Lippmann supported as “international city” status)
would, Aron argued, have cut off East Germans from their primary escape route.
Though he held back from attacking Lippmann’s position frontally, by Aron’slogic
any settlement that would have recognized the legitimacy of East Germany—in
formal practice or in fact—would have weakened the Western position and
contributed to Khrushchev’ s attainment of his goals.

President Kennedy reacted boldly to the Kremlin's challenge, linking the
defense of West Berlin to America's larger commitments to NATO and Western
Europe and threatening military confrontation. In late-July 1961, he requested from
Congress an additional $3.2 billion in military appropriations, tripled draft calls,
mobilized more than 150,000 reserves, and sent 40,000 more troops to Europe.*> On
the evening of July 25, 1961, Kennedy spoke to the nation on television from the
Oval Office with grim determination about the Berlin Crisis. He described the old
German capital as a symbol of freedom, a source of hope behind the Iron Curtain, and
awindow of escape for East Berliners. “West Berlinisall of that,” Kennedy told
viewers. “But above al it has now become—as never before—the great testing place
of Western courage and will, afocal point where our solemn commitments stretching
back over the years since 1945, and Soviet ambitions now meet in basic confrontation

... We cannot separate its safety from our own.”® The President also laid out the

*1bid.

% Stephen Ambrose, Rise to Globalism: American Foreign Policy Since 1938 (New Y ork: Penguin
Books, 1991): 189-191.

% John F. Kennedy, “Radio and Television Report to the American People on the Berlin Crisis,” 25
July 1961, Public Papers of the Presidents: John F. Kennedy, 1961, item #302 Washington, DC.
Available on-line at:

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/site/docs/pppus.php?admin=035& year=1961&id=302 .
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rationale for the military alert as deriving from the administration’s policy of flexible
response. American policymakers were intent on developing a strategy “to meet all
levels of aggressor pressure with whatever levels of force are required. We intend to
have awider choice than humiliation or all-out nuclear war.” Kennedy, however,
urged American to contemplate how they might best prepare for that latter scenario.”’
There was, much to Lippmann’s dismay, little diplomatic effort to complement the
resolute military display.

Just days after President Kennedy’ s decision to move U.S. forcesin West
Berlin closer to awar footing, Aron wrote an approving column in which he
described the administration’s diplomacy as “firm and measured.”® At this point, the
Le Figaro columnist was much less reserved in his criticism of the proposal for an
internationalized status for Berlin. “The transformation of the whole of Berlininto a
free city runsinto obstacles nearly as difficult to surmount as the unification of
Germany,” Aron wrote. What kind of coalition regime would run the city? West or
East in its orientation? “In the first case Pankow would lose its old sector of the
capital,” he added. “In the second, it isthe West which would abandon what is the
stake of the crisis.”® Dismissing this idea as one of several “frivolous’ proposals,
Aron argued that Western leaders should not be forthcoming with any plan based on
the aim of persuading the Kremlin to tolerate the Western presence in Berlin. Aron
feared that any Western concession would provoke bolder demands from

Khrushchev. “The error isto believe that we can satisfy so easily the appetite of the

“ 1bid.

* Aron, “Jeux de Strategie (Strategic Games),” 28 July 1961, Le Figaro, reprinted in Soutou, Volume
Il: La Coexistence: 885-887.

*bid. My italics.
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Soviet Premier,” hetold readers. Western leaders must recall that any diplomat “is
aways ready, in certain circumstances, to bring the desirable down to the level of the
possible. In other words, it is our reaction or challenge on which will depend, in part,
the goals of M. Khrushchev.” In the contest for Berlin, Aron admitted, Khrushchev
might settle for the free city proposal or a pledge to remove nuclear weapons from
Germany and Europe to create a“ denuclearized” zone. “It is perfectly possible that
M. Khrushchev will be provisionally happy with a Berlin status which is not
unacceptable to the West,” Aron concluded, “but he will not be content if we go
beyond what he wants and offer to capitulate before there is even atest of wills.”*®
On 13 August 1961, Khrushchev broke the impasse, erecting awall that
divided the city and powerfully symbolized German partition and the Cold War
division of Europe. Lippmann rebuked the Kennedy administration for its singular
reliance on amilitary buildup in response to Khrushchev’ s provocations. The
“excessive preoccupation” with proving its will to fight a Stalin-like blockade | eft the
West completely unprepared to deal with a deft move that stopped short of war. De
Gaulle, Adenauer, and advisers within the administration had told Kennedy that if he
“stood pat” he could call the Russians' bluff and they would back down. Lippmann
wrote sharply, “this pipe dream clouded the vision and narcotized the will to face the
realities of the German situation.”*™*
Aron’sinclination toward afirm U.S. stand in West Berlin was conveyed in a

remarkable column, which McGeorge Bundy personally brought to President

Kennedy’s attention later that fall. The Le Figaro commentator’s article, which

1bid.
101 ippmann, T&T, “Since Vienna,” 7 September 1961.
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addressed Kennedy directly, taking the tone of a private conversation, was, in equa
parts, criticism of the administration’ s policymaking process and encouragement
toward a decisive policy of avoiding or, at the very least, forestalling negotiations
with the Soviets. “The attached excerpts from a column by Raymond Aron seem to
me so precisely pertinent to our Berlin problem that | venture to call them to your
attention,” the national security adviser told the president. “Aron isone of your real
supporters. . . and hisworry is not expressed out of anything but the deepest desire
for your success,” 1%

Aron commented first on the Kennedy administration’s reliance on a host of
advisors drawn from academic and intellectual circles. Such an organization, Aron
wrote, had built-in advantages. For instance, the President would receive counsel that
approached a problem from many angles and he was “not in danger of ignorance of
one of the possible choices.” This process, however, also suffered from a“terrible
danger: aman like yourself in asituation in which you are, with the crushing
responsibilities to which you are condemned, is inevitably tempted not to go right to
the end of any one of the available policies,” Aron wrote. “On all subjects you hear
men who tell you black and otherstell you white: so far your choices have been gray.
Now in foreign policy the half measure and the compromise generally combine the
disadvantages of the two possible policies.”!%

Aron pointed to the Bay of Pigs fiasco as the result of such a half-measure,

gently reminding Kennedy that Nikita Khrushchev would seein that failed policy a

“proof of weakness.” That, he implied, had profound implications for the Berlin

"2 Bundy to President Kennedy, 20 October 1961, NSF, Bundy Correspondence, Box 405, JFKL.
'® | bid., as attachment to Bundy’ s memorandum.
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standoff. “I am afraid that you may be on the way to arepetition of the Cuban error,
that isto say the adoption of amiddle line,” Aron observed. “I do not know whether
you ought to ‘negotiate,” but if you are ready today to recognize the government of
East Germany, it would have been better to do it earlier, or it would be better to wait
several months than to do it now, because what is at stake today, in the eyes of the
world, is not simply the fate of two million Berliners: it is your capacity and the
capacity of the United States to convince Khrushchev that you have the nerve not to
givein to blackmail.”*® While Aron, again avoided directly embracing one line of
action over the other, it was clear that he was inclined toward the firm approach upon
which Kennedy eventually settled. Asthe columnist concluded, with such adecision
“inspired with one conception—and one alone—hope will be reborn that we may
preserve peace, Berlin, and the future of Europe—all three.”'®

During the fall of 1961, Lippmann told readers that the construction of the
wall gave the Soviets what they would have gotten out of a peace treaty. Khrushchev
read those remarks with approval, noting later to Averell Harriman that Lippmann’s
position demonstrated Washington's “ acceptance of the two Germanies [sic] asthey
now exist.”*® In September 1961, K hrushchev ordered that a key Today and
Tomorrow installment be reprinted when he read and agreed with two of Lippmann’s
assertions in the column, “After the German Elections.”*®” The Soviet leader agreed
with Lippmann’s statement that “the physical partition of Germany has become a

fully accomplished fact and this fact has been acquiesced in by the whole NATO

* | bid.

' | bid.

1% Harriman, Memorandum of Conversation with President Kennedy re: Harriman'’ s trip to Soviet
Union, 10 July 1963, Box 587, Averell Harriman Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, DC.
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aliance.” Similarly, he shared the columnist’s observation that “for ten years or
more, the Western powers have built their whole German policy on the partition of
Germany. NATO is based on the partition of Germany. The Common Market is
based on the partition of Germany.”*® Llewellyn Thompson, U.S. Ambassador to
Moscow, reported back to Washington that when Khrushchev read the Lippmann
piece, he “underlined two passages with which he particularly agreed, and handed the
trandation to his son-in-law, Aleksei Adzhubei, the editor of 1zvestiya, with the order
that the article be published.”*® It was published in its entirety in both | zvestiya and
Pravda, despite the fact that Lippmann also made statements that no doubt met with
official Soviet disapproval, particularly his prediction that once the Germans
officialy recognized partition, the effect would loosen the reliance of Eastern
European satellites on Moscow because the fear of revived German power would be
removed. “Presumably only adirect order from Khrushchev could cause the Soviet
pressto carry such a paragraph in full and honest trandation,” Thompson
concluded.™°

Khrushchev’ s remark to Harriman and his repeated attention to Lippmann’s
columns confirmed one of Kennedy’ s nagging apprehensions. Though ready to use
Lippmann as a domestic spokesman to blunt the rhetoric of hawks in the Congress
and Pentagon, the president could not associate himself too closely with the columnist

unless foreign powers read into the softer tones of Today and Tomorrow a preview of

" Lippmann, T&T, 19 September 1961, “ After the German Elections.”

" | bid.

' Thompson to Secretary of State, 26 September 1961, “ Khrushchev Orders Reprinting of Lippmann
Article,” RG 59, decimal files 911.61/9-2661, TS, National Archives and Records Administration |1,
College Park, MD.
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administration policy.™* In the summer of 1961, while he built up the U.S. military
presence in Germany, Kennedy worried that Lippmann’s call for negotiations would
undermine his brinksmanship. At about that time two prominent correspondents, the
Chicago Daily News' bureau chief Peter Lisagor and European correspondent
William Stoneman, visited the president to discuss Berlin policy. Kennedy laid out
his genera approach to which Stoneman interjected, “Why that’s wonderful Mr.
President. That's exactly what | think ought to be done.” Kennedy shrugged off the
compliment. “You know what our policy is but the Russians read Walter Lippmann.
They read Walter Lippmann and Khrushchev reads him,” he remarked. “I know
Khrushchev reads him, and he thinks that Walter Lippmann is representing American
policy. Now how do | get over that problem? It’s a problem that’s been in thistown
for many years, of course.”*? That Kennedy at least partly blamed Lippmann for his
problems in dealing firmly with Khrushchev points to the power of Lippmann’s
writing and the danger of too closely associating with opinion leaders. But it also
reveals a unigue side to a president who often is celebrated as a master of media
manipulation and whose few anxieties about press coverage are usualy perceived as

having been directed at conservative elementsin the press, not liberal quarters.'*®

111

Ronald Steel’ s treatment of Lippmann in this respect is vague—alternately treating Lippmann as an
independent commentator during the Kennedy years and then as awilling mouthpiece. Thereisno
sensein his account of Kennedy’s conflicting desire to secure Lippmann’s approval for certain policies
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Kennedy ultimately thought Lippmann’s emphasis on accommodation to be
incompatible with the brinksmanship he preferred.

German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer read Lippmann’s columns on the Berlin
Crisiswith incredulity. Adenauer and his Social Democratic Party had pursued
Westpolitik—the integration of the western German zones into the Western
Alliance—as their primary policy. Reunification with East Germany was a secondary
priority at best. Adenauer’sfirst objective was “the protection of the Federal
Republic’sfreedom . . . our main goal must be to secure irrevocably the liberty of our
fifty-two million people.” Only when that was achieved, the pragmatic German
leader would turn his sights toward “the liberty of the seventeen million on the other
side of the Iron Curtain.”*** Adenauer aso feared, however, (and here is where
Lippmann’s columns played a part) that the U.S. might negotiate with Premier
Khrushchev—that the Atlantic Alliance might yield to the inducements of
disengagement by seeking to end the division of Europe, reduce nuclear arms
deployed on the continent, and seek the reunification of a neutralized Germany. That
outcome would rob Westpolitik of its meaning, and scotch the Social Democrats
political platform. Konrad Adenauer had no intent—political, ideological, or in terms
of national security—to cut a bargain with Walter Ulbricht regime in Pankow.™

In November 1961, when Chancellor Adenauer met with President Kennedy
in Washington, Kennedy opened a discussion on the Berlin Crisis by citing a

Lippmann column that warned of the dangers of a West German-Soviet

" Hitchcock, The Struggle for Europe: 224-227.

“®|bid. Hitchcock maintains that Adenauer nevertheless sought to “prepare for this eventuality by
making West Germany as strong as possible both economically and militarily so that unification, if it
ever took place, would be on Western terms.”
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rapprochement. Lippmann suggested that Bonn might adopt a policy of neutrality in
the U.S.-Soviet dispute in order to extract a reunification pledge from Moscow and
the East Germans. JFK asked Adenauer for his evaluation of “Lippmann’s view.”
Admitting that he once became “excited” by the proposals contained in Lippmann
columns (that they might indicate a desire on the part of U.S. officials to negotiate
with the Kremlin), the Chancellor told the President that he now shared John J.
McCloy’s evaluation of Lippmann’s prognostications: “They always prove fase.”
For emphasis, he added, that “he would wager his head” that this latest prophecy
would prove false, too.'®

Not only foreign leaders but aso the foreign press paid close attention to
Lippmann’s position in the Berlin situation. With the American commentator
advocating negotiations, French and German correspondents believed that the
Kennedy administration also was leaning in that direction. Jean Knecht, Le Monde's
Washington correspondent, reported that the anti-German core of JFK’s advisors
were “following Walter Lippmann’sline.” Heincluded Bundy, Rostow, Kennan,
Charles Bohlen, and Foy Kohler. The Die Welt writer Peter von Zahn went a step
further. Lippmann, Zahn told German readers, was a *“ sophisticated isolationist who
is masterminding a German Munich.” New York Times bureau chief James Reston
quickly challenged those assertions. As afrequent resource for Mac Bundy, one can

justifiably infer that he did so primarily to refute the idea that Lippmann was speaking
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on behalf of key administration sources and only secondarily to deflect unfounded
accusations and defend Lippmann.*’

Lippmann continued to push Kennedy to reject the “narrow” objective of
preserving access to West Berlin in favor of a comprehensive settlement. A
perpetually divided Berlin would be a*doomed and dying city,” he wrote. On 12
September 1961, Lippmann publicly proposed the program he had been advising to
Mac Bundy for months: (1) offer de facto recognition of East Germany; (2) change
Berlin's status to that of an international city, to be “held in trust” unless and until
German partition ended; and (3) seek an agreement for controlled nuclear
disarmament and reduction of conventional forcesin awide area of central Europe.*'®
Throughout the fall he pressed his plan to internationalize Berlin—making it asite for
United Nations agencies and a center for science, the arts, and sports. Though
“utopian and idealistic’—»by his own admission—such a proposal offered afar better
future than to mortgage Berlin's freedom with American subsidies and the West's
willingness to live on the brink of nuclear war.**® Even after tensions eased late in
the year, Lippmann continued to advocate the plan.

At the height of tensions, when West Berlin was the fulcrum for a possible
thermonuclear showdown, Lippmann observed that there was little precedent for
conducting diplomacy in the nuclear age. “Thereisaline of intolerable provocation
beyond which the reactions are uncontrollable,” he warned. “The governments must

know where that line is and they must stay well back of it.” The only way to decrease

" James Reston, “Washington: How To Make Things Worse Than They Really Are,” 27 October
1961, New York Times: 32. Bundy’s role as an adept press handler is discussed in greater detail in
Chapter Seven.
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tensions was to broker an “honorable and tolerable accommodation.” The first rule of
international politics in the nuclear era, he wrote, isthat a“great nuclear power must
not put another great nuclear power in aposition where it must choose between
suicide and surrender.”*® Kennedy was not pleased with that analysis. At aWhite
House dinner for the Sudanese president, Kennedy called Lippmann to the head of the
table and began debating him about Berlin policy: “Y ou were wrong, Walter!” The
columnist’s claim that Washington had been caught off guard by the construction of
the Berlin Wall, especially irked the president. “Hedidn't like that, | know, but he
wasn't angry,” Lippmann recaled. “Hejust didn’t like to have it shown that we had
missed the point. And he argued a good deal about that . . . He didn’t convince me
anyway that we really had anticipated what the Russiansredlly did.” Reflecting on
the more troubling moments of the Kennedy administration, Lippmann singled out
JFK’ s brinksmanship in Berlin. *I was disturbed by the way Berlin was handled,” he
added. “1 didn’t think [Kennedy] had really grasped the redlities of the thing. And
my proof of it was that the Russians did the opposite of what he expected them to
do”—building awall rather than sending in tanks.*** His grave doubts about the

president’ s diplomacy repeatedly resurfaced.

VII.
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The outcome of the disengagement debate and Berlin quarrel suggested Lippmann’s
marginalization far from the levers of Western security policy planning—a position
the columnist had occupied since 1947. By the late-1940s, Lippmann and Kennan
viewed the Cold War in Europe through a similar lens—one that clashed with the
belief of “realist” policyakers like Acheson and Nitze that the division of Europe
was essential to stability and along peace. Lippmann and Kennan believed that the
Cold War division in Germany represented an impermanent and abnormal
configuration that posed problems of rapid destabilization and nuclear confrontation.
Both advocated a flexible diplomatic component to a sharply curtailed containment
strategy. But, in thefinal analysis, their solutions for settling the German problem
proved unsuited to the task because they for so long underestimated the reality that
Western leaders valued the stability that inhered in that division.

Conversely, Aron, who tended to view the struggle through the prism of
ideology, minimized the possibility that either side might find much room for
accommodation. Aron’sviews, while not fixed, were most consistent. From an early
point, he realized that the division of Germany (and of Europe) ultimately conferred a
measure of stability. In 1959, contributing to a collection of essays commemorating
Lippmann’s 70" birthday, Aron used the occasion to strike at Lippmann’s de-
emphasis of the importance of ideology in explaining Soviet foreign policy.? The
columnist, Aron wrote, believed that “the rulers of the Soviet Union . . . are, in the

final analysis, in the long view, first Russians . . . not communists.” Thus, his
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prescription for Germany was based on the belief that for both the Soviet bloc and the
Atlantic Alliance the neutralization of a unified Germany secured core national
security objectives that outweighed all other factors. Aron did not agree. “Isa
liquidation of the Communist zone compatible with the interests not of eternal Russia,
but of a Russiawhose leaders consider themselves interpreters of arevolutionary
movement with universal aspirations?” Aron asked. Simple disengagement raises a
world of problems.” Would the West accept German military neutralization at the
price of a Communist political system remaining in Pankow? Could Soviet
diplomacy accept political liberalization in Germany as the cost for meeting its own
security concerns? None of these scenarios seemed remotely possible to Aron.
“Following this line of thought, one would oppose the buffer-zone (neutralization)
theory of Walter Lippmann with the idea of the division of the contested countries,”
Aron concluded, “the division being a substitute for the buffer zone when the conflict
isideological aswell asmilitary.”*%

Lippmann’s public part in the debate about German partition was but a
prelude to his maneuverings as an insider during another momentous Cold War
episode: the Cuban Missile Crisis. It iswithin the context of that event that
Lippmann can be seen to move beyond his attempts to shape the public dialogue
about policy and to act as a quasi-diplomat, policy broker, and public relations
spokesman for American policy. Itisin thisrespect, too, that Lippmann continued
his trans-Atlantic dialogue with Aron, French officials, Soviet diplomats, and

Washington policymakers.

' Aron, “The Columnist as Teacher and Historian,” 123-124. It isinteresting to note that Aron
believed Lippmann already had answer these questions when, in U.S. War Aims, he argued that a

174



country which does not advance its political faith already has abandoned it.
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Chapter 4.

Trans-Atlantic Brokering: Walter Lippmann, Raymond Aron, the
Cuban Missile Crisisand Nuclear Sharing, 1962-1963

Walter Lippmann’s participation as a public figure in the Cold War debate extended
beyond his efforts to shape an abstract conceptual framework for Washington's
postwar foreign policy. Lippmann also actively sought to shape policy both by
interjecting himself as afacilitator in the public and private dialogue process and, on
occasion, by performing public relations duties for American officias.

Two primary examples of his efforts to mediate among Washington, its
Alliance partners, and Moscow, occurred during the Cuban Missile Crisisin October
1962 and, in its aftermath, the reinvigorated debate about nuclear sharing within the
Alliance—particularly between the U.S. and France. During these episodes,
Lippmann played avariety of roles. Critica of the Kennedy administration’s
brinksmanship at the height of the Cuban Missile Crisis, he publicly and
independently proposed a“missile base trade” to end the nuclear confrontation in the
Caribbean. That proposal carried weight with the Russians since Premier Nikita
Khrushchev, who had met twice with the columnist, respected his judgments and,

further, knew that Lippmann was close to key Kennedy administration officials.
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Indeed, even though Lippmann was not personally close to the President, he enjoyed
enhanced accessto his principa advisors, particularly National Security Adviser
McGeorge Bundy. The columnist had opposed French plans for an independent
European nuclear forcein early 1962 and, that November, accepted the White

House' sinvitation to act as a public spokesman on behalf of the American position of
retaining unified nuclear command under Washington’s aegis. This chapter
highlights Lippmann’s complex efforts to steer the Cold War policy and the Trans-
Atlantic debate.

In this process, Lippmann and the French commentator Raymond Aron acted
as principa interpreters of the nuclear debate within the Western Alliance. There
were apparent parallels between them in that they were arbiters of the Cold War
dialogue and opinion shapers who had access to the political elite on both sides of the
Atlantic. Aron met with Kennedy administration officials; Lippmann enjoyed
unprecedented access to French President Charles De Gaulle. For decades, Lippmann
facilitated the spread of General De Gaull€’ sideas in America—though he firmly
disagreed with French President’ s pressures for nuclear sharing. Aron, served asa
publicist for the Kennedy administration’ s policies in Europe and its strategy of
“flexible response.” National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy once described the
Le Figaro columnist to President Kennedy as “the most perceptive political observer

in France and perhaps on the continent.”*

Over the subsequent decades, Aron’'s
reputation grew among the American policymaking elite, with whom he often agreed

on Cold War policy. At Aron’s death in October 1983—an event that received

' McGeorge Bundy to Kennedy, 30 April 1963, Bundy Correspondence, National Security Files (NSF),
Box 405, John F. Kennedy Library, Boston, MA (hereinafter referred to as “JFKL").
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significant press coverage in America—observers described him as “the Walter
Lippmann of France.”? It is not evident, however, that Aron would have received
comparisons to Lippmann as compliments.

Though they have both been described as prominent realists, Lippmann and
Aron came to very different conclusions about some of the core issues and persons
who shaped the Atlantic Alliance between 1945 and 1967. They not only disagreed
over Alliance policy in Germany they aso disagreed about French effortsto secure an
independent nuclear strike force. But the differences between the Le Figaro
commentator and the syndicated American columnist ran deeper than the shallows of
the policy debate de jure. Theirs aso was a conflict about the fundamental
motivations that lay behind leaders’ foreign policy decisions. Should they properly—
as Lippmann seemed to argue—derive solely from a desire to fulfill vital national
security objectives? Or—as Aron believed—did domestic ideol ogies (in both
positive and negative aspects) fundamentally shape the way nations acted abroad? By
using the Lippmann-Aron dispute as a case study, this chapter also highlights some of

variance between American realists and their Alliance brethren.

Lippmann and Aron had known each other since before the Second World War,

having met at a Paris gathering in honor of the American columnist—the “Walter

? See for example, William Echikson, “Raymond Aron Saw His Liberal Pluralism Triumph Over
Marx,” 18 October 1983, Christian Science Monitor: 1; “Raymond Aron,” 19 October 1983, Wall
Street Journal: 30 (op-ed piece).
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Lippmann Colloquium” in 1939.% For the next three decades they met occasionally
during Lippmann’s biannual visits to Western Europe or Aron’s frequent trips to the
U.S. East Coast. In 1959, Aron wrote a contribution to a book commemorating
Lippmann’'s 70" bi rthday, Walter Lippmann and His Times. In that essay, the French
commentator with customary graciousness, described Lippmann as “apolitica
teacher, inspired by a certain philosophy of diplomatic history.” Aron admired
Lippmann’s effort to educate Americans about foreign policy as well as his emphasis
on the necessity of developing the Atlantic Alliance.*

There indeed were a number of parallels between these men which at |east
suggested the possibility for congruent outlooks on the Cold War and, aswell, a
similarity of purpose in their respective efforts to explain that conflict to their
countrymen. These commonalities are worth stating here if, for no other reason, than
that no published account previously has explored them.”

Both Lippmann and Aron were among the most brilliant intellectuals of their
generations, rising to prominence not through family connections or inherited wealth

but by dint of intellect and their talent as writers. Lippmann studied with William

° Ronald Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1980):
368.

* Raymond Aron, “ The Columnist as Teacher and Historian,” in Walter Lippmann and His Times,
Marquis Childs and James Reston, eds. (New Y ork: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, 1959): 115.
®Here | must state my great debt and gratitude toward my friend and colleague, Carl Ashley of
Catholic University, who defended his dissertation “Raymond Aron: International Politics and the
Transatlantic Dialogue During the Cold War,” in 2003. My knowledge of Raymond Aron has been
augmented by our frequent discussions and our sharing of both men’s correspondence from their
respective manuscript collections. Little has been published on Aronin English. His memoirs have
been trandlated: Aron, Raymond. Fifty Years of Palitical Reflection, translated by George Holoch New
Y ork: Holmes and Meier, 1990. Two useful essays on Aron also contributed to the foregoing analysis:
Tony Judt’s “The Peripheral Insider: Raymond Aron and the Wages of Reason,” in Judt’s The Burden
of Responsihility: Blum, Camus, Aron, and the French Twentieth Century (Chicago: University Press
of Chicago, 1998): 137-182; and Stanley Hoffman’s “Raymond Aron and the Theory of International
Relations,” in Hoffmann’s Janus and Minerva: Essays in the Theory and Practice of International
Palitics (Boulder and London: Westview Press, 1987): 207-223.
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James, George Santayana, and Graham Wallas at Harvard. Aron, was educated at the
Lycee Condorcet before enrolling at the elite Ecole Normale Superieure. He wrote a
dissertation that marked him as aleading philosopher and sociologist, taking the
agregation in philosophy and finishing first-place nationally in 1928. Both men had
their choice of academic appointments. Lippmann was Santayana’ s teaching assistant
and for years was pursued by dlite institutions, the University of Chicago among
them, to teach political science and international relations. Lippmann resisted that
career path, however. Aronimmersed himself in it, as a distinguished professor at the
Sorbonne. Neither man, however, would have been content to participate exclusively
in academe.

Aswell, Lippmann and Aron were assimilated, non-practicing Jews who
sought to mitigate their Jewish-ness by refusing to make parochial tiesto distinctive
communities within their larger cultures.® Their experiences as men from an un-
favored ethnic minority who, nevertheless, excelled in their respective mainstream
cultures, likely added to their unique abilities to dissect events as detached outsiders.
The middle ground both occupied was not an especialy comfortable place. Both
were roundly criticized for perceived insensitivity toward Jews in 1930s Nazi
Germany and, as well, for their tendency to avoid writing about Isragl in the post-

World War |1 period (a more pronounced aversion on Lippmann’s part).”

® Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 3-9; 186-196. For Aron, see Judt, The Burden of
Responsibility: 174-177.

" Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century, 188-189; 453-454. Lippmann’s research
assistant, Elizabeth (Farmer) Midgley, recalled that Lippmann often was approached by French and
Middle Eastern diplomats to write on the subject Israeli statehood, especialy in the 1960s, though he
consistently demurred. She believed that Lippmann though his Jewish ancestry Elizabeth (Farmer)
Midgley, interview with author, 28 February 2001, Washington, DC. For Aron’s position on writing
about Israel, see Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 175.
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Their choice of career—both became prominent political commentators—al so
invites comparison. Both men were political liberals who wrote for conservative
newspapers. for much of his career Lippmann’s column was based in the New Y ork
Herald Tribune syndicate; Aron’sran for decadesin Le Figaro. They focused
primarily on international relations and particularly Cold War developments.
Moreover, they wrote prolifically. Between 1931 and 1967, the span of Lippmann’s
Today and Tomorrow, he wrote approximately 4,000 installments. During Aron’s
tenure as a public commentator, from 1947 to 1983, he, too, amassed an opus of
about 4,000 columns.

In choosing to be interpreters of events, Aron and Lippmann occupied that
strange gray area between officialdom and the public. For abrief time, during
moments of national crisis, each worked as an official within his respective
government in jobs closely aligned with official propaganda organs. During World
War |, Lippmann worked in a series of jobs ranging from policy development on the
Inquiry to military intelligence and propaganda. Aron joined the Free French during
the Second World War and later served for a short term as chef de cabinet in the
Ministry of Information in 1946. Neither Lippmann nor Aron was drawn to along
government career, though these experiences provided them many important future
contacts. In moving into their roles as opinion shapers, they both had access to, but
never really were a part of, their respective political establishments. Tony Judt has
observed of Aron: “He thus wrote from the outside, but with an insider’s sense of

n8

realitiesand limits.”” That analysis may be applied in equal measure to Lippmann.

® Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 139.
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Each enjoyed privileged access to the powerful—perhaps most remarkably
within the other’s country. Lippmann and Aron maintained high-level contacts with
the political classesin Washington, London, Bonn, and Paris. In France, particularly
with respect to Charles De Gaulle and other prominent Gaullists, like Maurice Couve
de Murville, Lippmann acted as a virtual ambassador—~bringing De Gaulle' sideas
across the Atlantic to discuss them with American leaders and using his column to
give them arespectful and, quite often, endorsing boost. Aron often framed
American Cold War policy for hisfellow Frenchmen as akind of necessary power
politics rather than the imperial aggrandizement condemned by many on the French
Left. Thisopened many doors in Washington for him since, as U.S. Ambassador to
France David K.E. Bruce once put it in understated fashion, Aron was the “most
sympathetic of all French writers’ to U.S. policy.® By the Kennedy years, he had
established several enduring personal relationships with several high-ranking U.S.
officials—Bundy, Undersecretary of State George Ball, and presidential adviser
Arthur Schlesigner, Jr. If in asomewhat more disinterested vein than Lippmann,
Aron tended to explain with both sympathy and objectivity the motivations behind
much of JFK’ s foreign policy—particularly regarding the Berlin Crisis of 1961 and
the topic of nuclear sharing within the Alliance. Again, Bundy described him as

“very cordial to the administration” even in 1963 after considerable tension arose

o Quoted in Nelson D. Lankford, The Last American Aristocrat: The Biography of Ambassador David
K.E. Bruce (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1996): 231. Bruce's private diaries indicate that he
socialized often with Aron and was likely the source for some of his columns. Personal Diaries of
David K.E. Bruce, Bruce Papers, Virginia Historical Society, Richmond, VA.
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between Paris and Washington over French officials plans for an independent
nuclear striking force.*®

While acting as private diplomats within the Alliance, both Lippmann and
Aron resisted, within their own respective nations, the dominant intellectual and elite
opinion currents during the Cold War. Aron firmly supported the Western Alliance at
atime when most of the French intelligentsia were drawn to Marxism or to Gaullist
visions of aneutral “third way” that rejected U.S. leadership.*! Lippmann, too,
championed the Alliance—a vision he had developed in 1917 and one which,
admittedly, he shared with many figuresin the U.S. establishment. Significantly,
however, he rejected using that Alliance as chiefly an anti-Soviet instrument and aso
dismissed the ideological obsession of Washington officials who tended to view the
Cold War as a crusade to spread democratic values. Indeed, Lippmann and Aron
were among the most cosmopolitan-oriented intellectuals within their respective
capitals.

In both cases, the tendency of these commentators to push enlightened
nationalism rather than parochial interests or antiquated visions of national
exceptionalism or grandeur, derived from their early insights into the
interconnectivity of foreign and domestic policy. Asdiscussed in the previous
chapter, Lippmann recognized this fact as early as 1915 with the publication of The
Sakes of Diplomacy. Hiscognizanceis especialy apparent in the discussion of how

imperial interests routinely appealed to democratic ideology to win support for

 Bundy to the President, 30 April 1963, NSF, Box 405, JFKL.
* Aron made this point clear in his book The Century of Total War (New Y ork: Doubleday, 1954). He
advocated an Atlantic Community rather than afederal Europe because he believed that there was a
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foreign programs. Aron was one of the early post-World War Il Frenchmen to
perceive the vital link between domestic politics and international affairs—in his case
because of the rise of the communist party in national politics. “Thetruthisthat in
our times, for individuals as for nations, the choice that determines al elseis aglobal
one, in effect a geographic choice” Aron wrote. “Oneisin the universe of free
countries or elsein that of lands place under harsh Soviet rule. From now on
everyonein France will have to state his choice.”*

Lippmann and Aron both saw the U.S. as far preferable to the Soviet system
because it was the final guarantor of Western ideals of liberty—even if, as both men
often wrote, it was an imperfect guardian of those values. Neither had much patience
for Marxist fellow-travelers or, on the opposite pole, the anti-Communist demagogues
whose methods directly threatened the civil society both men cherished. Similarly,
both Lippmann and Aron possessed alevel of detachment—a“cool realism” as Judt
wrote of Aron; an “Olympian” remove as Alistair Cooke once wrote of Lippmann—
that insulated them from the disillusionment with the Soviet Union that often
enveloped Western Alliance leaders and public opinion.*® Finally, both men tended
to view the maturation of the Western Alliance as primarily political in nature, not
military. After the late-1940s, neither Lippmann nor Aron ever seriously believed

that Kremlin leaders would move to the brink of war in Europe and, in this respect,

place for Great Britain in the former but not the latter. See aso, Max Freedman’sreview of The
Century of Total War in “A Realist Looks at European Unity,” 21 March 1954, Washington Post: B6.
 Aron, “LaFin desIllusions,” 5 July 1947, Le Figaro, in Raymond Aron: Les Articles de Politique
Internationale dans Le Figaro de 1947 a 1977, Volume 1, La Guerre Froide (Juin 1947 a Mai 1955)
edited by Georges-Henri Soutou (Paris: Editions de Fallois, 1990).

* Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 157; Alistair Cooke, America Observed: From the 1940s to the
1980s (New York: Collier Books, 1989): 79-82. Cooke' s original radio essay was broadcast on 8 May
1956.
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they agreed with Kennan who argued that Moscow would seek to achieveits
objectives through long-term, subtle pressure.

Lippmann and Aron—Ilike Kennan—also were prominent popularizers and
devotees of realpolitik from very early pointsin their public careers—and they never
retreated from the centrality of these beliefs. Tony Judt has explained that Aron’s
“fundamentally tragic vision—the belief that there can be no end to the conflict
among states and the best that could be hoped for was a constant vigilance to limit the
risks and damage of confrontations” pervaded hiswritings. Likewise, as described in
Chapter Two, Lippmann ascribed to asimilar view—arguing that the basis for
diplomacy was not to achieve perpetual peace but to structure a modus vivendi
between nations whose interests would forever conflict. Judt has written that Aron’s
espousal of realism “placed him at odds with the dominant sensibility of his era: the
view, held by many on both sides, that the object of international relations was
somehow to put an end to all wars; whether through nuclear stalemate, the negotiation
of adefinitive ‘ peace settlement,’ or else afinal victory by one side or the other.”
In working against Wilsonian internationalism in America, Walter Lippmann shared
Aron’s foundational view of state-to-state relations.

Frenchman and American also shared a yearning for order and stability that
shaped not only their view on foreign affairs but which inhered in their commentary
on developments within their own countries. Their responses to student protests, the
anti-war movement, and counter-cultural spasms of the late-1960s, offer an
interesting parallel. Aron, despite sympathy with students' criticisms of higher

education and his deep disapproval of Gaullist authoritarianism at home (and grand
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designs abroad) refused to support student radicals and repeatedly worried about the
disruption and social chaos they engendered. Likewise, Lippmann empathized with
some aspects of the campus protests in America—particularly their anger at LBJ's
Vietnam policies. Yet, he, too, withheld his endorsement. The violence, vulgarity,
and rejection of authority violated his sense of order and civility.*

Finally, both men displayed independence of mind, revealing intellectual and,
at times, physical courage. One observer noted Aron’s ability to withstand “the
provocations of the powerful.”*® Lippmann’s ultimate refusal to support Lyndon
Johnson’s escalation of the Vietham War demonstrated a fidelity to personal
convictions sorely lacking in most Washington circles in the 1960s—political and

intellectual.

What makes the palette of similarities between Lippmann and Aron all the more
remarkableisthat in spite of these shared traits that afforded them much common
ground, they diverged on the core issues confronting the Atlantic Alliance. The

Lippmann-Aron conversation of the late-1940s to the mid-1960s, carried on largely

* Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 158.

** See, for example, Lippmann, “ The Gaullist Question,” 17 June 1968, Newsweek: 62. “The active
student leadersin Paris, Berlin, Rome, and New Y ork are not acting in order to bring about reform and
the redress of grievancesin existing institutions,” Lippmann wrote. “They are acting in order to ignite
insurrectionary violence. For they believe that out of thisviolence itself a new society will beborn. . .
The active student leaders are not progressive or leftist, or socialist or Communist. They arein literal
truth nihilists.” For an interesting recent discussion of the protest movements of the 1960s and early
1970s and their impact on superpower foreign policy, see Jeremi Suri, Power and Protest: Global
Revolution and the Rise of Détente (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003).

** Manes Sperber, Until My Eyes Are Closed with Shards (New Y ork: Holmes and Meier, 1994): 137,
234; cited in Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 174.
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through their columns, focused exclusively on trans-Atlantic issues.*” In particular,
three salient, contested points emerge from their long dialogue: (1) the problem of
postwar Germany and how it should fit into Europe—a subject both men debated for
20 years; (2) the question of nuclear control and command within the Alliance,
particularly asit cameto ahead in the early 1960s as part of the repercussions
emanating from the Cuban Missile Crisis and De Gaull€' s proposal for an
independent French atomic striking force; and (3) interpreting the foreign policies and
significance of De Gaulle within the Alliance generally.

Chapter Two discussed how Aron and Lippmann conflicted over the
disposition of postwar Germany, the necessity of partition, and a solution to tensions
in West Berlin from 1958 to 1961. Aslate as 1966, Aron tweaked Lippmann on his
German predictions from two decades before. The Le Figaro columnist was worried
about two outcomes at that juncture: 1) that the Western Alliance had so successfully
waged the Cold War up until that point that it might be lured into complacency and
acquiesce to divisions then arising—particularly between De Gaulle and the Anglo-
Americans; 2) this at atime when the American commitment in Vietnam threatened
to siphon off resources from the defense of Western Europe. Lippmann, who at the
time was publicly questioning the necessity of maintaining the NATO organization,
seemed to embody these threats for Aron. The Frenchman voiced hisworriesin a
Herald Tribune article in late 1966. “Our friend Walter Lippmann is now

proclaiming the bankruptcy of Western policies,” Aron wrote. “He should re-read the

" There exists very little correspondence between the men though, from Lippmann’s appointment
diaries, it is clear that they met on afairly regular basis. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., confirmed that
Lippmann and Aron had virtually no personal relationship. Based on their commonalities,
“[Lippmann] should have known Aron better,” added Schlesinger, who maintained a cordial
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articles he wrote when the Americans and the British created the German Federa
Republic. Hethen affirmed that the men in power in Bonn would have no concern
more immediate than negotiating reunification with their countrymen on the other
side of the demarcation line. The events contradicted those forecasts. What actually
took place was the exact opposite of what our colleague forecast: The Germans have
accommodated themselves to their country’ s partition in the last 15 years.”*®* When
the vigilant Helen Byrne Lippmann wrote Aron asking for the exact column citations
upon which Aron based his criticisms, the Le Figaro writer responded with a subtly
cutting reply. “Allow me to add that Walter finds himself in excellent company since
General De Gaulle made the same predictions at the time,” Aron wrote.”® Impliedin
that comment was Aron’s similar disapproval of Lippmann’s enthusiasm for
dismantling NATO, another issue on which the columnist closely aligned with De
Gaulle, who eventually withdrew from the organization in 1966.

In fact, one of the most interesting of Lippmann’s Cold War ideas was the
evolution of his position on the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance. While he applauded
the NATO dliance as confirmation of the historic and cultural ties between the
community of nations that rimmed the Atlantic Ocean, Lippmann feared it would be
contrived into a“temporary diplomatic and strategic contraption” for containing
Russia. In the months preceding the U.S. Senate debate and ratification of the

Brussels Pact (roughly from November 1948 to the spring of 1949), he wrote

correspondence with the Le Figaro columnist for several decades. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., interview
with author, 12 March 2002, New Y ork City.

** Raymond Aron, “Winning the Cold War Has Deprived the West of Its Sense of Danger That
Maintained Its Unity,” 11 December 1966, Washington Post: 104.

* Raymond Aron to Helen Lippmann, 20 December 1966, Archives Personnelle Raymond Aron
(hereinafter cited as APRA), COTE, AP 126, Centre de Recherches Politiques Raymond Aron, at
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frequently about the dangers of using NATO to divide Europe into two armed camps.
He believed the odds that the Red Army would invade Western Europe—seemingly
so imminent in the spring of 1948—had become by that fall rather remote.

Repeating his argument from U.S. War Aims, Lippmann opposed German,
Italian, and Scandinavian membership in the NATO aliance and military structure.
He insisted that these nations belonged in a* buffer belt” of central European
countries. Drawing them into the defenses of the Western Alliance would make
NATO “weaker and more provocative,” he wrote. Instead, Western Germany should
be demilitarized and the other countries be encouraged to sit out the Soviet-American

conflict as neutrals, committed only to their self-defense.?® *

Sinceour rea purposein
Europe is not to create a satellite system of our own but to dissolve the Soviet satellite
system, there are immense diplomatic and moral advantages to be had by making it
respectable for nations to become part of the buffer belt,” Lippmann told readers.
“For then the satellites have some place to go as they detach themselves.”

He also warned against selling the program to the public based solely on its
military merits. European security was guaranteed by the threat of full American
intervention in any potential war initiated by the Soviets, not through a grand aliance
composed of aweak array of recovering European nations. In this sense, NATO
would act as atripwire that would bring American power to bear directly against
Soviet power. Concerned that it might become a mechanism for enlisting countriesin

an expansive—and again provocative—antt Soviet coalition, Lippmann opposed the

NATO pact’s linkage to the U.S. military aid bill. The alliance would not work,

L’ Ecole Des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales, Paris, France. For more on the Aron papers, visit
http://www.ehess.fr/centres/crpra/pages/archives.html .
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Lippmann wrote, if it were based on “ strategic boondoggling on the part of military
theorists. . . [who would] pepper the earth with military missions, and would
develop, if the Treasury did not go bankrupt, three omnipotent forces, each capable
all by itself of winning not only awar but any war anywhere anytime.”** NATO
provided alegal and practical basis for stationing American power in Europe—albeit
a symbolic force—to discourage a Russian advance; Lippmann believed a token force
to be plenty.?

De-emphasizing an overly militarized conception of NATO, Lippmann
pointed out the diplomatic benefits that would accrue from coordination of alied
policy—especially toward the three zones of occupation in Western Germany.
Further, the pact enhanced diplomatic engagement. The management of NATO
would demand more frequent consultation between the signatories. No member
could act unilaterally. War would have to be a collaborative act and not an accident
precipitated by arogue decision. As Lippmann put it, “a collective system of defense
cannot be created unless there is a collective policy.”*

Nevertheless, Lippmann sharply criticized the military institution that came to
dominate the NATO alliance. Increasingly he viewed it as an instrument for
American domination of the Western Alliance—leveraged by its overwhelming
monetary and material contributions, aswell asits firm grasp on the command
structure. It also proved costly because the debate about its |eadership and structure

in the 1960s worsened an already bad rift between the U.S. and France. In late-1966,

? Lippmann, T&T “On the Projected Alliance,” 3 January 1949; “The Buffer Belt,” 15 February 1949.
# Lippmann, T&T, “Background of the Pact,” 31 January 1949.

Z Lippmann, T&T, “The North Atlantic Pact,” 28 October 1948.

# Lippmann, T&T, “The Pact Before the U.N.,” 11 April 1949.
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at aprivate lunch at St. James Court, Lippmann told the U.S. Ambassador to Britain,
David K. Bruce, that NATO had out-lived its purpose. When Bruce pressed him to
elaborate, Lippmann explained, as he told readers shortly after, that the military
organization was “ obsolete and superfluous” because of the greatly diminished threat
of a Soviet invasion, the burden of the war in Vietnam, and France' s withdrawal from
NATO. Thetrueissue—asit had been al aong for Lippmann—was how to preserve
the Atlantic Alliance while de-linking and retiring the military machine from it.
NATO was “no longer a genuine military investment but an expensive and
deteriorating ruin,” Lippmann concluded in December 1966. “It isamansion, once
the pride of the neighborhood, from which the tenants have moved away, for which
no new tenants can be found. Thereis no use cutting the grass and mending a few

window panesif nobody will live in the mansion.”%*

V.

On NATO, as he had on Germany, Lippmann’s views were heavily influenced by
French President Charles de Gaulle—and that relationship bears explaining. The
columnist’s attachment to De Gaulle extended to World War 11 when Lippmann
began to promote the General as aleader of Free France. Thiswas at atime when
Franklin Roosevelt and his Secretary of State Cordell Hull would not even speak to
the General.”® In October 1942, at adinner talk commemorating the World War |

exploits of Marshal Ferdinand Foch, Lippmann urged the Roosevelt administration to

# Lippmann, T&T, “NATO and Its Future,” 12 December 1966. See also David K.E. Bruce Diaries, 3
November 1966, Mss1B8303:58, page 32, Virginia Historical Society, Richmond, VA.

% For Roosevelt’s frustrations with De Gaulle see, Robert Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American
Foreign Policy, 1932-1945 (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1979): 376-379; 406-409; 458-463.
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recognize De Gaulle as an ally and to permit him to participate in the strategic
planning of the war.”® He used his column to criticize the President and State
Department officials—Charles Murphy among them—of under cutting De Gaulle's
organization in Allied-liberated North Africa. By late-1944, after the liberation of
Paris, Lippmann met with De Gaulle and began urging (at De Gaull€’ s personal
prompting) that certain U.S. embassy staff in Paris, including Murphy, be removed.
“It isacapital error not to staff the embassy with men who have no prejudices from
the bad past, against whom Frenchmen hold no prejudices from the bad past,”
Lippmann told readersin a Paris dispatch.?’

Lippmann tended to be enamored of |eaders whom he believed to possess a
historical “long view” or “second sight,” as he sometimes described it.*® He often
cited Teddy Roosevelt and Winston Churchill as leaders who displayed this quality.
But, for Lippmann, no figure had it in such quantity or utilized it so well for so long
as De Gaulle. In making this claim, the columnist was fond of repeating De Gaulle's
wartime remarksto aU.S. diplomat. The diplomat had just finished telling De Gaulle
his expectations for the structure of postwar France; the General disagreed. “But, |
amsure |l amright,” the diplomat protested. “I know France well—I lived there
thirteen years.” De Gaulle countered, “Ah, you forget that | have lived in France for
two thousand years.” U.S. officials took this statement as proof of De Gaulle's
grandiose, amost delusional, sense of self. Lippmann interpreted it as confirmation
of De Gaulle s greatness. He explained, the General “feels the historic destiny of his

people and therefore he knows what in the end they respond to and will do. Ordinary

* “Lippmann Urges U.S. Recognize De Gaulle,” 29 October 1942, New York Times: 2.
7 Lippmann, “ Report from France,” T& T, 2 December 1944, Washington Post: 5.
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politicians who practice what might be called Gallup poll democracy find such a man
impossible to understand and exasperatingly difficult to get on with. For he
disregards the appearance of things, the immediate preoccupations on the surface, the
practical difficulties of the moment. Yet his prophecies cometrue. . . in General De
Gaulle the French have found aleader who acts in the present on what he knows will
happen in the future.”®

It is not difficult to understand, then, why Lippmann was one of the few
journalists to whom De Gaulle regularly made himself available. 1n 1945, when the
columnist initiated his regimen of twice-yearly trips to Western Europe, the General
was one of Lippmann’s regular hosts and a principal source on arange of issues.
That the Lippmann-De Gaulle meetings became matter-of-fact over the years was
revealed in an anecdote told by the longtime French ambassador, Herve Alphand.
Only once during his many visits to Paris—in 1963 specifically—had Lippmann not
requested an audience with the French leader. Discovering that the columnist had
avoided a personal call, De Gaulle instructed Alphand “to find out why [Lippmann]
had not asked to see him.” Lippmann’s explanation, which he later shared with the
journalist Henry W. Brandon, was that he had ignored De Gaulle because “he had
such disagreements with him currently that he did not think it would have been

convenient to meet with him.”*® It was not the response of a newspaperman who

looked to capitalize on the revelations that might be made in an important interview.

* See, for instance, Lippmann, T&T, 7 June 1960, “ Listen to De Gaulle,” Washington Post: A15.

# Lippmann, T&T, 2 December 1944, “Report From France,” Washington Post: 5.

* Henry W. Brandon, “On Walter Lippmann, European Statesman,” delivered at a 1990 conference on
the occasion of the 101* anniversary of Lippmann’s birth, Bard College, NY C, Box 27, Henry W.
Brandon Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, DC.
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Rather, it reflected the attitude of a seasoned diplomat who, realizing that relations
were strained, preferred to postpone discussions until a more propitious moment.

With hiswife, Helen (a zealous Francophile herself), Lippmann hosted in
Washington a series of French officials aligned with De Gaulle from the 1940s
through the 1960s.3* For instance, as early as 1945 he entertained Maurice Couve de
Murville, a promising young diplomat. When De Gaulle named Couve de Murville
his foreign minister in 1958, Lippmann described it in his column as a“most
gratifying and reassuring” development and lauded the Genera’ s consul “as
penetrating ajudge of international affairs, as any Western diplomat now in active
service.”* Heregularly lunched at the French ambassador’ s residence as the guest of
aseries of Paris's envoys: Henri Bonnet, Alphand (who served as Ambassador to the
U.S. from the critical 1955 to 1965 period), and Charles Lucet. When he left town in
1967, the French embassy threw Lippmann a bash at a time when most of official
Washington ignored him completely.

But it was for De Gaulle that Lippmann prepared some of his most gratuitous
prose. By the early 1960s, Lippmann believed the French president to be “the chief
spokesman of the Western aliance,” and the man who had earned “the first position
intheintellectual and moral leadership of the West.”** What qualities could dlicit
such praise from such a supposedly detached observer as Lippmann? Two

considerations were paramount in Lippmann’s judgment of De Gaulle. First, the

* According to Francis Bator, Helen Lippmann may actually have “imposed” some of her enthusiasms
for the French on her husband. Francis Bator, interview with author, 25 January 2001, Cambridge,
MA.

 EvaHinton, “Town Talk,” 21 November 1945, Washington Post: 16; Lippmann, T&T, 3 June 1958,
“The Task of De Gaulle,” Washington Post: A17.

® Lippmann, T&T, 26 April 1960, “The New Leadership,” Washington Post: A13; Lippmann, 7 June
1960, Washington Post: A15.
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Genera tended to stress the primacy of nationalism over ideology in the affairs of
nations—a worldview that Lippmann shared. Moreover, Lippmann detected in De
Gaulle akindred realist spirit. “Perhaps the greatest difference between General De
Gaulle sway of thinking and the conventional thinking of the day is that he sees and
treats the Soviet Union as primarily a European great power, and only incidentally as
the headquarters of world communism,” Lippmann explained on 26 April 1960.

“For him Russia existed long before Lenin and will exist long after Khrushchev.
Russiais a European nation with national interests in Europe, and the central clueto
policy in dealing with Russiaisto be found not in the writings of Marx and Lenin but
in the history of Russia.” De Gaulle had shunted aside ideology and rhetoric,
Lippmann wrote, and “has given the Alliance anew lead in how to think and how to
talk about the Cold War and about Germany.”

Moreover, Lippmann identified with the General’ s cosmopolitan
sensibilities—his ability to calculate French interests and to oppose Soviet
aggrandizement without resorting to anti-Communist demagoguery. “When he
speaks of the Soviet Union, he does it with cool and impeccable courtesy,” Lippmann
wrote on 31 January 1963. “He does not stoop to the vulgar epithets which the ghost
writers feel they must sprinkle through almost every official utterance. This courtesy
comes from the fact that General de Gaulle sees France and he sees Russia as
perennial nations within a European society.” Even when Lippmann disagreed with
the French leader, as with De Gaull€’ sinsistence on an independent French nuclear
force (the so-called force de frappe) in 1962-1963, he still looked to the General’s

far-reaching grasp of European affairs. “We shall delude ourselves aso if we regard
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the General asarelic of the past, say as an imitation of Napoleon,” he explained to
readers at a time when Franco-American relations were at anadir. “For however
irritating he may be, General De Gaulle is not and never has been afool, and though
his roots are deep in the past, again and again it has been shown that he is endowed
with second-sight about the future.”>*

Certainly, Lippmann agreed with De Gaull€' s views on European affairs far
more than he opposed them. In the late-1940s, Lippmann’s writings on Germany,
particularly his emphasis on the need to keep Germany politically decentralized, de-
militarized, and neutral, took their cue from the General’ s views and many public
speeches. It was only when De Gaulle came to power and himself dropped the
rhetoric of German reunification that Lippmann publicly ditched his own long-
standing position on the necessity of “disengagement” from Germany. Thereis good
reason to believe that Lippmann was following De Gaulle' slead in this regard as
well. For it was after successive trips to Europe in 1959 and 1960 that Lippmann
acquiesced to permanent German partition, citing among other things the imperatives
of French national interests to promote that division. Having just returned from atrip
that included stops in Paris, Bonn, Rome, and London, Lippmann informed readers
that reunification “no longer represents the real expectations and practical hopes of
the principal Western governments. After another visit to Western Europe in spring
1960, Lippmann declared German reunification a“dead” policy goal: “It has been

dead not only because the Russians would have none of it but because so many in the

* Lippmann, T&T, 31 January 1963, “The General as Prophet,” Washington Post: A19.
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West never wanted it at all.”® This shift isall the more curious because only a year
earlier, in 1958, Lippmann had come to the defense of George Kennan during the
“disengagement” debate occasioned by the diplomat’s Reith Lectures.

De Gaulle and a string of French ambassadors to Washington also exercised
considerable influence on Lippmann’s conception of Western policy in Southeast
Asia. In 1961, the columnist embraced the French leader’ s notion of neutralization in
Laos and wel comed France' s return to a position of political leadershipin Asia. Two
years later he applied the same neutralization plan in recommending the creation of a
coalition government to unite North and South Vietnam. These were viewslargely
adumbrated by De Gaulle and actively pursued by French diplomatsin Saigon and
Hanoi. When De Gaulle publicized this plan in August 1963 (much to the anger of
JFK administration officials) and, then, just four months later followed it up by
extending Paris's formal diplomatic recognition of the PRC (to the great discomfort
of the Johnson administration), it was Walter Lippmann who was | eft to offer a
rationale that tried to make the Genera’ s action as non-threatening and logical -
sounding as possible. “Far from being arbitrary, personal gestures, the major French
policies are widely prepared, long-range diplomatic operations,” Lippmann assured
readers at the highest levels of the U.S. Government. “We are missing the main point

and we are stultifying our influence when we miss the French policies as not really

* Lippmann, T&T, 6 April 1959, “The Two Germanys and Berlin—I”; Lippmann, T&T, 26 April
1960, “The New Leadership.”
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serious, as expressions of personal pigque or personal vanity on the part of Genera de
Gaulle, asinspired by ‘anti-Americanism’ and awish to embarrass us.” *

Whereas Lippmann practically idolized De Gaulle for his historical vision,
Raymond Aron perceived in many of the Genera’s actions a distressing pattern of
irresponsibility. Although Aron had participated in the Free France movement during
World War I, his support for De Gaulle in the postwar period, and especially after
the Genera cameto power in 1958, was rather lukewarm. It was based more on
Aron’sidentification with the interest of France, rather than any deep affinity with
Gaullist visions. The Le Figaro columnist, like many Frenchmen in 1958, welcomed
De Gaull€' s ascendancy to power in large measure because he believed the General’s
military experience would help resolve the longstanding Algerian conflict (at the
time, Lippmann compared that sentiment with the election of Eisenhower in 1952 to
resolve the Korean War). Aron supported aspects of De Gaulle' s foreign policy—
making a strong argument for the utility of an independent French nuclear program
and arsenal within the NATO alliance.®” But the commentator never shared the grand
design of the General’ s foreign policy—the creation of afront-rank role for Francein
the superpower struggle. As Tony Judt observes, “Aron regarded the Gaullist
approach to foreign policy, nuclear arms, and the Atlantic Alliance as cavalier,
contradictory, and at times irresponsible.”

Aron’s estimates of De Gaulle shaped the views of key officials within the

Kennedy and Johnson administrations—M cGeorge Bundy, George Ball, Arthur

* Lippmann, T&T, 21 January 1964, “Red Chinaand the General,” Washington Post: A13; T&T, 4
February 1964, “ The French-American Argument,” Washington Post: 13; T& T, 21 May 1964, “111—
France and Americain Asia,” Washington Post: A23.
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Schlesinger, Jr., and Ambassador to France Charles Bohlen. Part of De Gaulle's
belligerence had to do with his relishing the role of saying something outrageous and
then relegating himself to watching people react to his statements. Aron described
these provocations as little more than the “temporary instruments of his acts.”** Much
of the time, Aron maintained, De Gaulle did not take half of what he said serioudly.
When M cGeorge Bundy prepared President Kennedy for a meeting with Aronin
1963, he noted the columnist’ s advice “that absolutely nothing is gained by criticism
of de Gaullein public—it simply builds him up.” Aron believed that Kennedy
showed “great restraint” in that regard and Bundy replied that the commentator ought
“to make the same argument with George Ball,” who was less circumspect in his
public assessments of the General.*° Interestingly, Ball in making criticisms of De
Gaulle in his memoirs chose to quote from Aron. In Peace and War, Aron had noted
the obsolescence of the idea that any single state within the Western Alliance could
act independently without serious impairing the balance of power with the Soviet
bloc. A foreign policy such as De Gaull€'s, the notion of a Europe from the Atlantic
to the Urdls, “assumes, in our period, the appearance of an irrevocable destiny. The
approximate proportionality between force and resources, between resources and the
number of men and the amount of raw materials, between mobilizable force and

power, does not permit any hope that the leader’ s genius or the peopl€’ s virtue might

* Raymond Aron, The Great Debate: Theories of Nuclear Strategy, transated by Ernest Pawel (New
Y ork: Doubleday, 1965).

* Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 179.

* Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 179; see also, Aron’s Memoires (Paris: Julliard, 1983): 286-300.
“ Bundy to the President, 30 April 1963, NSF, McGeorge Bundy Correspondence, Box 405, JFKL.
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reverse the verdict of number.”** In making such criticisms of De Gaulle, Aron no
doubt regretted the tendency of the Genera’s enthusiasts, such as Lippmann, to
accept his statements at face value and sometimes compound the misunderstanding
and contribute to the mischief that the French leader sometimes clearly meant to

inspire.

V.

Lippmann and Aron acted as unofficial ambassadors by explaining the policies of
their respective nations to leaders on the opposite side of the Atlantic, adynamic
mostly clearly demonstrated in the dialogue that developed in the early 1960s on
nuclear policy within the Western Alliance. That debate was intensified by the Cuban
missile crisisin October 1962. Lippmann’srole during and immediately after the
Cuban missile crisis warrants close analysis. His actions both as an independent
observer, public broker, and unofficial diplomat shaped perceptionsin Moscow and
impacted negotiationsin Washington. Kennedy administration officials reacted
sharply to his efforts at facilitation. Nevertheless, in the wake of the crisis, Lippmann
was amenabl e to taking their message on the dangers of nuclear sharing to De Gaulle
in a public forum—an action that precipitated yet another debate with Aron, thistime
over theissue of nuclear command and control.

Historians now know that Lippmann acted as a public broker in the Cuban

Missile Crisis of October 1962, but the full extent and effect of his participation

* George W. Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern: Memoirs (New Y ork: W.W. Norton, 1982): 96;
guoted from Aron’s Peace and War: A Theory of International Relations, trandated by Richard
Howard and Annette Baker Fox, (Garden City, NJ: Doubleday and Company, 1966): 18-19.
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became clear only with the publication of Soviet and U.S. documents in the 1990s.%?
Because of Lippmann’s White House access and Nikita Khrushchev’ s respect for
him, thiswas a Cold War crisisin which he played a direct role—at acritical stage,
proposing the idea of a“missile swap” to defuse the crisis. Nevertheless, thiswas an
exceptional instance of Lippmann’s ability to shape events. It was, however, typica
in one aspect: Lippmann surpassed the administration’ s lead on negotiations with the
Soviets, causing discomfort at the highest levelsin Washington. He was less critical
of Kennedy than he had been during the Berlin Crisis, giving him high marks for
deflecting the more militant advice of his advisers. But Lippmann also published his
estimate that the American and Soviet brinksmanship that precipitated the crisis was
needlessly provocative.

During September and early October 1962, U.S. intelligence monitored a
large conventional military buildup in Cuba, assisted by the Soviets. It had become a
mid-term election issue in Congress, where Senator Kenneth Keating, a New Y ork
Republican, had held hearings into the buildup which were intended to embarrass the
Kennedy administration by showing it was not firm enough with the Soviets. On 9
October, Lippmann responded, by writing that Russian weapons shipments to Cuba—
mostly defensive arms according to Undersecretary of State George Ball’ s testimony
before Congress—were probably meant to fend off another Bay-of-Pigs-style

invasion. Lippmann also perceived that the situation was shaped more by Castro’s

“2 See, for instance, Steel’s account in Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 534-537. The
Cold War International History Project (CWIHP) at the Woodrow Wilson Center in Washington, DC,
has done much to fill out the Soviet side of the crisis. For abook that utilizes both sides' perspective
see Timothy Naftali and Alexander Fursenko, ‘One Hell of a Gamble': Khrushchev, Castro, and
Kennedy, 1958-1964 (New Y ork: Norton, 1997). See also Ned Lebow and Janet Stein, We All Lost the
Cold War (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993): 19-145; and, for a more recent
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cunning manipulation of the superpower rivalry than any insidious design on the
Kremlin's part to establish a beachhead in the Western Hemisphere. “Mr.
Khrushchev isin Cuba because he has talked so loudly about helping revolutions,”
Lippmann told readers. “Castro has thrown himself into Khrushchev’sarms, and is
blackmailing him. The Castro regime has made itself the prime and public test of
whether international communism isareal force or alot of words.”*® The evidence
simply did not support the contention that the U.S. should launch a pre-emptive
attack, he added. Lippmann counseled patience and caution recalling the words of
Winston Churchill, whom he was fond of quoting in such situations: “*How many
wars have been averted by patience and persisting good will? How many wars have
been precipitated by firebrands? ”

Five days later, American U-2 spy planes photographed long-range missile
sitesin Cubathat Russian technicians were constructing. When complete the
facilities would be able to launch nuclear missiles more than 1,000 miles—
threatening much of the U.S. East Coast and the Mid-West. Kennedy set up a specia
White House group, Ex-Comm, to meet several goals: get the missiles out of Cuba;
avoid anuclear war; prepare for a Soviet countermove in Berlin; and settleon a
policy that would not jeopardize American credibility. Despite Ex-Comm’s range of
more militant suggestions, including preemptive air strikes and an outright invasion
of theisland, Kennedy decided to impose a haval “quarantine” on Soviet cargo ships

bound for Cuba. With U.S. forces on full alert, the president spoke to the American

assessment, see, John Lewis Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History (New Y ork: Oxford
University Press, 1997): 260-280.
“3 Lippmann, T&T, “On War Over Cuba,” 9 October 1962.
44 .
Ibid.
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public on the evening of 22 October. He warned that any missile launched from Cuba
would be considered an attack by the Soviet Union and that it would require afull
U.S. retaliatory response against Russia. Kennedy requested the Soviets remove the
missiles under U.N. supervision.*® With Soviet supply ships sailing westward toward
the island, both sides readied for atense showdown.

On 25 October, Lippmann published a column that caught the attention of
leaders in Washington and Moscow. Despite the standoff’ s rapidity, he warned that
the U.S. should not abandon diplomatic initiatives toward the Kremlin. In both world
wars, Lippmann recalled, “we made the same tragic mistake. We suspended
diplomacy when the guns began to shoot.”*® Lippmann criticized Kennedy for not
confronting Soviet foreign minister Andrel Gromyko during a private meeting days
after the president had first learned about the missiles. Instead, the columnist wrote,
the president spurned private talks in favor of a public confrontation. He committed,
Lippmann explained, one of the cardina mistakes of diplomacy: delivering an
ultimatum without first attempting to negotiate the issue. Kennedy should have given
the Russians, “what all wise statesmen give their adversaries—the chance to save
face.” Moreover, though the quarantine stopped the flow of offensive weapons onto
the island, Lippmann wrote, it could not resolve the question of how to dismantle the
existing missiles. “Itishere,” he proclaimed, “that diplomacy must not abdicate.”*’

He proposed a horse-trade, a quid pro quo: removal of the launch sites and Soviet

“% “Radio and Television Report to the American People on the Soviet Arms Buildup in Cuba,” 22
October 1962, item #485 Public Papers of the Presidents: John F. Kennedy (1962). Available on-line
at: http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/site/docs/pppus.php?admin=035& year=1962& id=485 .

“6 Lippmann, T&T, “Blockade Proclaimed,” 25 October 1962.

* One may only speculate why Lippmann chose to lead a column proposing a solution to the dramatic
crisis with sharp criticisms of Kennedy’s diplomacy. These admonishments may have been included

203



missilesin Cubafor the dismantling of an American Jupiter missiles and their bases
in Turkey. These were two locales where each of the superpowers placed strategic
missiles on one another’s frontiers. “The Soviet missile base in Cuba, like the U.S.-
NATO basein Turkey is of little military value,” Lippmann wrote. “The Soviet
military base in Cubais defenseless, and the base in Turkey is all but obsolete. The
two bases could be dismantled without atering the world balance of power.” Such an
agreement, Lippmann added, could provide afirst step to removing offensive
weapons from other secondary countries. He concluded, a Cuba-Turkey trade was
the only way to get out of the “tyranny of automatic and uncontrollable events.”*
The genesis of Lippmann’sidea of amissile swap is disputable, though the
newly-released Kennedy tapes and Lippmann’s rigorously-kept appointment diaries
suggest a likely source.”® The columnist knew about the positioning of U.S. Jupiter
missilesin Turkey from earlier research on the subject of nuclear disarmament.
During hisfirst meeting with Khrushchev in 1958, the topic of forward-arrayed
American missilesin Turkey recurred throughout their conversation with the Soviet

leader expressing deep frustration about their existence; the missiles, after great

delay, had finally been fully deployed by March 1962.*° Lippmann may have

by design to demonstrate to Kremlin leaders that he was not writing with administration sanction. If
S0, thiswas asignal that Kremlin leaders missed.

“8 Lippmann, T&T, “Blockade Proclaimed,” 25 October 1962.

“ Dino Brugioni, Eyeball to Eyeball: The Inside Story of the Cuban Missile Crisis (New Y ork:
Random House, 1991): 421-422. Brugioni impliesthat Lippmann’s column of 25 October echoes
Kennedy’s emphasis on the lessons of World War |—that is, how the allied nations stumbled into war.
On several occasions during the crisis Kennedy mentioned Barbara Tuchman’s The Guns of August.
Brugioni speculates—without any evidence—that intelligence officers or even Kennedy had broached
thisidea with Lippmann personally. The evidence does not support that conclusion.

% Helen B. Lippmann, “Notes on conversation with Khrushchev,” 24 October 1958, Moscow, Series
VI, Box 238, Folder 27, Walter Lippmann Collection, Sterling Memorial Library, Yale University,
New Haven, CT (hereinafter referred to as“WLC”). Khrushchev told Lippmann that the U.S. missiles
in Turkey made the proposals for international inspection and control of nuclear arms seem
“ridiculous.” See Lippmann’s The Communist World and Ours (Boston: Little, Brown and Company,
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conceived of the offer based on these prior discussions aone. Y et another theory is
that awell-connected officia in the Atomic Energy Commission, perhaps even John
McCloy, may have aerted Lippmann that the administration was considering such a
missile swap—though the columnist’ s scrupul ous appointment diaries do not bear out
this theory.®® According to those diaries, however, Lippmann did meet with
Undersecretary of State George Ball and Assistant Secretary of State for Latin
American Affairs Edward Martin, hours after filing the 25 October column; both men
participated in the high-level ExComm meetings.>® That appointment appears highly
suggestive in retrospect. It isnot implausible that Ball, who attended the ExComm
meetings on 16 and 18 October in which a Cuba-Turkey missile trade was discussed,
earlier had leaked the idea to Lippmann thusinspiring him to pen the column.>® A

longtime friend and neighbor of Lippmann’s, the undersecretary was one of the

1958): 28. Lippmann was sympathetic. He wrote that the American “policy of military containment
with its forward positions on [ Soviet] bordersisin their minds conclusive proof that Lenin was right”
about an inevitable war provoked by capitalist encirclement of the USSR. Ibid., 38. Broadly,
Lippmann called for a policy that preserved America' s defensive capabilities without provoking undo
fear of the Soviet threat; diplomacy that realized the US could make friends in the world without
signing them on as military allies; and aforeign aid program premised on development and
modernization rather than subsidization of governments threatened by the rise of Communist
movementsin their own countries. Americans, Lippmann wrote, must “relax their fearsin order to
fortify and clarify their purposes. But we do not live and cannot live in the same intellectual and
political world [asthe Soviets] . . . formidable as the Communists are, they are not ten feet tall, and the
less we plunge ourselves in hysterics, the more likely we are to take good care of our affairs.” Ibid.,
56.

* Naftali and Fursenko, ‘One Hell of a Gamble': 273, 394-395. Indeed, the McCloy connection—a
man with whom Lippmann had no close association and who had little respect for the columnist—fails
under scrutiny. Moreover, McCloy was an organization man and it seems unlikely that he would have
approached Lippmann on his own initiative. Nor is there supporting evidence that John Kennedy or
his key subordinates asked McCloy to speak to Lippmann about such atrade. Moreover, Lippmann’s
meticulous records do not mention such a meeting. See Lippmann’s Appointment Diaries, Series VI,
Box 240, WLC.

*2 |ippmann’s biographer noted that meeting, too, adding that Ball did not object to the basic thrust of
the column. But Steel does not consider that Ball may have been the actual source for theidea. See,
Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 535.

%3 See, for instance, The Presidential Recordings: John F. Kennedy—The Great Crises, Volume 1,
September-October 21, 1962, Timothy Naftali and Philip Zelikow, eds. (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and
Company, 2001): 397-468; 518-572. A private meeting at Lippmann’s or Ball’s home is something
that likely would not have been recorded in Lippmann’s appointment diaries.
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columnist’s most intimate and discreet sources. Since the column already had been
submitted, Lippmann’s visit to the State Department probably meant to confirm key
points he had made rather than—as Lippmann’ s biographer suggests—to seek
approva from officials of what would appear the following morning. Though
inconclusive the Ball connection offers the most likely scenario for the origins of the
25 October column.

Proof for the assertion that Kennedy and Bundy did not approach Lippmann to
write such a column, is found in the Kennedy tapes—where U.S. officials, including
the president, reacted to the column with surprise and some anxiety about its effect on
the bargaining process. On 26 October, Khrushchev sent Kennedy a rambling,
digointed letter in which he made an offer to remove Soviet missiles from Cubain
exchange for an American pledge not to invade theisland. When Attorney Generd
Robert Kennedy met with Anatoly Dobrynin later that evening to discuss the
proposal, the Soviet ambassador, echoing Lippmann’s column which he'd read in the
Washington Post and the New Y ork Herald Tribune, suggested that the crisis might
be resolved if the Americans pledged to dismantle the Jupiter missilesin Turkey.
After abrief phone call to the president, the attorney general (apparently unaware of
Lippmann’s public suggestion of such atrade) gave that assurance to Dobrynin. The
next morning, Saturday 27 October—before ExComm had been able to debate the
offer in Khrushchev’ sfirst letter—a second note arrived from the Soviet premier.
Taking afirm line, Khrushchev demanded that the missiles be removed from Turkey.

It further implied—echoing the language of the Lippmann column—that the Turkish
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bases a so be removed in an exchange for the withdrawal of Soviet military advisors
and hardware from their Cuban outposts.

In alate-afternoon meeting on 27 October, several members of ExComm,
debated the meaning behind Khrushchev’ s shift. “I think they’ ve been put off by the
Lippmann piece,” U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union Llewylln Thompson said,
“__encouraged to think that we really are prepared to swap Turkey for Cuba.”>*
Treasury Secretary C. Douglas Dillon interjected that the idea had been broached a
week before in ExComm debates. Thompson clarified, however, that that discussion
had been about missiles not bases. Vice President Lyndon Johnson asked the Soviet
expert why he thought Khrushchev sent the second |etter, to which Thompson replied
that the premier may have been “overruled.” He thought it more likely however that
“Khrushchev and his colleagues were deceived by the Lippmann piece” and a 26
October speech by Austrian foreign minister Bruno Kreisky which proposed a similar
trade. These public proposals “made [Khrushchev] think that we were putting this
out—that we were willing to make atrade. . . And, too, [Lippmann] has a close
relationship with Mac [Bundy]. [Khrushchev must be thinking]: ‘ These boys are
beginning to giveway. Let’spush harder.’” A few minutes later, when the president
entered the room, Thompson recapitulated this analysis for Kennedy: “ The Lippmann
article and maybe the Kreisky speech has made them think they can get more and

they backed away” from the 26 October offer. Kennedy, apparently unaware of

>* | take this quote not from the Zelikow and May translation but from areview article by former JFK
Library historian Sheldon M Stern, which is highly critical of the editing and transcribing job in the
Zelikow-May publication. Their version of that line version did not ring true to the context of what
Thompson was talking about which was, in fact, centered on the terms of Khrushchev’s contradictory
offers, not terms proposed by the U.S. The Zelikow-May version reads, the Soviets have “been put up
by the Lippmann piece. It occursto me that we really weren’t prepared to talk Turkey for Cuba.” See
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Lippmann’s 25 October column, inquired when the Lippmann proposal appeared and
Bundy replied it had been published two days prior. “Two days ago?’ Kennedy shot
back. “Shit!” the president exclaimed. An unidentified subordinate offered
consolation, “It's been around; [we] can’'t avoid it.”>

Days after the crisis was resolved, Lippmann told Soviet Ambassador Anatoly
Dobrynin that he “caught it hot” from administration officials for publishing the
column. “A lot of people here,” Lippmann told Dobrynin at a diplomatic reception,
“considered [the 25 October] article had suggested to N.S. Khrushchev the idea of
raising such a question.”*® The Soviet diplomat reported back to Moscow that as the
basis for his column Lippmann claimed to have used data provided by members of
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. Whatever its source, the exchange
idea licited White House displeasure. AsWalt Rostow recalls, the Ex Comm
reaction was one of shock. Lippmann’s lecture on diplomacy, coupled with his
public exposition of sensitive initiatives the administration was then contemplating,
infuriated Kennedy. Privately, he complained that Lippmann “almost blew it.”>’

Administration officials aso took the unusual step of warning Soviet diplomats

directly that they must not regard Lippmann as a voice of administration thinking.>®

Stern’s essay “ The JFK Tapes: Round Two,” Reviews in American History 30 (2002): 680-688; quote
on p. 684.

* The Presidential Recordings: John F. Kennedy, The Great Crises, Vol. I11, October 22-28Philip
Zelikow and Ernest May, eds. (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Company, 2001): 470-472; 478-479. See
also Richard Reeves President Kennedy: Profile of Power (New Y ork: Simon and Schuster, 1993):
405.

% Cable from Soviet Ambassador to the U.S.A., Anatoly Dobrynin, to Soviet Foreign Ministry, 1
November 1962, [trandlated by Vladimir Zaemsky], Cold War International History Project
(hereinafter cited as CWIHP), Washington, D.C. Available on-line at:
http://wwics.si.edu/index.cfm?fuseaction=library.document& topic id=1409&id=763 .

" Walt Rostow, interview with author, 26 March 1998, Austin, TX.

* Days after the passing of the crisis, Kennedy’s press secretary Pierre Salinger told Russian embassy
official Aleksander Fomin that “everything Mr. Lippmann writes does not come straight from the
White House, that he is frequently wrong, and that if the Soviets were going to seek to judge
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Lippmann’s column also surprised Soviet diplomats who, nevertheless,
attached great significance to its publication. The Soviet embassy carefully
monitored administration reaction to the 25 October column. The day it was
published in the Washington Post, Dobrynin cabled the Soviet Foreign Ministry that
the column was atrial balloon. He noted, however, that when probed, Secretary of
State Dean Rusk “refuted” Lippmann’s suggestion about American “readiness to
‘exchange’ Soviet bases in Cubafor American bases in other countries, for example
in Turkey.”>® On 26 October 1962, at a meeting of Eastern European diplomats at the
Soviet Embassy in Washington, Dobrynin put the question to his colleagues about
whether Lippmann’s 25 October column “should be regarded as an indirect
suggestion on the part of the White House.” The consensus, apparently, was that it
was indeed just that.®

The best evidence for the column’ sinfluence, however, appearsin a
memorandum of conversation in Havana on 4 November 1962 between Soviet envoy
A.l. Mikoyan and Cuban leader Fidel Castro. During the discussions, as Mikoyan
explained to Castro why “it was necessary to use the art of diplomacy” rather than
continue to face down Washington, he admitted that the Lippmann column provided a
solution at acritical impasse. “ Speaking frankly, we were not thinking about basesin

Turkey at all,” Mikoyan told Castro. “But during discussion of the dangerous

administration intentions by following the words of reporters, they should back-read or listen to
different reporters than the ones they have been following.” See Salinger’s With Kennedy (New Y ork:
Doubleday, 1966): 279.

% CWIHP, Cable from Soviet Ambassador to the U.S.A., Anatoly Dobrynin, to Soviet Foreign
Ministry, 25 October 1962, Bulletin 8-9: Cold War in the Third World and the Collapse of Détente.

* Janos Radvanyi, Hungary and the Superpowers. The 1956 Revolution and Realpolitik (Stanford, CA:
Hoover Ingtitution Press, 1972): 130-131. According to Radvanyi, Hungary’s Ambassador to the U.S.
at the time of the missile crisis, the Rumanian ambassador announced that a “reliable source” had told
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situation we received information from the United States of America, including an
article by Lippmann, where it was said that the Russians could raise the question of
liquidating the USA basesin Turkey.” Thisindicated to Kremlin leadersthat U.S.
officials “were speaking about the possibility of such ademand inside American
circles”® Because they were uniquely attentive to the columnist, Soviet officials
also tended to overestimate Lippmann’ s role as a spokesman for administration
policy—evidently relying on their own perspective of the press as an instrument of
the government. This assumption precluded the possibility that Lippmann might hold
forth on such a sensitive topic without the sanction of high U.S. officials. This seems
to be precisely what he did—in a column that somewhat muddied the negotiations
because it substituted the proposal of amissile swap for the dismantling of entire
bases.

Ultimately, the administration ignored Khrushchev’'s 27 October |etter,
responding instead to the 26 October communication that had indicated the Kremlin's
willingness to negotiate. On the evening of 27 October, Robert Kennedy again met
with Dobrynin and assured him that the Turkish missiles would be removed but not as
part of the public negotiations—there would be no quid pro quo. He aso delivered
an ultimatum that the U.S. would destroy the missile sitesin Cuba if the Soviets did
not act promptly to remove them. The next day, Khrushchev relented. So concerned
was he to preserve hisimage of steadfastness that President Kennedy hid the details

of the resolution from the public, which knew nothing of the swap until long after his

him that the “ administration had communicated to Lippmann the idea for his compromise solution.”
Radvanyi concluded that later reports tended to disprove that theory.

- CWIHP, Memorandum of Conversation, The Second Castro-Mikoyan Conversation, 4 November
1962, Bulletin 5: Cold War Crises. Published as part of a set of documentstitled “Mikoyan’s Mission
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death. During the crisis, the administration (most likely McGeorge Bundy)
convinced James Reston to counter Lippmann’s trade proposal on two grounds: first,
that Khrushchev had probably precipitated the crisis to achieve the removal of
American missiles from Turkey and, second, that such atrade might prompt French
president Charles de Gaulle to undertake construction of his own nuclear force.®?

In the aftermath of the crisis, Lippmann continued to be a point of contact for
Soviet officials. On 31 October, he hosted G. A. Zhukov, Information Counselor at
the Soviet Embassy, and his colleague Georgi Bolshakov. Bolshakov rated low on
the embassy’ s seniority list but by some accounts he was Khrushchev’ s secret liaison
with President Kennedy.®® Over tea at the columnist’s home the three men discussed
the need to create an inspection process in Cuba, right-wing criticism of Kennedy, the
prospects for a prohibition on nuclear testing, and the likelihood of another meeting
between the president and Khrushchev. Lippmann expressed concern that
conservatives would use the Cuban missile crisis to assert that “ Kennedy has once
again become the victim of Soviet deception.” Zhukov reported to Moscow that
Lippmann—Ilike White House press secretary Pierre Salinger and diplomat W.
Averell Harriman—*“was decidedly cordial . . . and expressed gratitude for
[Khrushchev’s] wise actions that have opened away toward a settlement of the

Cuban problem.” Lippmann, meanwhile, telephoned Mac Bundy to apprise him of

to Havana: Cuban-Soviet Negotiations, November 1962.” Available on-line at:
http://wwics.si.edu/index.cfm?fuseaction=library.document& topic id=1409&id=32 .

62 James Reston, “Kennedy’s New Diplomacy in Cuba,” The New York Times, 26 October 1962: front
section p. 30; Reston, “To Deal or Not to Deal: That's the Question,” The New York Times, 28 October
1962: section 4, p. 10. The Lippmann v. Reston counterpoint is discussed in Montague Kern, Patricia
Levering and Ralph Levering, The Kennedy Crises: The Press, the Presidency, and Foreign Policy
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1983): 127-128.
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the discussions.** The next day in a conversation with Dobrynin, Lippmann renewed
his warning that the while the “mood” at the White House boded well for removal of
the Jupiter missiles that “by no means can it be related to the Cuban events.”®
Without alluding to the backroom bargaining in his column, Lippmann praised JFK’s
use of force “to boldly and successfully . . . achieve a specific and limited objective.”
The president had kept his diplomatic options open and had opted for a “settlement”
not a*“crusade,” Lippmann wrote on 30 October 1962. “The world will be impressed
by Kennedy’s resolution,” he concluded. “It will also be impressed by his wisdom.”®

Privately, however, he still harbored concerns about the brinksmanship that

precipitated K ennedy’s eleventh-hour diplomacy.®’

VI.

Lippmann’s public brokering in the Cuban missile crisis underscored his closeties

with key administration officials. Lippmann’s access to Kennedy—such as it was®—

% See Richard Reeves President Kennedy: fn. 137-138. Ostensibly, Bolshakov was identified by the
Soviet Embassy as a newspaper editor. He was well-connected and an especially close friend of
Khrushchev's son-in-law.

% CWIHP, Forwarding Telegram from G.A. Zhukov, 1 November 1962, Bulletin 8-9: Cold War in the
Third World and the Collapse of Détente. On-line at: http://wwics.si.edu .

¢ Dobrynin cable to Foreign Ministry (Moscow), 1 November 1962.

% Lippmann, T&T, “The Cuban Arrangement,” 30 October 1962.

" This s quite apparent from the transcript of Lippmann’s oral history interview available at the JFKL.
His research assistant, who had many contacts in the administration, confirmed Lippmann’s attitude;
Elizabeth Midgley, interview with author, 28 February 2001, Washington, DC.

% According to Lippmann’s appointment diaries he met with Kennedy on four, perhaps five, occasions
during his presidency—the last in the spring of 1963. According to his JFKL oral history, Lippmann
recalled meeting alone with Kennedy only once—in the aftermath of the Cuban Missile Crisis.
Lippmann believed that his criticisms early in the Kennedy presidency had mitigated his personal
influence. “1 may aswell say here, for the sake of the historical record, that | only saw him once along
in his office [on 8 November 1962]. | talked with him several times at various occasions. But after
[Kennedy went to the Vienna meeting in June 1961] | did my second broadcast, and in that broadcast |
was asked what was his weakness. | said he was not a good teacher. He has no instinct to teach what
heistrying to do and doesn’t explain himself, and therefore heis failing to communicate adequately
with the people. And he didn’t protest to me about that, but | know that was the end of any close
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came most often through advisers acting as go-betweens, particularly Schlesinger and
Mac Bundy. Asaspecial assistant to Kennedy, Schlesinger brought Lippmann in to
speak to the president in advance of the Vienna Summit. Columnist and historian had
socialized since the 1940s and, during the JFK years, often met aone for late-
afternoon cocktails to discuss events. Here and there Schlesinger included a
Lippmann observation in amemo to the president: how to handle Laos, how to
effectively manage public information.®®

To afar greater degree, Kennedy’ s national security adviser, Mac Bundy, was
Lippmann’s most important government contact—eclipsing even those days when, as
ayouthful New Republic editor, Lippmann had known Wilson’s confidant, Colonel
Edward House, and his Secretary of War, Newton D. Baker. There were severd
reasons for this. Bundy, like Schlesinger, befriended Lippmann years earlier,

establishing a relationship with the columnist that fit Bundy’s overall pattern of

personal relationship because his military aide, now General Clifton, called CBS and protested
violently about the whole thing. They never protested to me, but after that it was over.” Lippmann,
oral history, JFKL: p. 10. Thiswas the same CBS program in which Lippmann described the Kennedy
administration as just like the Eisenhower administration in its approach to Cold War “only thirty years
younger.” Walter Lippmann, Conversations with Walter Lippmann (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1965): 39-40.

What Lippmann perceived as Kennedy’s failure to educate public opinion, concerned the
columnist all the more because he believed the President to be a bright man and a potentially talented
communicator of ideas. “The President was a man who understood things very quickly,” Lippmann
recalled. “He would get to a point like that—without any difficulty. But he was never a man to
commit himself. He never said, | agree. He always maintained an escape hatch. | found that in all my
dealings with him. He always had an escape hatch. Y ou see, he never could say, ‘Yes,” he agreed on
it. Hewas going to listen to somebody elsefirst. He was a great listener and a most intelligent
listener.” Lippmann, oral history, JFKL: 8.

% See for example, Schlesinger to Kennedy, “The Administration and Public Information,” 16 March
1961, President’ s Office Files, Staff Memos (Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.), Box 65, JFKL. Schlesinger had
known Lippmann during World War |1 when he researched at the Library of Congress for a book that
eventually became The Age of Jackson. That path-breaking study earned Schlesinger a Pulitzer Prize,
celebrity, and a Harvard professorship at a precocious age. The historian and his wife, Marion, were
close friends of the portrait painter Gardiner Cox and his wife, Phyllis Byrne Cox, the sister of Helen
Byrne Lippmann. The Lippmanns hosted the Schlesingers regularly at dinner parties, striking up a
lasting acquaintance. Even though Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., went overseas during the war and, later,
settled in Boston, he and Lippmann corresponded and socialized frequently.
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ingratiating himself to powerful role models.”® For Lippmann, Bundy represented the
nexus of the government bureaucracy—the man who synthesized information from
the Defense and State departments, National Security Council, and intelligence
agencies. In hisposition, Bundy listened to Lippmann’ sinitiatives over lunch and
recapitulated them later that afternoon to Kennedy either as debating points or as
viable policy aternatives.

Reversing the flow, Bundy also communicated Kennedy’ s opinionsto the
columnist. In March 1962, for example, Lippmann published a column critical of
French leader Charles de Gaulle who had refused to participate in a conference on
nuclear disarmament negotiations. De Gaulle instead planned to develop an
independent French nuclear force—the force de frappe. Lippmann dismissed the
general’ sinitiatives— arguing that the American nuclear deterrent made it possible for
De Gaulleto pursue a*“ hitchhiking diplomacy” wherein American military might
offered security for Paris officials to reassert arole in the aliance disproportionate to
their power.”" Bundy wrote the columnist to express K ennedy’s appreciation and
amusement: the president thought the phrase “belongs in the history books as a
precise description of what De Gaulle has been trying to do. Y ou must have had fun
thinking it up, but it must also have taken some courage for a determined Francophile

like yourself to useit.” "2

When Lippmann criticized Kennedy’ s decision to visit
Berlin in the summer of 1963, and then reversed himself in a column admiring the

historic trip, Bundy again communicated the president’ s appreciation. President

" Kai Bird, The Color of Truth: McGeorge Bundy and William Bundy—Brothersin Arms (New Y ork:
Simon and Schuster, 1998): 99-101.

™ Lippmann, T&T, “Why Go to Geneva?’ 8 March 1963.

2 Bundy to Lippmann, 9 March 1963, White House Central Name File (WHCNF), Box 1631, JFKL.
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Kennedy “asked me to thank you for the very handsome remarks about his expedition
to Europe,” Bundy wrote. “He has admired many of your columns, but in reading
this one he is reminded of the remark of James Russell Lowell that the three wordsin
the English language which are hardest to pronounce are ‘| was wrong.’” "3

These letters alude to a strikingly informal connection Bundy made with
Lippmann—the kind of comfortable and jocular exchanges that befit the relations of a
mentor and his prized protégé rather than ajournalist and high government official.
Theirs was—as one observer remarked—an “intense relationship . . . aimost like that
of father and son.””* During their long friendship the columnist had reciprocated
many-fold, recommending Bundy for president of Harvard in the 1950s and,
suggesting him to Kennedy as a possible secretary of state. This friendship increased
in importance after 1961. By the time LBJ succeeded the slain President Kennedy in
November 1963, Bundy provided the vital link between a new president desirous of
establishment approval and a columnist drawn to power.” Bundy brought Lippmann
access. The columnist, of course, reflected elite opinion and his writing influenced
thinking in the capital and in foreign ministries around the world. Of equal

significance, Lippmann produced powerful insights that the national security adviser

on occasion used to frame complex issues for Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, to

% Bundy to Lippmann, 13 August 1963, WHCNF, Box 1631, JFKL. President Kennedy had read:
Lippmann, T& T, “Reasonable Hopes,” 13 August 1963, Washington Post: A19. Lippmann wrote,
“President Kennedy has been proved right, in spite of the doubters, among them myself, about histrip
to Germany. For Bonn to diverge from Paris on the issue of nuclear testing is a sharp deviation from
the treaty with General De Gaulle. It leaves Gaullist France isolated, not only from all the outer world
except Red China, but in the heart of the European continent itself.”

™ Elizabeth Midgley, interview with author, 28 February 2001, Washington, DC.

 Kai Bird covers this aspect of the relationship somewhat more satisfactorily in his biography of
Bundy than does Steel in his book on Lippmann. See, for instance, Bird, The Color of Truth: 101-105;
309-310; 314-316. Steel, coversthe Lippmann-Bundy relationship in a scattered fashion. See, for
example, Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 455; 524.
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bring afuller perspective to policy debates, often irrespective of whether or not he
accepted Lippmann’s premises or conclusions. Once, when LBJ complained early in
his presidency that his advisors must formul ate a peace proposal to answer overtures
from Nikita Khrushchev, Bundy recommended the columnist as afont of “sweeping
policy initiatives.” Bundy declared, “Old Walter Lippmann’s got more per square
inch than anybody else!””® Insofar as the national security adviser considered
Lippmann’s proposals, there was akind of intellectual honesty—a willingness to give
various sides of a debate a respectful hearing—in the Kennedy White House that
seemed thoroughly lacking in LBJ stenure, particularly in 1965. This special
relationship conferred to both Bundy and Lippmann benefits that concealed large
liabilities. It would be years, however, before either man realized that their ideas
about America's global responsibilities were so different.

If anything, they became more intimate during the Kennedy administration,
lunching at the Metropolitan Club, discussing this policy or that at diplomatic
receptions around town. Bundy demonstrated that he could sign on Lippmann for
administration programs. On one occasion, he convinced the columnist to act asan
advocate for administration policy. Shortly after the Cuban missile crisis, the
President and national security adviser invited Lippmann for atalk about the course
of events and to show the columnist Khrushchev’s communications. On 8 November
1962, Lippmann met alone with President Kennedy in the Oval Office for one hour—
the only time he would ever meet privately with Kennedy.”” They began the

conversation talking about the Cuban Missile Crisis. The President showed

"6 LBJ-Bundy telephone conversation, 2 January 1964, reprinted in Beschloss, Taking Charge: 145.
" Lippmann, Oral History, April 1964, JFKL: 14.
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Lippmann the exchange of letters between himself and Premier Khrushchev which,
the columnist recalled, “were not very entertaining reading . . . stilted and
officidlese.” The conversation ranged over the lessons and implications of the crisis:
“about whether you could have an independent nuclear striking force, such asthe
French wanted, or whether air power was indivisible.” ™ The main point President
Kennedy impressed on Lippmann was that the crisis clearly demonstrated that nuclear
decision-making should be kept in as few hands as possible. After the Oval Office
meeting, Bundy persuaded Lippmann to make a public statement to this effect, in an
effort to counter Charles de Gaull€' s insistence on an independent French-European
nuclear striking force. Lippmann obliged. He promptly drafted a speech to deliver in
Paris at a gathering arranged months before to cel ebrate the anniversary of the Herald
Tribune International Edition. Bundy previewed the text, making two pages of
editoria suggestions that Lippmann incorporated.” “I wish we were free to say what
you are going to say,” Bundy told Lippmann afew days before the columnist
departed for Paris.®’

Not that this necessitated aradical departure for Lippmann. In the spring of
1962, the columnist had launched hisfirst editorial salvo against De Gaull€' s force de
frappe—the independent, Paris-controlled nuclear striking force which, by some
estimates, would achieve enough power to kill as many as 20 million Russiansin a
first exchange. Lippmann squarely opposed its development, arguing that the

splintering of control and authority over the use of nuclear weapons could only lead

 Lippmann, Oral History, April 1964, JFKL: 14-16.

" Bundy to Lippmann, 13 November 1962, McGeorge Bundy Correspondence, National Security File
(NSF), Box 402, JFKL. Some of this episode is covered in Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American
Century: 537-538.

217



to mischief. “The [French] rebellion against the American monopoly is taking place
within the context of the American capacity to prevent nuclear war,” because of
Washington’'s massive deterrent strength, Lippmann wrote. De Gaulle' s force de
frappe would have to exist as aminority partner of the Atlantic Alliance's nuclear
force—managed from Washington, since it could only initiate, but not decisively win,
a confrontation with Moscow. Lippmann interpreted the French program as a clever
move whereby De Gaulle could argue for the retirement of U.S. occupation forces
from Western Europe by inserting a nuclear tripwire which he would control. “We
do not have adivine right to have in our own hands, rather than in European hands,
the ultimate decision,” Lippmann admitted. “But it isin our interest to hold on to the
ultimate decision, if we can.”®

Shortly thereafter, in aslim volume titled Western Unity and the Common
Market, Lippmann caustically attacked De Gaull€' s efforts to foster a Franco-German
locus of power on the continent—one that sought to exclude Britain and create a
Europe from the “Atlantic to the Urals.”® Moreover, he wrote, the force de frappe
was De Gaulle' s mechanism to engage Americain the defense of Europe while he
simultaneoudly tried to end U.S. military occupation and economic participation on

the continent. Lippmann wrote:

... within the Western Alliance the ultimate responsibility in nuclear affairs
must be in one capital, not in two or three. For the United States the
predicament would be intolerable if the key to the use of our strategic nuclear

* Lippmann, Oral History, April 1964, JFKL: 14.

* Lippmann, T&T, 15 May 1962, “Gaullist Rebellion Against the U.S. Nuclear Monopoly.”

 For De Gaulle' s efforts to reduce U.S. influence in Europe generally, his courtship of German
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer and, diplomacy to exclude Britain from continental affairs, see, William
I. Hitchcock, The Sruggle for Europe: The Turbulent History of a Divided Continent, 1945-2002
(New York: Doubleday, 2003): 221-241.
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forces were not in Washington . . . We cannot allow this power to be set in

motion by others. We must keep the ultimate right to decide whether and

when it shall be used. A weak and independent nuclear force within the

Western Alliance, aforce which could start aworld war but could not finish

it, would be a danger to the peace of the world and to our own national

security.®

Lippmann’s Paris speech deviated little from that line of reasoning principally
because he understood precisely how narrowly nuclear war over Cuba had been
averted. Thefinal draft—vetted by Mac Bundy—sounded much more like a
statement delivered by an administration spokesman than the impartial observation of
aprominent political commentator. On 29 November 1962, at the Palais d’ Orsay
Hotel, Lippmann addressed a gathering of the American Press Association. The
Cuban missile crisis, Lippmann told listeners, “has confirmed usin the view that the
command of nuclear power to balance Soviet nuclear power cannot be divided or
shared.” He employed a particularly blunt metaphor. Western nations, he said, were
passengersin the same car on awindy, mountainous road. Whileit was perfectly
legitimate for the passengers to consult one another and decide collectively on a
route, once a decision had been arrived at, “there can be only one driver at the
wheel.” Clearly, it had been decided years earlier that the U.S. would provide the
nuclear protection for Western Europe, he continued. Instead of modifying that
policy at crises points, Lippmann proposed a “division of labor.” He argued against
De Gaull€ s force de frappe plan, instead urging European nations “to take upon

themselves the burden of the conventional defense of Europe” whilethe U.S.

shouldered the nuclear responsibility. Bundy had told Lippmann that that phrase

® Lippmann, Western Unity and the Common Market (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1962):
36-37.
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offered an interesting insight into the highest level of administration thinking on the
nuclear sharingidea. “Itisjust thisword ‘burden’ that is so interesting,” Bundy

wrote Lippmann.

We think of nuclear weapons as aterrible burden and more and morein this
Administration we prefer to think about modernized regimental combat
teams and tidy little naval task forces, so that the pressure for increase in our
own conventional budget is generated partly by ourselves, aswell asthe
Army and Navy. These conventional forces are not aburden; they arein the
most intimate psychological terms a means of escape from nuclear
confrontation. For our European friends, on the other hand, conventional
forces are forever associated with the two World Wars and their terrible
personal and social consequences. So they find comfort and escapein tidy
little nuclear forcesthat will never be used. The new pattern of national
defense of General De Gaulle is the extreme case and the most instructive
one. Many professiona military men in France are against General De
Gaulle's concepts, and he has been heard to complain that they are trying to
do a generation late, what they should have done for the war of 1940.%

Lippmann stressed the necessity of European contributions in a conventional
sense. “To those who tell usthat we are trying to monopolize the big weapons which
give prestige, or that we are trying to reduce Europe to the prosaic role of supplying
the foot soldiers,” he concluded, “my reply isthat we are providing for the defense of
Europe a big share—perhaps a disproportionate share—of the conventional forces,
including the foot soldiers.”®
Lippmann’s speech brought him into conflict yet again with Raymond Aron.

Immediately after delivering it, he met with Aron, then a cautious supporter of an

independent nuclear force.®® Though not an ardent Gaullist, Aron sympathized with

* Bundy to Lippmann, 13 November 1962, Bundy Correspondence, NSF, Box 402, JFKL.

& For the full text of Lippmann’s speech, see, Walter Lippmann, “Cuba Etched the Diplomacy of the
Nuclear Age,” 2 December 1962, Washington Post: E1; portions of Lippmann’s address were reprinted
in The New Republic, “Only One Driver Can Sit at the Wheel,” TNR, 22 December 1962, Vol. 147: 7-
8.

% |ippmann Appointment Diaries, 29 November 1962, Box 329, Folder 32, Series |11, WLC.
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the De Gaulle' s general policy of seeking a measure of political and military
autonomy within the Western Alliance. Citing the sharing of U.S. nuclear technol ogy
with Britain in the late 1950s, Aron famously asked why Washington could export
nuclear secrets across the Atlantic but not across the Channel. On the force de frappe
issue he had communicated with Bundy earlier in 1962, complaining that the unique
U.S. consultation with the British on nuclear matters offended French interests.®”
Aron rejected Bundy’simplicit message that France should consult the U.S.
but accept its status as a secondary nuclear power. As early as November 1959, Aron
supported Paris officials plan to develop asmall nuclear striking force. He viewed it
not as a strategic deterrent but as a useful diplomatic tool. “The strike force has a
certain prestige value,” Aron noted at thetime. “It has an incontestable diplomatic
value in negotiating with the United States on the communication of secrets. It
represents a sort of supremerecourse. . . Finaly, it gives France a greater voice in the
counsels of the Alliance, when it develops a strategy of resistance to the Soviet
Union.”® Aron had earlier tried to persuade President Kennedy that the U.S. should
cooperate with the French nuclear program. He dismissed administration arguments

that aid to the French would stimulate the West Germans to develop their own nuclear

 McGeorge Bundy to Raymond Aron, 24 May 1962, APRA, Boite 210. McGeorge Bundy privately
countered Aron’s complaints. “Y ou are right to say, for the most part, that our feelings derive from our
own conviction that the nuclear defense of the West isindivisible,” Bundy replied. “ On this point, in
fact, our estimation of British nuclear capacity is no different from our estimation of French nuclear
capacity.” From the American perspective, Bundy wrote, British nuclear policy “has been not so much
to establish autonomy as to maintain aright of cautionary counsel” to Washington. French demands
for an independent nuclear force were perceived as “increasing independence” and “immediate control
of [the nuclear] trigger”—a development which U.S. officials could not countenance. AsBundy
explained to Aron, when Lippmann published a column about that distinction “one of the senior
members of President de Gaulle' s defense team promptly said to one of our people that he thought
Lippmann was entirely right.” In that context, Bundy asked whether the French commentator’s
“argument that what is given to the British must in decency be given to France is not open to some
guestion.” See also Aron’s discussion of thisletter in his Memoires: 589-590.

* Aron, Memoires: 594-595. Aron was quoting from a November 1959 Le Figaro column.
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weapons. He believed that military and political obstacles to such a course would
lead Bonn to “prefer the provision of tactical atomic weapons from the U.S.,” %
although he was not personally receptive to the notion of a Multi-Lateral Force
(MLF) which emerged afew years later.

In 1963, Aron tried his own hand at public intra-Alliance mediation with the
publication of The Great Debate: Theories of Nuclear Strategy, based on his 1962-
1963 lectures at the Institut d’ Etudes Politiques. The book was partly aresponse to
Genera Pierre Gallois—chief French critic of the Kennedy administration’ s decision
to abandon massive retaliation in favor of flexible response. It aso raised concerns
about President De Gaull€'s effort to carve out an independent deterrent role for
France. Finadlly, it offered an analysis of U.S. policy. “For those who hope for the
survival of the Atlantic Alliance,” Aron wrote, “it is of primary importance that the
policy makers and the public on either side of the Atlantic gain a greater
understanding of the positions held on the other side.” %

Aron’s essential point was that while the force de frappe created a useful
political role for France it did not—nor would it soon—constitute a viable deterrent.
“The French force may someday form the nucleus of a European deterrent; in any
event it has persuaded our aly, the United States, to enter upon adialogue with
Europe on the subject of strategy,” Aron wrote. “It constitutes an incipient protection

against the unpredictability of future diplomacy. The French decision remainsa

subject for discussion so long as we confine ourselves to the coming decade and

* Schlesinger to President Kennedy, 23 May 1961, President’ s Office Files, Staff Memos, Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr., Files, Box 65, JFKL.

* Raymond Aron, The Great Debate: viii. For arecent study of De Gaulle's foreign policy in this
regard, see Frederic Bozo, Two Strategies for Europe: De Gaulle, the United States, and the Atlantic
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regard it as a sort of premium paid now for insurance against an unknown future.
Downright absurd, however, is the attempt to transform the project into a symbol of
patriotic pride that in ten years' time will replace the American deterrent, consolidate
the balance of terror, and at the same time enhance our national self-esteem.”®* Aron
later maintained that from the start his goal was to persuade De Gaulle to integrate the
French nuclear force into the Alliance; to that end, he was highly critical of Paris
refusal to discuss the American offer of the development of a multi-lateral force—a
subject broached at the 1963 Nassau meeting of Western officials. He rejected aso
the “detonateur” argument some French officials used to justify the force de frappe—
“that the national force would oblige the U.S. to use nuclear aams also.” Finally, he
accepted the development of the flexible response strategy. It was strategically
“unassailable,” Aron wrote. He added, “it is contrary both to common sense and to
elementary prudence to stake everything on the threat of massive retaliation and to
revive time and again the choice between passive inaction and total disaster . . . the

strategy of graduated retaliation is both lessimmoral and more efficient.” 2

Alliance, tranglated by Susan Emanuel (New Y ork: Rowan & Littlefield Publishers Inc., 2001). For a
brief discussion of Aron, see pp. 122-123.

* Aron, The Great Debate: 120.

2 Aron, The Great Debate: 171. Aron saw that Paris’ s independent striking force could have
applicationsin a conflict between NATO and the Soviet Union but that it did little to answer French
problemsin Africaor the Middle East. Significantly, too, Lippmann and Aron disagreed over the
implications of superpower nuclear deterrence strategies. Lippmann was constantly concerned that
proxy wars or competition in the developing world could precipitate direct confrontation between
Moscow and Washington—in essence, a game of nuclear brinksmanship. To varying degreesthis
assertion was proven correct in the Tachens, Cuba, Laos, and in the Arab-Israeli conflicts. Aron
viewed it differently. If the nuclear deterrent did anything, he argued, it provided more not less room
for both the superpowers and secondary powers and their lesser allies to engage in local conflicts.
“One does not increase the risk of total war by accepting the obligations of local wars,” Aron wrotein
1950, in a sentence that foreshadowed his own support of a doctrine of flexible response a decade later.
Quoted in Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 159. “Neutralite ou engagement,” presentation to the
Congress for Cultural Freedom in Berlin, July 1950. Reprinted in Polemique: 199-217.
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Aron brought De Gaulle’ s policy in for especialy tough criticism believing
that while France should develop its nuclear potential it must do so within the
aliance. All three of De Gaull€e s chief objectives—the prevention of a superpower
“extra-European” nuclear monopoly, influence on U.S. strategic policy, and the
acquisition of prestige—were, Aron argued, not incompatible with an integrated
nuclear force. Cooperation, however, would “preclude. . . pretensions to awholly
independent diplomacy and strategy, which, | am aware, are General de Gaulle's
main concerns. But in thisrespect | am afraid that his philosophy derives from
nostalgiafor the kind of independence vanished with ‘the good old days.’ "%

In this aspect, Aron was nudging his countrymen toward a reasonabl e,
responsible conception of national policy—one that affirmed the realities of France's
declining international power in postwar politics. On the other side of the Atlantic,
Lippmann, too, tried to outline a course for Americans commensurate with their new
power. Both men sought to supplant old conceptions—with the latter urging
acceptance of larger responsibilities and the former pressing for the acceptance of a
more circumscribed role. In concluding his discussion of the force de frappgAron
wrote, “To value the power of independent choice between war and peace above
national security may once have been asign of greatness. But | do not believe that in
the thermonuclear age this should be considered an appropriate goal for the national
ambition of anation such as France.”**

Nevertheless, Aron dismissed Lippmann’s 29 November 1962 speech as a

“scandalous’ appeal to European nations to accept arole not only asjunior military

% Aron, The Great Debate: 261.
* Aron, The Great Debate; 265.
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partners but also secondary diplomatic actors within the alliance, “dependent
proteges, if not satellites.” Aron warned that for De Gaulle, “Atlantic
interdependence (or Atlantic association) is sheer window dressing, barely veiled
hypocrisy designed to camouflage Europe’s reduction to political vassalage by the
United States in the guise of protection.”® Aron challenged the stark distinctions that
American officials—and Lippmann—drew between consultation and control of
nuclear weapons since, he believed, effective diplomacy with Moscow required the
implied threat of nuclear force. In arebuttal to Lippmann’s speech, hewrote, “itis
obvious that when Lippmann asks Europeans to let America handle the whedl of the
car, heisreally asking them to abdicate after afashion. To the extent that diplomacy
in the atomic age uses the threat of nuclear force as a deterrent weapon, the
combination of an American monopoly and non-consultation with its allies reduces
the European countries, in the last analysis, to the status of protectorate nations.
Genera de Gaulle, whose projects are such a source of concern to Lippmann, could
not have asked for a more striking confirmation of his contentions.”® Aron
countered that if U.S. official pressed this case, demanding De Gaulle and Europeans
generdly “to have total confidence in the driver,” that they would be driven to an
independent policy: “they will consent to sacrifices in view of acquiring a deterrent
force, even perhaps if it is] ineffective.”®” French diplomatsin Washington
apparently used Aron’s response to frame Paris' s argument in meetings with U.S.

diplomats at Foggy Bottom. Amused by French irritation at the speech Mac Bundy

* Aron, Memoires: 593; Aron, The Great Debate: 169.
% Raymond Aron, “Must We Have Blind Faith?” The New Republic, 22 December 1962, VVol. 147: 9-
10. Seeaso Raymond Aron, “Reponse A Walter Lippmann Le Monopole Atomique Americain Et
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wrote Lippmann, still traveling in Europe, to express the White House' s gratitude.
“The President admired your Paris Tribune speech as much as one or two of the
French newspapers seem to have been displeased by it,” Bundy quipped. “You arein
danger of becoming an Administration spokesman—which is of course just what the
French fear.”®

Lippmann responded to Aron with a velvet glove—hoping to impress upon
U.S. policymakers the need to minimize Franco-American divisions. Two weeks
after returning home, he explained to Today and Tomorrow readers that there was no
readily apparent solution to the nuclear impasse with De Gaulle. The dispute would
have to be “arbitrated by events.” He added, “1t will take many years before France
can make itself a serious nuclear power, and the fact that we stand aside passively
while she works at it and realizes the gigantic costs will constitute notice that were
she to take nuclear action outside the Alliance, the United States government would
not be morally and legally obligated to follow her.” That said, Lippmann also
counseled patience and perspective, insisting that the breach not be allowed to
develop into awiderift. “Believing as | do that the American view of nuclear power
isright, I would be happier if, on our part, we do not allow the discussion with our
alies to degenerate into a debating wrangle conducted with that moral self-
righteousness which is the besetting temptation of those who on intellectual grounds

believe, perhaps even know, that they are right.” %

L’Europe,” 3 Decembre 1962, Le Figaro, reprinted in Les Articles Du Figaro: Tomell, La
Coexistence, 1955-1965, Georges-Henri Soutou, editor (Paris, Editions de Fallois, 1993): 1110-1113.
¥ Aron, Memoires: 593.

% Bundy to Lippmann, 4 December 1962, WHCNF, Box 1631, JFKL.

* Lippmann, T&T, 20 December 1962, “ The Agitated Alliance.”
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Y ears later Lippmann recalled somewhat ruefully that his delivery of the Paris
speech was the closest he ever came to advocating on behalf of the Kennedy
administration.®® Such appearances perpetuated foreign misperceptions that much of
what Lippmann wrote received official sanction or that he regularly served as the
government’ sinformal spokesman. The redlity was that the Kennedy administration
used Lippmann when it suited its needs and Lippmann, who had a weakness for being
drawn to power, on occasion let himself get closer to officials than was proper.
Relatively minor infractions during the Kennedy years prepared the way for amore
complex period of personal persuasion between the columnist and the Johnson
administration.'™

Access to powerful leaders, however, did not equate to influence in many
instances and Lippmann’s true ability to shape ideas still lay in communicating
aternatives through his column. In setting the parameters of the debate and, at times,
the very language employed by the discussants, Lippmann exercised his greatest
influence. Especiadly at crises points, and there were not afew during the Kennedy
years, Walter Lippmann used his access and his column to try to defuse tensions—
with varying emphases. The political scientist Charles Tarlton once observed that
Lippmann was most perceptive and insightful in moments of “dangerous disorder”—
at times when the superpowers stood on the threshold of war, conventional or

thermonuclear; that, at these moments, Lippmann brought to bear hisinsights on

100 ippmann, oral history interview, April 1964, JFKL: 16. Lippmann recalled, “My speech was as
conscious an attempt as |’ ve ever made in anything to explain the American official view. Although |
agreed with it, | took care to see that | wasn't off base, because it was a kind of official occasion where
| couldn’t afford just to speak my own views.”

10! See, for example, Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 557-572. My analysis of this
episode is extensive in chapters 7-9.
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history with a very pragmatic approach to problem-solving—one that eschewed the
rigidity and formalism of ideology or “isms” to reach a practical solution. In this
regard, Tarlton observed (at the time the columnist was breaking with the LBJ
administration over its Vietnam policies), Lippmann’s commentary best represented a
maturing of American foreign affairs. Unlike the “deterministic, pessimistic, and
realistic” view of ageo-politician like Alfred Mahan, or conversely, the “utopian,
optimistic, and moralistic’ thinking of a pacifist like William Jennings Bryan,
Lippmann’s outlook was one of “pragmatic, sociological, and amost scientific”

dimensions. %

Within the Atlantic Community he sought to minimize frictions
between Paris, Bonn, London, and Washington. Toward the Soviet Union, Lippmann
highlighted those areas in which the superpowers could reach an accommodation.
Increasingly, as Laos and then Vietnam became prickly foreign policy problems, he
reminded readers that the core Cold War conflict existed between America and the
Soviet Union (and that it was centered in Western Europe)—and that both powers

could disastrously de-stabilize their rough equilibrium of power if they waged proxy

warsin the jungles of Southeast Asia.

VII.

Lippmann and Aron also conflicted over the influence of ideology versus geo-
strategic imperatives in shaping decision-makers’ policies. Aron believed that
Kremlin leaders acted primarily upon the dictates of their Marxist ideology and that,

therefore, the Cold War would not follow the patterns of traditional great power
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See Charles D. Tarlton, “The Styles of American International Thought: Mahan, Bryan, and
Lippmann,” World Palitics XVI (October 1964-July 1965): 584-614.
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conflicts. In contrast, Lippmann assigned little importance to communist ideology
when explaining the foreign policies of Moscow, Beljing, Pyongyang, or Hanoi.
Herein, lay acontradiction in Lippmann’s thinking. For he clearly believed
ideology affected American policymakers—if in an overly negative sense. On abasic
level, Lippmann and Kennan shared the view that Wilsonian foreign policy had badly
derailed American diplomacy. In 1951, Kennan published his landmark work,
American Diplomacy: 1900-1950, a sustained attack on Wilsonianism. In parts, it so
closely resembled Lippmann’s argument in U.S. Foreign Policy and U.S. War Aims
that one could only conclude that Lippmann had deeply impressed the diplomat with
his construction of a postwar internationalism that replaced Wilson’s concept of
collective security with aclassical arrangement of great powers. 1n 1943, Lippmann
explained in words that foreshadowed Kennan’s prose, that Wilson had unwisely
chosen to define American foreign policy aims with “legalistic and moralistic and
idealistic reasons, rather than the substantial and vital reason that the security of the
United States demanded that no aggressively expanding imperial power, like
Germany, should be allowed to gain mastery of the Atlantic Ocean.”*® This mis-
education of the public proved tremendously harmful for it obscured prerequisites of
astrong network of allies and the application of power politicsin order to promote
international stability. Kennan's book American Diplomacy echoed Lippmann’s

language, followed its periodization, and similarly asserted that the central flaw of
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Walter Lippmann, U.S. Foreign Policy: Shield of the Republic (Boston: Little, Brown, and
Company, 1943); 37-39.
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American foreign policy was “the legalistic-moralistic approach to international
problems.” 1%

A year later, in aseries of lectures Lippmann delivered to British audiences,
published as Isolation and Alliances (1952), he elaborated the critique of Wilsonian
foreign policy he had last focused on in U.S War Aims. His argument amplified
Kennan's. Theroots of American isolationism, Lippmann explained, emanated from
Jefferson’ s warning against entangling alliances and, correctly, added that it had
neither aneutralist or pacifist impulse but, rather, derived from unilateralist
assumptions. “Theisolationists of the twentieth century have wished to isolate not
merely the American continental domain and the Western Hemisphere,” he wrote.
“In the last analysis they have wanted to isolate American decisions and actions, to
have the final word whenever Americans are involved.”*® Lippmann also noted the
“exceptionalist” habits of American foreign policymakers. By this he meant their
conception that Manifest Destiny was somehow different from European colonialism,
that instead of conquering a continent Americans were—in Jefferson’s rhetoric—
creating a“new domicile of freedom” open to al mankind (at least, white European

mankind).'® Finally, in much the same fashion as he had in his earlier expositions of

Wilsonianism, Lippmann argued that Wilson exported these “ principles of American

' George F. Kennan, American Diplomacy, 1900-1950 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press): 95.
Kennan elaborated, drawing on along list of pacts and schemes, many of which Lippmann had also
singled out for attack. Kennan wrote, “ This approach runs like a red skein through our foreign policy
of thelast 50 years. It hasin it something of the old emphasis on arbitration treaties, something of the
Hague Conferences and schemes for universal disarmament, something of the more ambitious
American concepts of the role of international law, something of the League of Nations, something of
the Kellogg Pact, something of the idea of a universal ‘Article 51’ pact, something of the belief in
World Law and World Government. But it is none of these, entirely.”

% Walter Lippmann, Isolation and Alliances: An American Speaks to the British (Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1952): 14-15.

" | bid.
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democracy . . . [making them] universal throughout the world” in his attempt to
safeguard democracy at home. Lippmann concluded, “The Wilsonian ideology is
American fundamentalism made into a universal doctrine.” It was the 19" century
American experience—as a geographically isolated nation—uwrit large; one in which
there are “no lasting rivalries, no deep conflicts of interest, where no compromises of
principles have to be made, where there are no separate spheres of influence, and no
aliances.” War could only be waged to fend off attack against the universal order.
When carried out, war was waged like a crusade, partly because it was believed to be
an “intolerable crimina interference with the nature of things’ and partly because
Americans perceived the centralization of powersto make war as an invasion of their
domestic rights. Finally, Lippmann observed, “In the Wilsonian ideology aggression
isan armed rebellion against the universal and eternal principles of world society”
and could be ended only by “unconditional surrender” and the political rehabilitation
and reconstruction of the offending regime.*”’

Although Aron believed communist ideology to be the prime mover for Soviet
actions he disagreed with Lippmann and Kennan that Wilsonian parochialisms
underlay American Cold War initiatives. He tended to regard American policy as
prudent and emanating from legitimate security concerns—or, at least, security
concerns that seemed especialy immediate on his side of the Atlantic Ocean.
“Containment in its original senseisless the result of ‘Wilson syndrome,’ or the
dream of peace through the universalization of democratic regimes, than its critics
make out,” Aron wrote in The Imperial Republic (1973). “It israther due to the

American style and the specific traits of the external behavior of arepublic which has
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never accepted the Realpolitik or Machiavellianism of old Europe; the concept, rather
than the doctrine, of containment represented the defensive version of theinevitable
rivalry with the Soviet Union.”*® Aron did not identify what he meant by “the
American style,” which leaves room for interpretation. For, if he meant ideologies
like Manifest Destiny andJ.S. exceptionalism, or traits like isolationism or
xenophobia, then he and Lippmann and Kennan were talking about similar things.
The difference is that the American realists did not think of these parochialisms as
being separate from Wilsonianism—but rather as being central to it. While Aron’s
assertion may have applied to containment in its original conception—with Germany
asthe locus of the conflict—it is far less persuasive when measured against the
globalized version.

It was principally on the different emphases that Aron and Lippmann assigned
to ideology, where they disagreed on their brand of realism. The Frenchman was not
part of the wing of the realpolitik school which he described as a kind of “theoretical
realism,” that he believed to be both impractical and unrealistic in its expectations.
He objected, for instance, to the kind of rigidity and empiricism of the realism
advocated by academics such as Hans J. Morgenthau. “In my opinion pseudo-
certainty, based on the relationship between the states and the risks, on some rational
calculation ascribed to alikely aggressor, is of no more value than the dogmatism of
the Maginot Line.”'® Yet, Tony Judt believes, Aron was indeed aredlist for he
sought to come to terms with only those things he perceived to be real about the

world. Where he differed from Lippmann was that Aron ascribed real weight to the

108 Raymond Aron, The Imperial Republic: The United States and the World, 1945-1973, trandated by
Frank Jellinek (Washington, DC: University Press of America, 1974): 300. My italics.
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power and influence of ideas. For Aron, personal convictions, political ideologies,
and moral considerations shaped human behavior as much as alignments of power,
strategic interests, and armaments.**°

In this respect, Aron shared the worldview of U.S. officials who interpreted
the Cold War within an ideological framework and a civilizational context. His
perspective was not that different from Paul Nitze and others who adhered to the
assumptions of NSC-68—that is, that the Soviet-American rivalry was an
irreconcilable conflict between a “free society” based on Western liberties and a
“save society.”*** Aron always believed that Lippmann under-estimated the
ideological convictions of the men in the Kremlin. He made this point most clearly in
a column that examined Lippmann’s famous 1958 interview with Khrushchev in
Moscow. Aron regected Lippmann’ notion of achieving a modus vivendi, a“pacific
coexistence” asthe French columnist described it, with Moscow. “Only aradical
ignorance of the theory and practice of communism would allow misunderstanding of
the notion of status quo [i.e., official recognition of the division of Germany and
Europe] which, at bottom, is another name for pacific coexistence,” Aron wrote. “No
more than that the pacific character of the coexistence eliminates the death struggle
between the two systems, does the status quo imply a stabilization, even temporary,
of current borders or of the organization of states. According to his philosophy, M.

Khrushchev cannot but believe in the irresistible evolution toward the expansion of

'® Cited in Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 163; quoted from Aron’s Clausewitz, Vol. 2: 179.

" Judt, The Burden of Responsibility: 164-165.

111 A very useful reader on NSC-68 which includes commentary by historians and policymakersis
Ernest R. May (editor), American Cold War Strategy: Interpreting NSC-68 (Boston: Bedford Books-
St. Martin's Press, 1994): especialy, pp. 27-29. For the original text of NSC-68, see Foreign
Relations of the United Sates, 1950, Volume |, National Security Affairs; Foreign Economic Policy
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1977): 234-292.
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universal communism. Walter Lippmann objects to this millenarianist interpretation
of history (and to Western victims of an analogous error [i.e., Wilsonianism])
believing that there is space on the planet for different regimes. How can we say heis
not right? But how can we forget that M. Khrushchev believesin the long run that his
regime will be imposed on all of humanity?'**? For Aron and most American Cold
War |leaders the irreconcilable ideological gulf between Moscow and the Western
Alliance left no room for meaningful diplomatic engagement.

Ideology mattered in the Cold War. “Authoritarian romanticism,” for
instance, helps explain otherwise inexplicable positions taken by Communist leaders:
Stalin’s expectations for awar between capitalist nations after the Second World
War; Mao Zedong' s willingness to subordinate national interests to secure a treaty
with Moscow, as well as his readiness to absorb horrific losses in the Korean War;
and even Nikita Khrushchev’ s insistence on making a strategic commitment in
Cuba—based on the thin hope it would act as a revolutionary springboard for Latin
America™® But ideology also tended to obfuscated geopolitical motivations and to
obliterate a necessary internal sense of limitations. It was precisely Lippmann’s de-
emphasis of ideological motivations that made him such a perceptive and early critic
of Western policy in Asia. Unlike Aron, and successive casts of Washington
officias, Lippmann identified the geopolitical tensions that would necessarily arise
between Moscow and Beijing, the tendency of national interests to subordinate

ideology—and the opportunities these devel opments opened for Western
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policymakers. Similarly, in reading eventsin Vietnam as evolving within the context
of acivil conflict—directed by nationalists in Hanoi and Saigon—Lippmann
delivered compelling commentary on the poor prospects of U.S. intervention in that
country earlier, more consistently, and with greater effect than any other American

commentator.

' See, John Lewis Gaddis' s discussion in We Now Know: 289-291. See also Shuguang Zhang, Mao's
Military Romanticism: China and the Korean war, 1950-1953 Lawrence, KS: University Press of
Kansas, 1995): on Mao's “romanticism,” see especially, 12-30; for a critique of it see, 247-261.
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Chapter 5:

“An Unending Series of Insoluble Dilemmas’: Walter Lippmann and
Containment in Asia, 1947-1955

From April 1945 to May 1967, Lippmann critiqued the foreign policies of the first
American Cold War presidents, Harry S. Truman, Dwight D. Eisenhower, John F.
Kennedy, and Lyndon B. Johnson. He wrote more than 2,200 Today and Tomorrow
columns during that period, the maority of them dealing with Cold War
developmentsin Europe and Asia. Y et, there has been no sustained analysis of
Lippmann’s writings, particularly regarding containment strategies toward China and
in Koreawhich helped to frame his position on American intervention in the
Indochinese civil war. The standard literature addresses this facet of Lippmann’s
career in broad strokes, framed largely in terms of his response to George F.
Kennan's original articulation of containment in the X-Article.! Washington’s China
policy highlighted the pitfalls of supporting areactionary authoritarian regime in the
form of Chiang Kai-shek’s Kuomintang and refusing diplomatic recognition to the

People’ s Republic of China (PRC). Conflict on the Korean peninsulafrom 1950 to

' Ronald Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century (Boston: Little Brown, 1980): especially
465-467 (China White Paper); 470-473, 475-476 (Korea); 486-490 (on Lippmann’s approach to
containment generally.
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1953 inflicted huge human and material costs and ended in an indecisive military
stalemate. Both China policy and the Korean War confirmed Lippmann’s doubts
about the geo-strategic wisdom of global containment. For more than two decades
after World War 11 he warned American leaders that diplomacy rather than military
intervention was the best means to exercise U.S. power and to preserve its influence
in Asia. His anayses—expressed in books, columns, public speeches, interviews,
correspondence, and private conversations—were framed by the principles of
strategic internationalism discussed in Chapter Two.

This chapter examines Lippmann’s commentary on U.S. policy toward China
from 1945 to 1958, and in Korea after the Pyongyang’ sinvasion in June 1950. In the
decade after World War 11, Lippmann consistently and rigorously engaged the
problems of American foreign relationsin Asia. His criticisms of policy there tended
to be straightforward attacks on Wilsonianism, which he detected in the dictates of
the Truman Doctrine of March 1947. Lippmann’s anchored his commentary in the
precepts of his strategic internationalism which included: the belief that the U.S. had
no vital interests on Asian mainland; that Washington officials would badly damage
their influence by acting unilateraly there; and that the U.S. should not send under
any circumstances ground troops to fight in Asian wars which they could not win in
any conventional sense. These three aspects of Lippmann’s strategic internationalism
were lent additional urgency with the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950.

Lippmann believed that the global containment policy adopted by U.S. officidsin
NSC-68 would drain U.S. resources, dangerously destabilizing the delicate balance of

power between Washington and Moscow.
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Lippmann’s philosophic roots, travels, cultural preferences, and social and political
connections oriented him toward an European outlook.? From the late-1940s onward,
however, Walter Lippmann closely monitored developmentsin American Asian
policy because of their potential for dangerously globalizing an already burdensome
containment policy. He devoted hundreds of columnsto U.S. policy in Asia, in
addition to the many installments of Today and Tomorrow that focused on the
Vietnam War in the 1960s. Lippmann did not recommend that the U.S. abandon its
interestsin Asiaor ignore its prior commitments there. Quite the contrary: He saw
Americaas avital participant in postwar affairsin the Pacific region. At thetime,
congressional, administration, and public opinion leaders who criticized Lippmann
did so primarily because his message of moderation and collaboration in Asia
conflicted with their own interventionist aspirations and unilateral actions. Critics
often distorted Lippmann’s record by choosing a crisis-specific approach and by

consulting in a highly selective fashion his thousands of Cold War columns. The

? Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 464-465; 570. Steel suggests that Lippmann
ignored American policy in Asia, came lateto it, and that his commentary was impaired by a Western
European bias. He therefore impliesthat Lippmann’s break with Johnson over Vietnam marked a
belated realization of the problems of containment in Asia, problems which his realism had failed to
elucidate because it did make moral considerations or fully understand American economic motives.
That interpretation staggers under the weight of its own ideological assumptions. Aside from the fact
that Lippmann had been clearly critical of unilateral interventionsin such places as post-World War |
Russia and post-World War 11 China he also firmly opposed intervention anywhere in Asia proper:
Korea, Formosa, French Indochina, and, later, Laos and Vietnam. For a more balanced perspective on
Lippmann’s cultural cosmopolitanism, see D. Stephen Blum, Walter Lippmann: Cosmopolitanismin
the Century of Total War (Ithica, NY: Cornell University Press, 1984): especially, 23 39.
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standard literature, which views crisis episodes without examining the sweep of his
commentary, also misses Lippmann’s cumul ative consistencies. ®

Lippmann never discounted Asian concerns, priorities, and culture during the
Cold War. His outlook, however, was more Western European (at times more so than
American), and, while his views on race were a good deal more cosmopolitan than
many of his contemporaries, they still reflected histime—which isto say, by
presentist standards, they were not always fully evolved.* Given these assumptions,
however, there is no sustainable argument that Lippmann’s lack of detailed
knowledge about Asian culture or his perceived insensitivities appreciably inhibited
him from being a perceptive critic of U.S policy. And, aswe shall see, he usually
framed his assumptions for proper policies based on the essential need for Asian
autonomy and self-rule, as well as respect for various nations' unigue strategic
interests and concerns. Those, like Walt W. Rostow, who charge Lippmann and other
Vietnam War critics with a perverse kind of racism—that they would not sanction
sending “white boys” to fight for Asians (a charge galling for its own blindness to the
racial and class composition of U.S. forces)—are unconvincing.® In retrospect,
Lippmann’svision for post-colonial Asiaemerged as an infinitely more humane and
civilized outcome than the denouement of American policy in Southeast Asiain the

1960s and 1970s.

° Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: for example, 471-472. Steel takes Lippmann to
task for hisinitial reaction to the Korean War. Caught off-guard by the North Korean invasion on 25
June 1950, the columnist offered cautious support in two columns approving of U.S. air and naval
support for the Republic of Korea. But on the Korean issue—as with every other Asian crisis that
Lippmann evaluated—upon longer reflection he chose a moderate approach that emphasized American
withdrawal and diplomatic negotiations rather than military confrontation.

* Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 551-554; 570.

®Walt W. Rostow, interview with author, 26 March 1998, Austin, TX. | discuss Rostow’s criticisms of
Lippmann’s approach to Vietnam in greater detail in Chapter Nine.
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Lippmann believed that Beijing’ s expansionism—Iike Moscow’ s—had to be
checked but he differed with policymakers over the means they employed. Contain
Chinawith diplomacy not a prolonged military siege, Lippmann advised, to each
administration from Truman to Johnson. Thiswas not mere intellectual finessing or
equivocation. Here, the means were inextricably linked with the ends. And the
means Lippmann supported were hallmarks of his unique kind of realism. American
policy in Asia could not be unilateral but instead multi-lateral and in cooperation with
other “natural powers’: China, India, Pakistan, and Indonesia.® Accordingly, theU.S.
could not support areassertion of European colonialism, he argued. Time and again,
Lippmann advised against confronting Chinawith American military power on the
Asian continent. U.S. air and naval forces should be arrayed in aline far away from
mainland Asia—stretching from the Aleutians to Hawaii to the Philippines.” Nor
would it do much good to bolster reactionary regimes such as Chiang Kai-shek’s
Nationalist government in Taiwan—a needlessly provocative and strategically
unsound endeavor, he maintained. Instead, the containment of Chinawould be a
matter of diplomatic maneuvering and would likely require the tacit, if not overt,
cooperation of the Soviet Union. Lippmann’s was the voice continually reminding
U.S. officials that embracing such internationalism in favor of parochia interests and
unilateralist desires would demand more than a modicum of political couragein
Washington. Against the wishes of asmall but vocal right-wing clique of anti-

Communist senators, the Truman administration would have to recognize the Beljing

® See, for example, Lippmann, T&T, “The China Fact,” 8 January 1951.

" See, for example, Lippmann, T& T, “After Japan What?' 13 June 1950. Lippmann believed up until
the Korean invasion that the U.S. should withdraw from Japan and Okinawa once a peace treaty was
ratified. He thought theislands were strategically vulnerable.
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government as the de facto government of all China and, eventually, establish
relationswith it. AsLippmann wrotein April 1949, the president and his advisors
should disregard the “frivolous fringe” who believe that “another billion dollars or
thereabouts given to Chiang Kai-shek” would solidify the Nationalist government on
the mainland of China®

Over time, as the PRC consolidated its rule on the mainland and as America
rebuilt Japan into a strategic stronghold, Lippmann’s frame of reference shifted from
coreto peripheral countries. Here, too, he believed American influence was minimal
and that it must align itself with the liberal and nationalist elements in the emerging
nations of Southeast Asia. America’ s goal, he wrote repeatedly, should be to detach
these countries from the U.S.-Sino-Soviet struggle, to neutralize them, to de-
militarize them wherever possible, and to engage them in cultural and economic
exchange. Washington’s best interests would be served by promoting their
independence from the PRC and the USSR rather than by herding them into an anti-

Communist aliance.

In 1943, when Walter Lippmann first articulated his sphere-of -influence approach,
the postwar world Asia was—even more than Europe—unstable and fluid.” The war
had shattered Japanese and Chinese power and, added to that, the rapid decline of the

European empires portended tremendous instability in ahost of colonial capitals.

® Lippmann, T&T, “Chinaand U.S. Policy,” 26 April 1949.
® Walter Lippmann, U.S. Foreign Policy: Shield of the Republic (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company,
1943).
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And, yet, Lippmann believed, American power could not rush in to fill the vacuum in
Asiaasit seemed prepared to do in Europe. U.S. (and Western) influence, he wrote,
was limited there. Indeed this view conformed to the idea, held by many officialsin
the Franklin D. Roosevelt administration, that China should play the central rolein
the reconstruction, rehabilitation, and policing of Asia’® To understand the origins of
Lippmann’s position on Vietnam one must consider his perspective on the larger
guestions of America’ srolein Asia, China's place as a great power, and

devel opments on the Korean peninsulathat pitted Washington against Beijing in a
“hot” war. For Lippmann, no settlement in Southeast Asia could be constructed
without addressing these three inter-related areas. American policy, he believed,
would have to recognize and alow for constructive Chinese participation in postwar
Asia. Without that kind of foundation, Washington’s objectives were consigned to
failure.

In U.S Foreign Policy: Shield of the Republic Lippmann devoted relatively
few pages (six out of 177) to adiscussion of American relations with China. Still he
carved out a prominent—if vague—role for Chinain postwar politics as one of the
four great powers. World War I1, he argued, fundamentally altered the policy
Washington had followed there since 1899 which, in fits and starts, had been aimed at
preserving Chinese territorial integrity first from European and then Japanese
imperialism. One consequence of World War |1, he explained, would be the
emergence of Chinese regional influence once Japanese power was broken. “How

can we calculate the course of a great power which has never existed but is about to

" Robert Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy 1932-1945 (New Y ork: Oxford
University Press, 1979): 389-391.
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appear?’ Lippmann wrote. “All that we know is that with independence unity and the
industriaization of their country the vast numbers of the Chinese nation should in the
course of time organize themselves as a great power.”™* Lippmann, nevertheless,
believed that Chinawould have to be brought into a great “nuclear alliance” with
America, Great Britain, and Russia which would provided the basis for postwar
international cooperation around which a*“wider association of many nations can
constitute itself.”*? Lippmann defended this system on numerous occasions in Today
and Tomorrow columnsin the fall and winter of 1943. Hisjustifications revealed a
Hobbesian view of the world at least in the sense that he believed the basic state of
relations between nations to be conflictual. Peace, Lippmann argued, was not the
normal condition that prevailed in international politics; it had to be structured,
ordered, and brought into being. When explaining his rationale for how to organize
postwar peace he was blunt. “Isthis‘power politics? Itis,” Lippmann told Today
and Tomorrow readers. “In the last analysis all international politics are now and will
be unless the separate nations disappear, a function of their actual and potential

power. The problem of peaceis not how to abolish power, or to pretend to ignoreit,
but how to organize power, regulate it, bring it under law, and in genera to civilize
the exercise of it.”*®

In U.S War Aimg1944) Lippmann elaborated on his original notion of a

“nuclear dliance.” Also echoing the earlier book and his columns from the 1943-

" Lippmann U.S. Foreign Policy: 156.

* Lippmann began using this term “nuclear alliance” in 1943 in part of his analysisin U.S. Foreign
Poalicy; citation, p. 168; for a general discussion on the nuclear alliance, see pp. 161-177. His
geopolitical argument was influenced by the work of Y ale strategic theorist Nicholas J. Spykman who,
just ayear earlier had published America’s Strategy in World Palitics: The United States and the
Balance of Power (New Y ork: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, 1942). My reading of Spykman does
not, however, turn up the term “nuclear aliance,” and it may be that Lippmann coined the phrase.
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1944 period, he forecast that the fundamental problem of international politicsin the
postwar period would be organizational. “World order,” he wrote in words that
resonated from The Stakes of Diplomacy, could not be reconstituted among aloose
coalition of 60 nations and many more post-colonial states. Instead, Lippmann
looked to develop four regional systems within which would reside amajor power as
an anchor state. Into such systems nations could find their placein “orbit” around
the great power and, thus, be better organized: an Atlantic alliance, a Russian nucleus,
a Chinese-Southeast Asian sphere, and a Hindu- or Moslem-centered region. Such
“regional constellations of states,” Lippmann explained, “are the homelands not of
one nation alone, but of the historic civilized communities. Thisis the shape of
things to come.”** This plan for world order, sketched 14 months before the end of
World War 11, had many similarities to the “civilizational” model that the political
scientist Samuel Huntington described more than 50 years later—a system wherein
nations with common cultural, ethnic, and religious values would coalesce around a
dominant state.

Lippmann’svision for the basis of postwar peace closely resembled President
Franklin Roosevelt’s own plan for the foundations of international order after the war.
Thisideawas most clearly expressed in the Four-Power Declaration in September
1943—which committed the U.S,, Britain, Russia, and Chinato united action for
postwar peace, though it avoided a specific commitment to a permanent peace-

keeping establishment by promising to create such an organization at the soonest

® Lippmann T&T, “On ‘ Power Politics” 18 December 1943.

“ Walter Lippmann, U.S. War Aims (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1944): 87.

* Samuel Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order (New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1996): especially, 40-55; 301-321.
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opportune moment.’® FDR envisioned alarge role for China even though the
British—particularly Prime Minister Winston Churchill and Foreign Minister
Anthony Eden—were distinctly unenthusiastic about alotting Chiang (or whatever
Chinese government might emerge from the conflict) such arole in postwar affairs.
But the president had severa reasons—some geo-strategic, some domestie—for
overriding hisalies reservations and including China as one of the world' s four
“policemen.” For one thing, China played an important part of FDR’s plans for
defeating the Japanese since war strategy called for establishing supply routes and air
bases there from which to attack the Japanese homeland. By giving the Chiang
government an expansive—albeit futuristic role—as a mgor world player, he
believed he could provide some measure of stability to prevent the regime’'s
collapse.r” Second, U.S. domestic opinion supported a vigorous defense of China as
well as the designation of amajor part for the nation in the postwar world. Sensing
this, FDR perceived that by playing to those popular emotions he could lead the
American public to accepting even greater postwar responsibilities. Finally, as
Roosevelt told British foreign minister Anthony Eden, “ China might become avery
useful power in the Far East to help police Japan” and “in any serious conflict with
Russia, [China] would undoubtedly line up on our side.”*®

Like the President Lippmann prodded British leaders to accept an expanded

role for China after the war even though he believed that “in the practical work which

lies ahead that [China] has no direct interest in the policing of Europe, Africa, and the

** Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 1932-1945: 419-422.

Y For Roosevelt’ s views on relations with China, see Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American
Foreign Policy, 1932-1945: 389-391.
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Atlantic Ocean”—as did the Americans, British, and Russians. When Churchill
declared in a broadcast that “the United Nations, headed by the three great victorious
powers,” would begin to confer about the postwar peace, Lippmann observed that the
statement was inadequate. “We look upon the friendship of China as the only
possible guaranty that the Asiatic war will not degenerate now or will explode | ater,
into an endless conflict between the Western and Eastern peoples,” Lippmann wrote
inT&T. “That iswhy we wish the British and the Russians to walk with us hand in
hand with the Chinese.”*° On the topic of postwar political power arrangements,
Lippmann, indeed, was most closely in agreement with President Roosevelt. He had
arrived at the same geopolitical conclusionsin U.S Foreign Poalicy, just afew months
prior to the announcement of the Four-Power Declaration in the fall of 1943, and
elaborated on them in the critical election year of 1944 in U.S War Aims.
Lippmann’s U.S. War Aims reinforced the ideas expressed both in his earlier
volume and by the FDR administration. In 1944, the outcome of the Chinese civil
war was far from settled but Lippmann believed that whatever government eventually
ruled the country—Communist, Nationalist, or a coalition—that China' s size,
strategic location, and manpower predestined its role as amajor world power. It
would have, in any case, norival in Asia. “It will in time encompass not only
Chinese dependencies in the north but also the whole or greater part of the mainland
of Southeast Asia,” Lippmann wrote. “Chinawill be a great power capable of
organizing her own regional security among the smaller states of Indo-China, Burma,

Thailand, and Malaysia”?® Accordingly, he believed America’s postwar rolein Asia

* Lippmann, T&T, “Mr. Churchill on China and Europe,” 27 March 1943.
* Lippmann, U.S. War Aims; 93.
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could only be circumscribed, deferring to Chinawithin its orbit of power. Lippmann
thought the Chinese sphere of influence should even encompass Japan, where he
feared that a prolonged American occupation would aienate Beijing and other Asian
states which would draw dark inferences from the spectacle of yet another Western,
white power “persecuting” Asians. “The reform and reconstruction of Japan are
beyond our ken,” Lippmann told readers, “and we shall be wise to solidify our
relations with China by being in these matters her second.”?! He applied this
principleto Asiain general where, he wrote, “the tutelage of the Western empires. . .
iscoming to its predestined end.” The new politicsin Asiano longer could be
commanded from the capital of an imperia power, but would be based on
“consultation and agreement” between the receding Western powers and the rising
post-colonia governments.?? In this respect, too, Lippmann shared President
Roosevelt’s disposition to short circuit European colonial rulein Asia—particularly,
French ambitions to reassert control in Indochina.®®

Chinese Communist leaders took notice of Lippmann’s recommendationsin
U.S War Aims and integrated them into their analyses which probed American
intentions in postwar Asia and offered suggestions for how Mao Zedong' s forces
should work with Allied governments in the final phase of the Japanese war.?* One
policy document quoted Lippmann’s contention that the U.S. * should make it the
primary aim of the Far East settlement that Japan shall not hold the balance of power

in the Far East among China, the Soviet Union, and the United States.” Communist

| bid., 105.
% |bid., 94-95.
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officials apparently placed Lippmann in a category with others, like Vice President
Henry A. Wallace, who seemed less inclined toward Chiang’s Kuomintang and its
anti-Soviet position. Like Wallace, CCP officias explained, Lippmann was
“favorable to the development of China's resistance and democratic forces.”® If that
analysis seemed tentative, it was because Lippmann’s position on the composition of
apostwar Chinese government was still unsettled even as the Japanese surrendered.
The columnist had earlier made this point to Joseph W. Jones, an editor at Henry R.
Luce' s Fortune magazine and later a State Department speechwriter, who complained
that Lippmann had been obtuse on China srolein U.S Foreign Policy. “I am vague
about China, not because | do not believe the inclusion of Chinais necessary and
desirable, but because | am frankly not sure what the future of Chinaisto be,”
Lippmann replied. “I felt my particular job was to be vague if in fact the futureis
uncertain, but | would certainly proceed on the assumption that Chinawill be an
effective great power.”?

Lippmann’s suspicions about the Chiang-Nationalist forces multiplied while
his conception about China's status as a “big four” power was mitigated by what he
saw as the intractability of itscivil war. Lippmann shared Roosevelt’s goalsin China
and, months after the president’ s death in April 1945, adhered to FDR'’s policy of
trying to mediate a cease-fire between the Communists and Nationalists and to

develop provisions for a coalition government. In December 1945, the columnist

* Report, CCP Southern Bureau, “ Opinions on Diplomatic Affairs and Suggestions to the Central
Committee,” 16 August 1944, trandated by Zhang Shu Guang and Chen Jian, Cold War International
History Project, Virtual Archive, http://wwics.si.edu .

#bid. Lippmann’s quote from U.S. War Aims: 159.

# Lippmann to Joseph W. Jones, 2 October 1943, reprinted in Lippmann, Public Philosopher: Selected
Letters of Walter Lippmann, edited by John Morton Blum (New Y ork: Ticknor and Fields, 1985): 446-
447.
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opposed callsto send the roughly 60,000 U.S. Marines, stationed in Chinese port
cities such as Shanghai, into the Communist-controlled northern provinces where a
large Japanese army was still awaiting surrender to Nationalist forces. By clearing
the way for alarge Kuomintang army to establish a beachhead in the north, the U.S.
would be making an “outright intervention in the Chinese Civil War, and once
committed to it our troops could not withdraw.”?’ Lippmann told readers that the
aternative—to evacuate completely and leave China*hopelessly divided and
dangerously weak”—amounted to a“horrid dilemma.” Though Roosevelt’s envoy,
Genera Patrick JHurley, earlier had failed to secure a coaition government (largely
because he favored Chiang), Lippmann believed in 1946 that the only hope was for
former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General George Marshall, President
Harry S. Truman’s persona envoy, to pursue the same policy. The solution,
Lippmann wrote, “is to use our power and influence in Chinato induce and compel
the Chinese factions to reach a working agreement upon a government which will be
national, not only in theory, but in fact.” %

Marshall’ s failure to procure substantive concessions from either side forced
Lippmann to recalculate American interestsin China. By 1947, Lippmann was
prepared to concede that American policy in China since the Open Door Notes—the
preservation of an unified China—had become obsolete. In amemorandum for his

working files, Lippmann observed that the U.S. had three vital interests that provided

the basis for itsforeign policy: “namely that Europe, the Middle East and China shall

7 Lippmann, T&T, “The Dilemmain China,” 4 December 1945. For adiscussion of Hurley’s and
Marshall’s diplomacy, see, Warren Cohen, America’s Response to China: A History of Sno-American
Relations, 3rd ed. (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1990). Hurley mission, see especially pp.
143-150; 147-175. Marshall mission, see especially pp. 152-157; 175-176.
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not be absorbed into the Russian military empire. But the obverse of this does not
follow, that Europe, China and the Middle East can be organized into an anti-Soviet
codlition. Thisisacritical error.”® How then could the U.S. prevent Soviet
domination, specifically in China? Here, Lippmann relied not on grooming
indigenous armies but rather on American strategic advantages. “In the Far East our
capacity to hold the Russians in check depends not on the organization of the armies
of Chiang Kai-shek, but on our ability to strike at eastern Siberia’ from air and naval
bases on Japan, Okinawa and the Philippines. Under the old concept of U.S. China
policy, the “ Luce-Bullitt-Wedemeyer view [which] isredly a heritage from prewar
days,” Japanese naval power and imperia ambitions on the Asian mainland had
menaced U.S. interests in the Pacific by “threatening to organize Chinaas[Tokyo's|
hinterland” from which it could draw raw materials and manpower. The American
victory in the Pacific theater of the war had completely altered that schema, removing
the Japanese from the equation and leaving the U.S. with forward-deployed forcesin
apowerful configuration along the Pacific island chain. “Thereforein strict terms of
power politicsit is no longer of vital interest to the U.S. that China should be
unified,” Lippmann reasoned on 18 December 1947.%° Several months later, on 5
April 1948, he developed these ideas in greater detail to Admiral Forrest P. Sherman,

commander of U.S. naval forcesin the Mediterranean:

Our Far Eastern position should now be based not on China, but
upon Japan, and our main base for action in eastern Asia should be
the Japanese isdlands. We should build up there the power to

# Lippmann, T&T, “The Dilemmain China,” 4 December 1945.

# Lippmann, Memorandum (untitled), 18 December 1947, WLC, reprinted in Blum, Public
Philosopher: 502-503.
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dominate Soviet Siberia, and should make Japan a subordinate aly
of the United States.

If thisis done the unity of Chinais no longer avital interest of the
United States. From the point of view of our own national interests,
the prevention of the unity of China is advantageousin view of the
fact that China can be unified only as an ally of the Soviet Union or
unified as an independent power which might very well itself
became aggressive in southeastern Asia, the Philippines, and perhaps
even inIndia

Recognition that the unity of Chinaisno longer an American vita
interest isanovel thing in our history, but | am pretty nearly

completely persuaded that it is now fundamentally necessary.”*

Events would soon outstrip Lippmann’s reconfigurations. Mao Zedong's
CCP forces waged a successful offensive in the spring of 1949 that dislodged
Nationalist forces from their postwar capital in Nanjing and sent them fleeing
southward for Guangzhou in the Canton province. In 1949, the Nationalist forces
were expelled from the mainland and found sanctuary on the island of Taiwan off the
coast of south China. American aid, however, continued to flow to Chiang Kai-shek
and the Kuomintang from 1947 to 1949—aresult, Lippmann believed, of the careless
language of the Truman Doctrine. “Our clients are becoming our masters,” he
warned in amemorable column. “Genera Chiang Kai-shek [has] been given such
unqualified support so publicly that the Truman administration is constrained to
follow . . . and cannot lead.”** He concluded that these conservative Asian regimes—
particularly Chiang’'s government in Taiwan and Sygnman Rhee's in Seoul—had

played classic roles in manipulating American aid to their own ends. “We must

* Lippmann to Forrest P. Sherman, 5 April 1948, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 507-508. My
italics. This note was written in the heat of the war scare n Western Europe and the direct language
regarding Japan reflects some of Lippmann’s momentarily heightened fears. On 25 February the
Soviets had fomented the Czech Coup and on 1 April had begun random interference with traffic along
the Berlin corridor.

* Lippmann, T&T, “The Costs of Containment,” 10 February 1948.
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support our clients no matter what they do because we have slammed and bolted the
door,” hetold readers. “They know that we cannot withdraw our support without
” 33

eating our words, and suffering humiliation and a spectacular 10ss of prestige.

Other American clientsin Asiawould quickly inculcate that |esson.

V.

During the Truman administration, Walter Lippmann actively engaged and dissected
America s Asia policies—moving from the large problem of adjusting to China s new
status and influence to the more detailed matter of how this would affect a
constellation of states on its periphery, including Indochina.

At the time he wrote The Cold War in 1947, Lippmann’s concern centered on
Europe—but his two keys assertions, nevertheless, were relevant to American policy
toward Asia. In fact, these fundamental s would become the bedrock of Lippmann’s
analysis as he turned sustained attention to Asiain 1950. The first theme was that
policymakers were dangerously militarizing their containment policy to the detriment
of diplomacy; and, second, that containment itself should be limited to the heart of
Europe—to force amilitary stalemate and negotiated settlement in Germany.
Containment in places such as the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Far East he
believed to be wasteful and indecisive. Thus, Lippmann advised constantly to avoid
waging containment on the “periphery” of the Soviet Union—Ilater, he would write

the same for the PRC.

“1bid.
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There were three inherent strategic weaknesses of constructing a policy of
military containment in Asia, Walter Lippmann believed. The first was a problem of
organization—that to contain Communism in Asiawould require the U.S. to recruit,
subsidize, and support a patchwork coalition of regimes ranging from Iran and
Afghanistan to India, Korea, and Malaysia. To construct and preserve such an
unstable aliance for a*“ prolonged diplomatic siege,” much less militarized
containment, would prove “impossibly difficult.”® The very attempt to do so,
Lippmann warned, would amount to a policy of “continual and complicated
intervention.” Second, this kind of policy would concede diplomatic and strategic
advantage to the Soviets and Chinese. Moscow and Beijing would expend far less
treasure and resources to test American resolve and to challenge its credibility than
the U.S. would pay to proveitself up to the challenge. (One need only recall
Khrushchev’ s earthy analogy of Berlin or Mao’ s kindred description of Quemoy and
Matsu to understand this point.)®* These disproportions also applied to the
Communists' inexpensive efforts to topple or disrupt already disorganized countries
relative to the costs the U.S. would incur to organize, pacify, and placate them.
Third, and perhaps most significantly, such a containment policy invested too much
power in regimes which supposedly were to become obedient satellitesin the Cold
War. American security, Lippmann said, would come to be linked inextricably to the

actions taken by foreign leaders—often fulfilling their own nationalist agendas—in

* Lippmann, The Cold War: 21-22.
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Seoul, Taipei, and Saigon. Herein, Lippmann rationalized, existed the greatest
potential for superpower confrontation—in which a proxy war might escalate into a
regiona or world conflict or adebilitating military commitment in a strategically
insignificant locale that might dangerously ater the balance of power between
Moscow and Washington in places of vital importance—namely, Germany and
Western Europe. American client statesin Asia, Lippmann predicted, “will act for
their own reasons, and on their own judgments, presenting us with accomplished facts
that we did not intend, and with crises for which we are unready.” Rather than the
“unassailable barriers’ George F. Kennan envisioned, such a coalition would present
“an unending series of insoluble dilemmas.” Lippmann concluded, “We shall have
either to disown our puppets, which would be tantamount to appeasement and defeat
and the loss of face, or must support them at an incal culable cost on an unintended,
unforeseen and perhaps undesirable issue.”*® In time, those words epitomized the
tragedy of America’ s Asiapolicy, particularly asit developed in Indochina.

For Lippmann, however, Asiaremained something of an abstraction for the
first few years of the Cold War. He wrote more often about American cold war
policy in Europe, where he gave qualified assent to an American military presence.
His analyses in The Cold War forecast with unnerving accuracy the possible dangers
of intervention in Asia, but Washington strategists rejected his solutions for providing
aframework to organize the post-colonia parts of the world—such as those presented

in U.S War Aims. Not until the events of 1949, with the triumph of Mao’'s

usgraspit.” Khrushchev described Berlinin asimilar, if earthier, analogy. “Berlinisthe testicles of
the West,” he explained. “Every time | want to make the West scream, | squeeze on Berlin.”
* Lippmann, The Cold War: 22-23.
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Communist forces in China, did Lippmann begin to write regularly on Asian events—
with afirmer sense of American options.

Shortly after taking office in January 1949, Dean G. Acheson set his staff to
producing a study on American policy in postwar China. Thefinal product was the
so-caled “China White Paper,”—a dispassionate, if lengthy, explanation of why the
U.S. failed to prevent the success of Mao Zedong's Communist forces. Acheson’s
letter of transmittal accompanying the report, however, stirred the most controversy
for it portrayed Chinese Communists as being subservient to Moscow. It also implied
that pro-Nationalist U.S. policies were implemented though American diplomats had
already foreseen the fatal weaknesses and imminent decline of Chiang Kai-shek’s
government. By overstating the thrust of the paper, Acheson made it much more
difficult for himself to deflect his congressional critics and to pursue a policy of
recognition for the PRC and detachment from Chiang.*’

The White Paper pleased neither the Republican China Lobby—which labeled
it a“1,054-page whitewash of awishful do-nothing policy>—nor Walter Lippmann
who took to the offensive in a series of expository columns. Lippmann deeply
regretted Acheson’ s assumption that the Chinese were puppets controlled by Russian
masters. But he reserved his harshest judgment for Acheson’s (and, indeed, the entire
White Paper’ s) tone of resigned inevitability regarding U.S. policies. “The
unfortunate but inescapable fact is that the ominous result of the civil war in China
was beyond the control of the government of the United States,” Acheson had

explained. “Nothing that this country did or could have done within reasonable limits

37 JamesA. Chace, Acheson: The Secretary of Sate Who Created the American World (New Y ork:
Simon & Schuster, 1998): 220-221.
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of its capabilities could have changed the result; nothing that was left undone by this
country has contributed to it.”* Lippmann conceded that Acheson was entitled to
argue the final outcome was beyond American control. He objected, however, that
the secretary of state tried to contend that * our own actions and commitmentsin
relation to that civil war were also inevitable and beyond our control.”*® Washington
must learn from this “diplomatic disaster,” he wrote, some lessons applicable to
future Southeast Asian policy. Of course, the points Lippmann raised were the same
ones Acheson hoped to skirt for domestic political reasons, primarily for fear of
arousing Congressiona Republicans.

The crucia question, Lippmann asked, was why had U.S. policy lost al
bargaining power with the very government (Chiang) it was trying to save? He drew
three conclusions about America’ s Chinapolicy. First, he believed—as he would
maintain throughout the 1950s—Washington had “so irrevocably and so exclusively”
embraced Chiang and the Kuomintang that it could no longer bargain for or exact
concessions that might reform the inefficient and corrupt Nationalist regime. Further,
in making that policy, U.S. officials refused to consult key alies, principally Great
Britain, which had greater experience and more immediate economic interests at stake
in China. Washington never seemed to have considered, Lippmann observed, “that
the responsibility for Chiang’s future might prudently have been shared and the risks
spread out.” Finaly, hetook aim at the manner of Acheson’s presentation, writing

that the White Paper seemed more the product of alawyer seeking a“verdict for his

* For Acheson’s letter of transmittal, see U.S. Department of State, United States Relations with China
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1949): iii-xvii. Quote taken from Lippmann, T&T,
“The White Paper: 1,” 6 September 1949.
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client” than that of adiplomat forming policy. A more candid examination would not
undo the disaster, Lippmann added, but “it might teach us something worth keeping
very much in mind in, say, Western Germany and Japan, and in the weak and
disorderly countries where, it is being said, we must hurry to intervene.” *°

Lippmann despaired that Washington would not alter the fundamentals of its
Chinapolicy, either to adjust for past mistakes or to accommodate new realities. The
greatest fault in the policy, Lippmann told hisfriend, U.S. Navy Admiral Forrest P.
Sherman, was to support Chiang when U.S. diplomats clearly recognized that the
Generalissimo no longer was viable. In hindsight, Lippmann lamented, the U.S.
should either have supported afar more liberal regime or been strictly neutral. “Now
we are amost hopelessly committed to the support of those elements in Asia that
cannot possibly hope to recover the leadership of Asia. All we havein the Far East
now are afew beachheads occupied by discredited or puppet regimes,” Lippmann
told Sherman on 16 February 1950. Of American policy in Asiagenerally, India
particularly, he believed Washington acted “without sufficient understanding, without
diplomatic ingenuity and resourcefulness.”** Indeed, the pattern that the U.S.
established in China—as well as South Korea—of supporting authoritarian,
reactionary governments, left alasting imprint on future U.S. relations with newly-
merging Southeast Asian nations; one which Washington would replicate time and
again.

In the spring of 1950, when Senator Joseph McCarthy’ s attacks on Acheson

and the State Department reached a crescendo, Lippmann suggested in Today and

“ Lippmann, T&T, “The White Paper: |11,” 12 September 1949.
* Lippmann to Forrest P. Sherman, 16 February 1950, in Blum, Public Philosopher: 548.
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Tomorrow that the secretary should resign as a“way to restore a measure of
confidence and some national unity in the conduct of foreign affairs.”** Partly,
Lippmann blamed Truman for abdicating aleadership role in the making of foreign
policy. With aweak president, no political clout of his own, and lukewarm support
from Democrats in Congress, Acheson would continue to flounder, Lippmann feared.
Foreign policy would suffer. “No human being can think clearly and effectively
under such virulent and persistent persona attack,” he wrote. “And no Secretary of
State can hope to deal successfully with our allies, and with the Soviet opposition, if
his standing at home is so deeply challenged.”*?

Attacks on Acheson had the unpleasant appearance of lending aid to right
wing Republicans in Congress—and for this, Lippmann jeopardized his standing
among the Washington elite. It was, his biographer notes, a“bold, and even brave”
position to stake out in political culture where *personal loyalty took precedence over
public responsibility.” Lippmann felt compelled to answer critics, writing Judge
Learned Hand that “throughout this whole wretched business all my personal
inclinations were and still arein [Acheson’s] favor.”*

But when empathy for Acheson’s hardships ran up against hisown firm

beliefs that Truman and his secretary of state were set on a course that dangerously

“2 Lippmann, T&T, 21 March 1950, “Acheson or His Successor.” See also, T& T, 28 February 1950,
“Acheson’s Palitical Vulnerability.” During the onset of the Korean War, Lippmann’s attacks became
even more pointed. “Itisimpossible. . . for Mr. Acheson to repair his fundamental mistake which was
his refusal to coincide in the people—hisrefusal to debate the issue, and if hisreal views could not
command popular support in Congress, hisfailureto resign. The position he has been in since last
winter has been terrifying to contemplate—that of the principal adviser to the President who has little
knowledge of his own in these matters, and himself so vulnerable that the problem of dealing with his
domestic critics must dominate his judgment of the problems abroad. The mere possibility which can
never be wholly excluded from the minds of people who know what’s what here and abroad, that the
gravest decisions might be dictated in part by the need to placate his critics, are shattering to the nerves
of an ever increasing number.” See Lippmann, T& T, 14 December 1950, “Mr. Acheson’'s Troubles.”
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globalized containment, the latter mattered more to him. This conflict with Acheson
presaged Lippmann’s behavior in the Johnson years: he would fight for his core
convictions and risk alienating himself from officials and friends. Part of Acheson’s
problems, he told readers in 1950, derived from the fact that he'd been a prime
developer of aforeign policy that placed too few limits on American power and
influence. “We have become so over-extended, we have promised so much more
than we can fulfill, we have demanded so much more than we can enforce, we have
used words that are so much bigger than our deeds,” Lippmann wrote. “Now we are
in the backwash and reaction, which is always painful and embarrassing, of being
forced to live internationally within our means.”“* Lippmann amplified these
criticisms after the outbreak of the Korean War.* The columnist expected American
statesmen to be communicators and educators about internationalism, combatants of
parochialism not its perpetrators. Those public officials whom he knew shared many
of his core assumptions, but who violated them in office, quickly became his targets.
Dean Acheson’ s failure to educate public opinion about U.S. China policy—his
tendency to adopt anti-Communist rhetoric—enraged the columnist. It explains, in
part, his disillusionment with the secretary of state and his willingness to speak out so
forcefully against U.S. policy in Asiawhen Acheson faced criticism from the political
right.

Lippmann administered criticismsin bipartisan fashion and certainly was not

lending succor to Acheson’s congressional opponents. A week after his September

“3 Lippmann, T&T, 21 March 1950, “Acheson or His Succesor.”
“ Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 475.
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1949 series on the China White Paper, the columnist attacked a plan advocated by
Congressional Republicansto reinforce and supply by air as many as eight Nationalist
armies on mainland China. Aside from the insuperable logistical problems of the
scheme, Lippmann compared such an intervention in the Chinese civil war to the
Allied incursion in the Soviet Union after World War |—an action that ruined
diplomatic relations for more than a decade and irrevocably “militarized” the Soviet
state. The columnist feared a similar outcome in China. “For nothing is so likely to
forge a powerful and fanatical military instrument as a prolonged struggle, which [the
Communists] would probably win, against Chinese reactionaries and foreign
interventionists,” Lippmann told readers. “That would provide them with just the
incentive, the stimulus, the pretext, the pressure, the discipline, and the necessity for
making the Chinese Communist state a powerful military state in close aliance with
the Soviet Union.”*

William F. Knowland, the influential California senator and China Lobby
stalwart, wrote Lippmann in mid-September 1949 to complain about his analysis.
The columnist brushed aside these criticisms and replied firmly with afive-point plan
for anew Asian policy. Central among Lippmann’s suggestions was the need to
“reject completely all nonsense about alliances among straw men, among feebl e states
such as southern Korea, what is left of Chiang, and the Philippines. That is nothing
but mischievous meddling in which [Congressiona supporters will] get their fingers

burnt.” He recommended “full-scale’” economic aid to India and Pakistan, with

“6 See, for example, Lippmann’s T&T columns of 14 December 1950, “Mr. Acheson’s Troubles,” and
24 April 1951, “Agreement and Disclosure.”
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provisions for ending the Kashmir dispute. Should the Chinese Communists
consolidate their power, he added, the U.S. should extend de facto recognition.®®
Lippmann also believed that the U.S. should reaffirm its commitment to U.N. Charter
Article 51 (which guaranteed frontiers against military incursions) and to the idea that
the U.S. would react with force even if it had to by-pass a Security Council veto.
Finally, there was the increasingly important matter of Indochina. “I would do what
high French officials have told me privately they hope we will do, though they cannot
say so publicly,” Lippmann told Knowland, “insist that the French government grant
complete independence to Indochina subject only to the continual presence of the
French army for a period of threeto five years.” This offer, Lippmann added, could
be made with the provision that an independent Indochinese government have no
military or political alliances without the approval of an overseer’s council of Asian
states that might include India, Pakistan, Australia, and the Philippines.*
Lippmann’s exchange with Knowland came days before he embarked on hisfirst trip
to the Middle East and South Asia, including India. Hetold Knowland that he hoped

his travels would “clarify in my own mind what our Asiatic policy should be.”*

“ Lippmann, T&T, “Intervention in China,” 19 September 1949. For Lippmann’s objections thirty
years earlier to intervention in post-World War | Russia, see Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American
Century: 163-164.
* Lippmann held this position until the end of hislife. Inthefall of 1971, at age 82, Lippmann
described Richard Nixon’s overture to Chinaas a“great historical event” and as the
“acknowledgement of acolossal error” in American Cold War policy whereby Washington usually
extended diplomatic recognition only to those regimes and governments that “we liked.” Lippmann
added: “My view isthat it's better to have made the mistake and to correct it than to persistinit. It'sa
mistake that can be corrected by a strong power, without humiliation necessarily, and with a certain
amount of good faith. The willingness to admit the mistake and adjust to it, to make decisions quietly,
to reverse the policy slowly, with due consultation is what diplomacy isall about.” See Chalmers
Roberts, “Walter Lippmann: Journalist, Philosopher,” 15 December 1974, Washington Post: A8.
:Z Lippmann to William F. Knowland, 21 September 1949, in Blum Public Philosopher: 544-545.

Ibid.
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Lippmann spent about three months abroad, from his customary Western
Europe stops working his way eastward through the Mediterranean and on to Pakistan
and India. His appointment diaries from the trip attest to Lippmann’s ability to have
access to foreign leaders and the international intelligentsia® Arrivingin Parison 1
October 1949, he spent the next ten days meeting with Charles de Gaulle, Jean
Monnet (twice), minister of defense Rene Pleven, diplomat Herve Alphand, and
Alexandre Parodi, secretary general of the foreign office, with whom he discussed the
situation in Indochina. U.S. Ambassador to France David K.E. Bruce aso hosted a
dinner for the Lippmanns and met privately with the columnist. On it went, two
private meetings on 10 October with Konrad Adenauer in Bonn and, on 29 October in
Athens, an audience with Paul |, King of Greece, Field Marshall Alexander Papagos
(commander-in-chief of the army and future prime minister), and Prime Minister
Alexander Diomedes. The king later sent Lippmann a private note apol ogizing that
his schedule had not permitted along private talk and sending along his telephone
numbers in the hope that Lippmann would pay another visit (he didn’t because it
didn’t suit his schedule). Politicians and statesmen were not the only interests for
Lippmann: he had along talk with the sociologist Gunnar Myrdal in Geneva, stayed
with hisfriend the art critic Bernard Berenson at | Tatti outside Florence, and met the
novelist Ignatio Silone in Rome.*

The month-long November 1949 journey to India marked the first of two trips

Lippmann and his wife, Helen, would make to the nation which had gained

* The discussion of Lippmann’strip in the fall of 1949 is drawn entirely from the Lippmann
Appointment Diaries, Box 238, folder 13, Series V11, Walter Lippmann Collection, Sterling Memorial
Library, Yale University, New Haven, CT (hereinafter referred to as “WLC").
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independence from British colonial rule just two years earlier. He visited with top
officials and traversed a wide swath of territory—accompanied part of the way by
three U.S. Senators on a separate congressional fact-finding mission: Democrat Allen
Ellender of Louisiana, Republican William Jenner of Indiana, and Theodore Green, a
Rhode Island Democrat who would eventually chair the Foreign Relations Committee
in the 85" and 86™ Congresses (1957-1961). Lippmann arrived first in Karachi,
Pakistan, for athree-day stay commencing on 8 November. While there he had
private meetings with Prime Minister Liquat Ali Khan and Mohammed Ali, secretary
genera of the government. On 11 November, he traveled to Dehli where, the
following day, he dined with much of the Indian cabinet: foreign secretary Krishna
P.S. Menon, defense secretary H.M. Patel, and home secretary H.V.R. lenga. Newly-
appointed Prime Minister of the Republic of India Jawarhal Nehru, who had just
completed atrip to the U.S., met privately with Lippmann and hosted the small
entourage of American politicians for dinner on 16 November. After the senators
departed, Nehru, his nieces, and the Lippmanns sat down for along talk with the
Indian leader, speaking in detail about the history of partition.

Over the next three weeks, Lippmann visited Benares, Calcutta, Madras,
Bombay, and Hyderabad, meeting with a host of Indian officials. Three meetings
with Indian diplomats would take on added significance in light of eventsin Koreain
1950. In Dehli, Lippmann met twice with Kavalam (K.M.) Pannikar, the influential
Indian ambassador to China. In the late-summer and early-fall of 1950, Pannikar

would be a key mediator between China and the West—trying to resolve the Korean

** See Lippmann’ s notations for October 1949, Appointment Diaries, Box 238, folder 13, Series VI,
WLC.
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conflict and warning off Washington from crossing north of the 38" Parallel.>®
Lippmann would write several columns explaining to his American readers why they
should support Pannikar’ s efforts. In Bombay, Sir Benegal Rama Rau, India s chief
U.N. delegate, hosted Lippmann for three days, meeting him at the airport,
entertaining at his home, and driving the Lippmanns around Bombay’ s tourist sights,
including the Parsee Tower of Silence. Rau, in August 1950, would introduce a
proposal—citing as hisinspiration a Walter Lippmann column—for aspecia U.N.
panel of non-Security Council members to mediate atruce on the Korean peninsula.
Also during his stay in India, Lippmann met on several occasions with Shri Girja
Shankar Bgjpai, asenior officia in the foreign office who, by the summer of 1950,
would beits minister. The men discussed Bagjpai’ s desire to partition Kashmir, the
need for American economic aid to India, and the question of extending recognition
to the PRC. When Lippmann left Dehli on 9 December to return home, he flew part
of the way with Bajpai who was bound for aU.N. meetingin New Y ork.>*

The experience confirmed for Lippmann his earlier analysis for Knowland.
Ideology, economics, and geopolitics were all secondary considerations when
measured against the civilizational hurdles between the West and the newly-
emancipated nations in these regions. “For what we are struggling for in Asia, | now
realize, is not democracy and not free enterprise, and not new allies in the cold war

against the Soviet Union, but to maintain some contact between Asia and the West,”

* For Pannikar’ s role as a mediator between China and the West, see William Stueck, The Korean
War: An International History (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995): 51, 140, 278-280.
For hiswarnings to Washington about the prospects of Chinese intervention, see William Stueck,
Rethinking the Korean War: A New Diplomatic and Strategic History (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2003): 100-101; 105-106; as well, Stueck, The Korean War: 90-91.

* See Lippmann’ s notations for November 1949, Appointment Diaries, Box 238, folder 13, Series VII,
WLC.
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Lippmann wrote his friend, the New Y ork City financier Russell Leffingwell. “We
have only alittle power in Asia, and we must not think ourselves as the lords of
creation who can fix the terms of the bargain on which relations are to be continued.
We have to make connections, we have to seek out avenues of contact and influence,
or we shall gradually find ourselves shut out.”>® The experience also convinced
Lippmann that Nehru was a neutralist with whom the U.S. could work and that India,
with its potential for military power, economic development, a large population,
geographical size, and political system steeped in centuries of British tradition, made
it alogical regional anchor.

By thistime Lippmann’s attitude toward Mao Zedong' s newly-installed
Communist government in Beljing was at wide variance with that of official
Washington which assumed that China would be subservient to Moscow and would
have to be militarily contained. Into 1950, the columnist did not believe Beljing was
predestined to take orders from Moscow or that it would even form a close aliance
with the Soviets—a view that aligned closdly to that held by Nehru’s government and
British diplomats. Instead, Lippmann wrote, historic tensions would arise between
the two countriesin Manchuria and at other places along the Chinese-Russian frontier
and set the two Communist giants at odds. Here, American diplomacy toward these
borderland states was critical to influencing Sino-Soviet relations. “The assumption
that [Ching] is necessarily a satellite and that therefore the problem [is] to contain it,
isfalse and defeatist,” Lippmann wrote in amemorandum for hisfilesin early-

January 1950. “The problem for usin Chinais not containment, but division between

* Lippmann to Russell B. Leffingwell, 29 December 1949, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher:
545.
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Mao Tse-tung and Stalin.”>® The American attitude toward Chinawould either open
or foreclose awhole range of possibilities for dealing with the smaller but more
numerous, and potentially more thorny, problems of the emerging states of Southeast
Asia. Lippmann’s critique of U.S.-Chinapolicy in the late-1940s also subtly implied
that American policymakers had squandered earlier opportunities to reach an
accommodation with Mao’s Communist regime. In retrospect, that assessment strikes
one as overly confident in its assumption that the U.S. could resolve vital Chinese
security interests which conflicted with American aimsin theregion. Archival
materials released in the 1990s, however, largely disproved what became known in
the 1960s and 1970s as this “lost chance” thesis later refined by scholars. America,
Chen Jian has convincingly demonstrated, made the perfect foil for Mao who
believed he needed an external enemy to consolidate his domestic power.>’
Fomenting divisions between Moscow and Beljing seemed a formidable
challenge at the time, especialy since U.S. officials still were modifying their own
strategic roadmap in Asia. Lippmann attended Secretary of State Acheson’s 12
January 1950 address at the National Press Club, in which the Truman administration
seemed to give a clear indication that it was reconsidering its containment policy and,
perhaps, had settled on a basis for pursuing awedge strategy between the two
Communist powers. The secretary of state told listeners “not to become obsessed
with military considerations” in Asia, particularly in regard to Communist China.
Working largely from notes he' d prepared personally, Acheson warned Chiang Kai-

shek’ s lobbyists in Congress against the “folly of ill-conceived adventures on our

* Lippmann, Memorandum for files, 7 January 1950, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 546-547.
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part” that might “deflect from the Russians to ourselves the righteous anger, and the
wrath, and the hatred of the Chinese, which must develop.” Further, the secretary
outlined a“defensive perimeter” in the Pacific—a line that stretched (much as
Lippmann’s own strategic boundary) from Alaskato the Philippines. Beyond that
line, Acheson intimated, American strategic interests were secondary. This
geographical divide excluded Formosa, Indochina, and the Korean peninsula.
Though America had aresponsibility to defend South Korean interests, Acheson
added, the U.S. would rely primarily on indigenous forces and the U.N. Charter to
protect the Western client government in Seoul.*®

Walter Lippmann hailed the National Press Club speech as a momentous
clarification of U.S. policy. It marked, he wrote afew days later, “an action of great
moment throughout Asia,” reflecting “ great sagacity and deep penetration.”
Acheson’ s suggestion closely mirrored what the columnist had been writing for
months: that rather than grab and hold strategically indefensible locations on the
Asian mainland or nearby islands, Washington should patiently exploit Soviet-PRC
strategic conflicts.®™ “Mr. Acheson’s recognition of the conflict, hisinsistence that

the crucial areais not in Formosa or in Hainan but in the long-disputed Chinese-

Russian borderland, is a Chinapolicy.”® As Lippmann sometimes did on critical

* See, “China Roundtable,” Diplomatic History, 21 (Winter 1997), esp. Chen Jian, “The Myth of
America’s‘Lost Chance’ in China: 77-86.

* See Walter H. Waggoner, “ Four Areas Listed: Secretary Says ‘ Adventures Would Divert Hatred of
Orient to Americans,” 13 January 1950, New York Times: 1; Ferdinand Kuhn, “Russia Now Carving
Up China But Will Face Wrath of People, Acheson Saysin Policy Outline,” 13 January 1950,
Washington Post: 1. See also Chace’ s description of the National Press Club Speech in Acheson: 222-
223.

* For more on the development of the “wedge strategy,” see John Lewis Gaddis, The Long Peace:
Inquiries Into the History of the Cold War (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1987): especialy, pp.
164-173. For revelations from new Chinese archival materials indicating the challengesin
implementing a wedge strategy, see Gaddis, We Now Know: 62-66.

® Lippmann, T&T, “The Dust Has Settled,” 16 January 1950. Lippmann’sitalics.
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issues, he read far into the statement to glean the best possible interpretation.
Lippmann and many other observers found in the Acheson’s address explicit
confirmation that the administration would not insert American ground forcesin Asia,
even in the event of a Communist incursion into the southern part of the Korean
peninsula. In this assumption Lippmann shortly would be proven wrong.
Nevertheless, Lippmann sought to advertise this new approach and to tie it to
historical precedent, aswell. In April 1950, in an Atlantic Monthlyarticle titled
“Breakup of the Two-Power World,” he argued that China policy should be grounded
in the “traditional” American role (going back to the days of Secretary of State John
Hay) of lending “support” to Chinato protect it “against dismemberment and
imperialist aggression.”® Lippmann elaborated, that Chinese leaders “should be
made to feel that they have an aternative to submitting to the demands of Moscow,
that they can turn to Washington and London, that they are not imprisoned in the
Soviet system, that they are not limited to the economic help which can be drawn
from it, the doors will not be slammed in their face and they will not be driven back
into the arms of the Russians.”®* American officials, he explained, had embraced a
“monstrous heresy and fallacy” that mirrored the ideology of Marxists: that Soviet-
American rivary required that all nations to choose one or the other side—an
assumption hergected. Lippmann’s approach to arevamped Chinapoalicy fit his
larger framework for detaching countries from the Cold War conflict and, where
possible, to undermine Soviet power with diplomacy that promoted neutralism. “That

would mean that we put our influence and power behind the general tendency

* Walter Lippmann, “Breakup of the Two-Power World,” April 1950, Atlantic Monthly 185 (No. 4):
25-30.
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towards national independence, towards military neutrality, and towards diplomatic
disentanglement—a tendency which is manifest in ailmost all of Asia, and in much at
least of Central and Eastern Europe,” Lippmann concluded. “Since we cannot
encircle the Soviet Union by amilitary coalition, we should cultivate and exploit al
the national forces, all the human impulses to escape from the havoc of war, in order
to prevent the Soviet Union from forming its coalition and in order to disintegrate its

military alliances in Eastern Europe and those which it hopes to achievein Asia”®

V.

Throughout the spring of 1950, as Washington officials backed and filled on
Acheson’ s January outline of strategic disengagement in East Asia, Lippmann kept
hammering home the need for a strategic pullback from the Asian mainland. On the
eve of the Korean War, he was even advocating complete U.S. withdrawal from
Japan once a peace treaty was ratified—a view he had modified since the momentous
Soviet achievement of the atomic bomb. Hetold readers, that Washington should
remove its military forces from the Japanese islands which he now believed
vulnerable to an aerial attack with nuclear weapons. American forces should remain
in the Philippines but no closer to mainland Asia, he wrote. “Thiswould be a
corollary to a Japanese peace treaty and an American withdrawal from Japan,”
Lippmann explained. “It isalso amore effective and aless embarrassing and
dangerous way of accomplishing the main purposes which are supposed to be served

by America staying entangled with Chiang in Formosa, by meddling and muddling a

* | bid., “Breakup of the Two-Power World,” 30.
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little with Bao Dai in Indo-China.”® While consolidating their strength behind this
Pacific line—and staying clear of “entanglements’ on the Asian mainland—
Lippmann hoped American officials would fix their attention on Europe and focus on
their primary objective: creating a powerful enough deterrent to discourage potential
Soviet provocations. The Japanese peace process, American relations with the PRC,
and U.S. aid to Southeast Asia, however, would be fundamentally atered by the
North K orean invasion of the South on June 25, 1950.%

The North Korean attack caught Lippmann off balance. Washington officials
were surprised, too. We now know that until the eve of the invasion, even Kim Il
Sung'’s handlersin Beijing and Moscow remained intentionally uninformed about
much of the operational planning—although Stalin and Mao both approved the
invasion plans.®® In first addressing the attack, Lippmann endorsed the American
defense of the Seoul government though it soon became evident as the military
situation deteriorated that Lippmann intended the defensive action to cover aretreat
off the peninsula. On 27 June, President Truman dispatched the 7" Fleet to the
Taiwan Straits and authorized air and naval action. Two days later, Lippmann wrote
that Truman’s quick decision demonstrated that the president “met his great
responsibility . . . without flinching and without fumbling.” The administration had
to act, he noted, because “to accept this aggression passively would have been fatal to

the [United Nation’s] authority and itsinfluence.”®’

* bid.

* Lippmann, T&T, 13 June 1950, “After Japan What Then?’

* See, for example, Stueck’s analysis in The Korean War: 348-370. See also, Michael Schaller’'s
discussion in, The American Occupation of Japan: The Origins of the Cold War in Asia (New Y ork:
Oxford University Press, 1985): see especially, pp. 278-289.

* Gaddis, We Now Know: 71-75.

* Lippmann, T&T, “ The President’s Decision,” 29 June 1950.
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Ronald Stedl’ s biography suggests that Lippmann’s quick reverse on the use
of forcesin Asiademonstrated his tendency to support containment in practice while
criticizing it as an intellectual abstraction.®® That interpretation is misleading. There
were mgjor caveats to Lippmann’s support. In his 29 June 1950 column, he urged
officials to rethink their priorities. Americahad few allies to support a major
operation in Asiaand the Western Alliance, moreover, was forced to commit its
forces to the front-line battles in Asia while the Russians enjoyed the advantage of
using indigenous troops. Lippmann’s support, he made clear, was temporary—i.e.
until the situation on the ground in Korea stabilized. He warned against landing a
large American army and launching a sustained counter-offensive to the 38" Parallel.
He also perceived of the military disaster as away to liquidate a burdensome
commitment; areturn to the status quo ante—that is, a divided peninsulawith Allied
troops stationed in the south—he wrote, would not be a desirable outcome. “Unless
our present position in the Asiatic Far East can be held in large measure by the will
and the native forces of the Asiatic peoples,” he concluded, “ever larger bodies of
American troops will become frozen there.”®

The administration almost immediately violated Lippmann’s cardinal rule of
engagement. On 30 June, Truman authorized General Douglas MacArthur to use
ground combat forces stationed in Japan to intervene in Korea. Lippmann responded
in T&T by advocating that U.S. “localize” the conflict by severdly limiting its
military objectives. It should support acoalition of Asian states—Iled by Indiaand

Pakistan—which would orchestrate and administer a cease-firein Korea. The United

* Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 488-489.
*1bid.
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Nations might then oversee elections for the whole of Korea. The goal, he wrote,
should be “abolish the partition” and “to achieve a united and independent Korea.”
He did not specify what kind of government would be acceptable. 1t would not be
ideal at all for the North Koreans to conquer the South, Lippmann wrote. But an even
grimmer prospect, he told readers, would be a decision by Washington to garrison
troops in South Korea. “It will not be a decent settlement if at the end of the Korean
fighting the American Army finds itself at the thirty-eighth parallel,” he wrote, “and
isinvested for the indefinite future with the task of defending South Korea and
therefore of occupying it, policing it against guerillas, and in fact providing it with a
government.” "' There also was a second motive for encouraging Korean
reunification through regional diplomacy: it might mend some of the damage inflicted
on U.S. relations with Indiain commensurate proportion to Washington’s increasing
support for French forcesin Vietnam. “It isno secret that our intervention in Indo-
China has won us no friendsin India or in any of the other uncommitted nations of
Asia,” Lippmann told readers on 11 July 1950. American “association with Bao
Da”—like its support of Chiang in Taiwan—"could have cost us the support of

Nehru had the North Korean invasion not been such a naked and obvious violation of

the [U.N.] charter.” "2

" See for example, T& T, “To Localize the Fighting,” 11 July 1950, and “ Toward a Korean
Settlement,” 20 July 1950.

™ Lippmann, T& T, “Toward a Korean Settlement,” 20 July 1950

” Lippmann, T&T, “To Localize the Fighting,” 11 July 1950. Lippmann encouraged Indian and
Pakistani leadership on the Vietnam issue aswell. He believed that through such a diplomatic
cooperation, the two countries could work out their differences. An Indian-Pakistani alliance, he
believed, was the cornerstone to stability in Asia. Ashe explained in early 1950, “If Pakistan and
India can be brought together, all of south Asia can be held, and we shall have agreat Asiatic force on
our side. If Pakistan and Indiablow up in communal rioting and civil war, we'll have no position at all
leftin Asia. The effects of the disaster will spread both to southeast Asia and to the Middle East.”
Lippmann to Forrest P. Sherman, 16 February 1950, WLC. Cited in Blum, Public Philosopher: 548.
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A few days later Lippmann penned a column which castigated the Truman
administration for its “snap judgments and its improvisations’ in Korea.”® Pointing
out that Korea—because of its proximity to the large American military presencein
Japan—was the lone place on the “ Asiatic border of the Soviet Union” where the U.S.
could have immediately intervened (and, hence, could not be construed as a workable
model for U.S. capabilities elsewhere in Asia), Lippmann argued that the purpose of
mobile American forces was not “to fight warsinside Asia, not to become involved in
ground fighting with land armies and with guerillas.” The Western Alliance could
not “allow ourselves to be diverted” from “the free world’ s supreme and vital military
interest”: to maintain enough uncommitted military power to deter Soviet political
and military aggression eslewhere. Korea, so far as Lippmann believed, was part of a
“deficit diplomacy”—codified in the March 1947 Truman Doctrine—that had vastly
expanded American commitments just as the power to fulfill them had declined. “In
Koreawe are suffering painful reverses: they are local and limited samples of what
can happen when, to make it specific, Mr. Acheson has commitments that Mr. [Louis]
Johnson [the Secretary of Defense] is not prepared to carry out,” Lippmann wrote.”

Washington officials were drawing the exact opposite conclusions: they were
preparing to dig in to defend their Asian commitments. In an emergency meeting on
26 June 1950 at Blair House, for instance, Acheson had argued for a“strong military
mission” for Indochina. One participant at the meeting later noted that Acheson’s

presentation convinced Truman to increase aid to Indochina.”™ On 27 June 1950, the

? Lippmann, T&T, 13 July 1950, “Deficit Diplomacy,” 13 July 1950.
™ |bid.

> See Ronald L. McGlothen, Controlling the Waves: Dean Acheson and U.S. Foreign Policy in Asia
(New York: Norton, 1993): 197; and Philip Jessup, “Memorandum of Conversation (Large Meeting),
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administration authorized an additional disbursement of $5 million in aid to French
forcesin Indochina; aweek later, Acheson requested that the president make another
immediate emergency alocation of $16 million—the balance of the planned aid
budget approved in May 1950.”° By early August 1950, 35 U.S. military officers, the
advance members of the Military Advisory Group for Indochina (MAGIC), were in
Vietnam. Lessthan ayear after the North Korean invasion, the U.S. had spent
roughly $50 million in aid to Southeast Asia—$22.5 million of it earmarked for
Indochina.””

Privately and publicly, Lippmann expressed grave doubts about American
intervention in Korea. When John Foster Dulles, then special adviser to the State
Department for the Japanese Peace Treaty, read Lippmann’s 13 July Today and
Tomorrow installment, titled “Deficit Diplomacy,” he sent the columnist a letter
expressing his own initial doubts about using ground troops in Korea. Prior to the
North’s attack Dulles believed, and had stated in a June 19 speech to the Korean
National Assembly in Seoul, that if Pyongyang invaded the South the U.S. “would do
something about it. Just what that ‘ something’ would be, | did not attempt to define,”
hetold Lippmann. “I had doubts as to the wisdom of engaging our land forces on the
Continent of Asia as against an enemy army that could be nourished from the vast
reservoirs of the U.S.S.R.”"® Dulles expressed those doubts to the Pentagon, warning

military planners that he believed “aland venture was dangerous from the standpoint

26 June 1950, Papers of Dean Acheson, Box 65, June 1950 Conversations File, Harry S. Truman
Library, Independence, MO (hereinafter referred to at “HSTL").
" Acheson to Truman, 3 July 1950, Foreign Relations of the United Sates, 1950 6: 835-836
gherei nafter referred to as“FRUS').
! Figures from McGlothen, Controlling the Waves: 197.
" John Foster Dullesto Lippmann, 13 July 1950, WLC, Box 68, folder 667. Underlining is original.
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of U.S. safety, | thought that the political arm of the government could get along with
something less than that.” He assured Lippmann that the decision to land an army on
the Korean peninsula was made “ by the Defense Establishment itself and it was not,
in this respect, under the compulsion of any prior political commitment.” "

Dulles's explanation, however, did little to alay the columnist’s concerns that
politics drove the Korean intervention as much as any tactical considerations.
Lippmann confided to Dulles that the decision “to commit aland army was afar
deeper and a far more momentous and a much more irrevocable commitment” than
the decision to dispatch air and naval forces. He also expressed shock that Dulles had
never clarified what the U.S. response would be, prior to the outbreak of war. “We
have given hostages to fortune which we would have been much stronger without,”
Lippmann warned, noting that a war to restore South Korean control up to the 38"
Parallel could provoke Chinese intervention and, at best, would mean an interminable
U.S. military occupation. He added that only with British and Indian mediation, or
perhaps through a UN-sponsored proposal, could Washington pull back from its
commitment and get “ a better aim than merely fighting our way back to the 38"
parallel.” His pessimism increased in July as he watched events from his summer
homein Maine. “I have been very deeply depressed by the Korean affair,” Lippmann
told the columnist Joe Alsop. Truman and Acheson were at fault, Lippmann wrote,
“not having clarified the question of our obligation in Korea and insisted on knowing

whether we were prepared to support it. They knew and accepted the theory that

”1bid.
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Korea had been written off and, therefore, that we were not going to be prepared to
fight there.”®°

The same day Lippmann expressed his concerns to Alsop, Truman spoke
before a Joint Session of Congressto report on the conflict caling it a“naked,
deliberate, unprovoked aggression, without a shadow of justification.” The president
also linked opposition to engaging Communist forces in Korea with the specter of
Munich and appeasement. Truman told the assembled Representatives and Senators
that the “free world,” however, “had learned the lessons of history” and stood up
against the “lawless aggression” in Korea (the president described this “as a milestone
toward the establishment of the rule of law among nations’).** Addressing
Americans on television and radio that evening, Truman echoed much of his Capitol
Hill speech, once again conjuring the image of Munich. “The free nations have
learned the fateful lessons of the 1930s. . . . Appeasement leads only to further
aggression and ultimately war.” He then broadly laid out his program for a dramatic
$10 billion defense budget expansion—following the guidelines that the
administration drew up and approved as the top-secret NSC-68 in September 1950.%

NSC-68 dramatically boosted not only the defense budget but it

fundamentally altered the policy of containment conceived by George F. Kennan—

* Lippmann to John Foster Dulles, 18 July 1950, WLC, Box 68, Folder 667; Lippmann to Joe Alsop,
19 July 1950, WLC, Series|l1, Box 50, Folder 38. Alsop largely agreed and replied that Acheson and
Alexis Johnson, the Secretary of Defense, should be replaced.

* Harry S. Truman, “ Special Message to Congress,” 19 July 1950, Public Papers of the Presidents:
Harry S. Truman, 1950, 6, Doc. No. 793: 531-537 (hereinafter referred to as“ PPP/HST”).

® Harry S. Truman, “ Radio and Television Address to the American People on the Situation in Korea,”
19 July 1950, PPP/HST, 6, Doc. No. 194: 537-542. Truman's complete public papers, as well as those
of every president through Ford (and partially for succeeding presidents), also are available on avery
useful web site run by the political science department at UC-Santa Barbara:
http://americanpresidency.ucsb.edu .
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sending it far down the track Lippmann had publicly attacked in 1947.%% Thereisno
documentary evidence that suggests Lippmann saw a draft of NSC-68, either during
the months in which it was circulated for markup prior to Truman’ final approval, or
initsfinal form. Itis, however, likely—even probable—that Lippmann discussed
with George Kennan or other concerned government officials the broad outlines of
the debate within administration circles about circumscribed containment versus a
global policy based upon full military and economic mobilization.®* Truman had
authorized areview of U.S. military policy as early as the winter of 1949-1950—
rumblings of which Lippmann and other Washington columnists such as Joe Alsop

had heard for months. On 3 April 1950, four days before NSC-68 was submitted to

* Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: see especially, 60-106. The document is reprinted and dissected
by scholars and policymakersin Ernest R. May, ed., American Cold War Strategy: Interpreting NSC-
68 (Boston: Bedford-St. Martin's Press 1994). NSC 68 was originally reproduced in Foreign
Relations of the United States (hereinafter referred to as“FRUS’). See, NSC 68, “United States
Objectives and Programs for National Security,” 14 April 1950, FRUS 1950, Volume 1, “National
Security Affairs; Foreign Economic Policy” (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1977):
234-292. Kennan had argued that the U.S. should pursue a policy in which Russian moves were to be
“contained by the adroit and vigilant application of counter-force.” Proceeding from the assumption
that America had limited resources with which to wage such a policy, Kennan followed on that
argument by prioritizing areas of vital U.S. interests—placing Western Europe, Germany, and Japan at
the top of the list and arguing that outside these select points the U.S. should not over-commit itself.
Kennan later maintained that he had intended to use economic and political means as primary
instruments; military force would be kept in reserve.

While purposefully vague about it costs, NSC-68' s authorsinsisted that full wartime
economic mobilization was necessary to deter a Soviet offensive in Western Europe which, they
believed could occur as early as 1954. NSC-68 subordinated diplomacy to military imperatives,
largely because the authors assumed that negotiations were futile. Paul Nitze, Kennan’s successor as
director of the PPS and the document’s primary author, described the Soviet-American struggle as an
apocalyptic conflict between a“slave society” and a“free society” upon which hinged the fate of
Western civilization. “No other value system is so wholly irreconcilable with ours,” NSC-68
continued, “so implacable in its purposes to destroy ours, so capable of turning to its own uses the most
dangerous and divisive trendsin our own society, no other so skillfully and powerfully evokes the
elements of irrationality in human nature everywhere, and no other has the support of a great and
growing center of military power.” Whereas Kennan argued that the U.S. must meet Soviet power at
strategic points, NSC-68 viewed Russian advances anywhere in the world as threats to vital U.S.
interests; that American credibility and prestige could be destroyed by any Communist “ success.”
NSC-68 spiked defense spending immediately. The 1950 budget had allocated $13 billion for military
spending—egual to one-third of the national budget and 5 percent of the gross national product (GNP).
The 1951 budget, the first after NSC-68 had gone into effect, earmarked $60 billion for defense,
accounting for about two-thirds of the national budget and more than 18 percent of arising GNP.

277



President Truman, Lippmann wrote a column on proposed changes to strategic air
power, counseling that officials adopt a*“ policy of maintaining what isin fact a
defensive, deterrent, but not provocative military establishment.”®

By August 1950 with U.S. forces embroiled in the Korean War, Lippmann
penned some of his most dire warnings of the Cold War—including a 22 August
piece entitled “ Cassandra Speaking,” arubric he reserved for crisis situations. The
logic behind this column, however, clearly ran counter to the policy upon which
Truman administration officials were soon to settle. They believed the American
economy could be ratcheted up to a perpetual wartime footing that would allow the
military to wage global containment. Lippmann, who in July 1950 described the
Korean War as adiversionary tactic incited by Kremlin leadersto “neutralize usin
Europe,” believed that the U.S. would have to be selective about its primary interests;
he believed these lay in the defense of Western Europe and Germany. American
officials would have to prioritize their geopolitical goals rather than to inflate their
defense establishment to achieve an open-ended agenda. “The deficit in our
diplomacy—the disparity between our commitments and our moves—is being
enlarged and is not being reduced,” Lippmann warned readers. “Our obligations have
become greatly inflated because we have allowed ourselves to be drawn into awar on

the ground of the Asiatic mainland and into direct conflict with China. . . But what is

*# Kennan was not involved in the drafting of NSC-68, but he was aware of the debate going on about
military expansion—a study which Truman had authorized in the winter of 1949-1950. See, Kennan's
Memoirs, 1925-1950 (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1967): 473-476.

® Lippmann, T&T, “The National Security,” 3 April 1950; see also, Lippmann, T&T, “The New
Weapons,” 22 June 1950.
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most seriousisthat we are in adiplomatic jam where our adversariesin Asia can keep
us endlessly entangled in fact isolated and forever outnumbered.”

Itisavirtual certainty that had Lippmann been privy to the full debate, or had
officials chosen to publicize NSC-68 as they had Kennan’'s original containment
theory, that the columnist would have attacked it with even more vigor than he had
the“X-Article” For NSC-68 had the effect of stimulating precisely the application of
containment that Lippmann had warned of in 1947 and would come to denounce in
column after column for the next two decades. It irrevocably militarized U.S.
national security policy. If Kennan had doubted the use of diplomatic dialogue NSC-
68 disqualified it entirely as an option. It exaggerated the Soviet threat in some of the
most sweeping language possible. Moreover it conflated vital U.S. interests with
peripheral ones. AsaCold War historian has written, NSC-68 “paid obeisance to the
balance of power, diversity, and freedom, but nowhere did it set out the minimal
requirements necessary to secure those interests. Instead it found in the simple
presence of a Soviet threat sufficient cause to deem the interest threatened vital.”®’ In
this respect NSC-68 was heir to the expansive Truman Doctrine, which Lippmann
bluntly had attacked as a “ strategic monstrosity.” Finally, NSC-68 set in motion the
creation and feeding of avast military-industrial complex in which magjor U.S.

corporations—particularly those in the aerospace industry—were literally subsidized

* Lippmann, T&T “Probably the Showdown,” 18 July 1950; Lippmann, T& T, “ Cassandra Speaking,”
22 August 1950.

¥ Gaddis Strategies of Containment: 98. Gaddis also explains on page 95, “For the authors of NSC-68,
American interests could not be defined apart from the threat the Soviet Union posed to them:
‘frustrating the Kremlin design,” as the document frequently put it, became an end in itself not a means
to alarger end.”
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by Pentagon expenditures.® The political influence of this conglomeration raised
fearsthat it might subvert the basic processes of democratic government. The
prevailing domestic climate, in which Truman administration officials used excessive
rhetoric to raise fears of Soviet aggression, soon countenanced soaring defense
budgets that leached money from long-delayed domestic reforms, welfare, urban
renewal and infrastructure, and environmental rehabilitation. By the late 1950s,
Lippmann and other perceptive critics such as Kennan, wrote that in preparing to
meet external threats national security policies pursued after 1950 had the unintended
effect of creating domestic dissonance and internal weakness.®

Y ears later, Walter Lippmann identified the Korean War as Truman’s greatest
foreign policy blunder, telling a CBS television interviewer that the president was
placating Congress and his military chiefs and, in his attempt to accommodate them,
simply lost control of his Korean policy. While conceding that Truman was right to
intervene immediately, Lippmann said, “I’ ve never been satisfied that it was right to
resist except by air and sea, which iswhat [General Douglas] MacArthur and
[General Dwight] Eisenhower originally wanted to do. Even if you assume that that
was all right—to fight aland war in Korea with American troops—he made a fatal
mistake when, having won that war and driven the North Koreans across the Thirty-
Eighth Parallel, he didn’t stop there and instead went up to the Chinese border, which
brought the Chinese into the war, and created awar between China and the United

States which we have never been ableto solve.” Was that the President’ s fault or the

* Gregory Hooks, Forging the Military-Industrial Complex (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press,
1991); and Ann Markusen et. al., The Rise of the Gunbelt: The Military Remapping of Industrial
America (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991).
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generd’sfault? the interviewer probed. “I blame the President and his Secretary of
State [Acheson],” Lippmann replied, “and generals don’t make policy of that kind, in
any well-ordered government. . . . My impression is that the President and his
Secretary of State were just as eager to do it.”®

John Foster Dulles’ firsthand account of MacArthur’sinitial reaction to the
outbreak of Korean hostilities resonated with the columnist and it was an encounter
that he would recall time and again for the public and in private meetings with
officials during the Vietnam years. Dulles had been in the Japanese countryside when
North Korea commenced itsinvasion, and quickly flew back to MacArthur’s Tokyo
headquarters. He found the supreme commander so insulated from negative news by
his staff that he was largely unaware of the scope of the invasion more than 24 hours
after it began. MacArthur was not sanguine about the prospects of fighting awar on
the Korean peninsula. Despite going on at great length about his admiration for
Chiang Kai-shek, his contempt for the PRC, and his own willingness to engage Soviet
forces, the general expressed grave reservations about Korea. “Anyone who wants to
commit U.S. troops to fight in Korea should have his head examined,” hetold Dulles,
while seeing him out of the office.*

Lippmann did not budge from his central convictions about the strategic
blunder of fighting awar in Korea. Into the fall of 1950, he continued to advocate for
Indian mediation as a diplomatic channel “uncontaminated by the suspicion of

imperialism and power politics.” In July, New Dehli’s ambassador to China, K.M.

* See, for example, the following Lippmann T& T columns on the arms race and its impact on
American society: “The Portent of the Moon,” 10 October 1957; “Arms and the Mind,” 7 January
1958; “Explorer and Sputnik,” 4 February 1958; “The Thaw,” 2 January 1964.
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Panikkar, proposed that China be admitted to the U.N. Security Council which would
then (Soviets included) vote for an immediate cease-fire and withdrawal to the 38th
Parallel. On 17 August 1950, Lippmann described the offer as a “most opportune’
chance to end “what might be along, expensive and destructive stalemate.”%* If the
U.S. salvaged Korean sovereignty while “destroying” the country, Lippmann wrote,
the victory would be “pyrrhic.”® Part of this critique derived from his certainty that
the U.S. no longer could treat Communism as a monolithic entity. Like George
Kennan he closely noted that Moscow and Beijing had responded very differently to
Panikkar’ s offer—the Soviets skeptical and the Chinese cautiously approving. U.S.
diplomats, Lippmann believed, needed to exploit Soviet and Chinese Communists
shared tensions—in short, “to refuse to regard China as a Russian satellite.” At atime
when Washington was diplomatically isolating Mao’ s government, American actions
in Korea, Indochina, and Taiwan threatened Beijing' s interests directly and pushed it
toward an aliance with Moscow, Lippmann warned.**

Meanwhile Lippmann used his column to float mediation plans and to
generate diplomatic momentum for third-party brokering. India s delegate to the
United Nations, Sir Benega Rau, cited Lippmann’s 17 August T& T column when he
proposed to Security Council members that the U.N. should create a committee of

non-permanent Security Council members to investigate and deliver findings on

* Lippmann interview with Howard K. Smith, 11 August 1960, Lippmann, Conversations with Walter
Lippmann (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1965): 20.
* Memorandum of conversation with Foster Dulles, September 1950, WLC, Box 68, folder 667.
* Lippmann, T&T, “The Light of Asia,” 17 August 1950. For background on this aspect of Korean
War, see Burton |. Kaufman's The Korean War: Challengesin Crisis, Credibility, and Command
Sg3NeW York: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1986): esp., pp. 52-56. See also, Stueck, The Korean War: 51.

Ibid.
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proposals for Korea's future. Reporting back to New Dehli, Rau claimed that his plan
had been endorsed by the “influential columnist Lippmann.” Indeed, Lippmann’s
proposal—which the Canadians and Australians al so supported—sought to draw New
Dehli closer to the West by giving it aleadership rolein bringing about a Korean
truce. Rau’s proposal raised red flags in Washington, especialy when he suggested
that the committee be empowered to “hear any person they please” (an apparent
reference to consulting non-members like the PRC). Judging from the Indian foreign
minister’s cool response, Rau was free-wheeling when he made the offer. GijaS.
Baijpal, secretary genera of the Indian Ministry of External Affairs, told the
concerned American Ambassador, Loy W. Henderson, that he had specifically asked
Rau not to make any such proposal. After New Dehli learned of Rau’ sinitiative,
Nehru and Bajpai cabled the UN delegate that any “advisory committee” would have
to include great powers but that perhaps non-Security Council members or even
countries outside the UN might be invited to participate. Bajpa assured Henderson
that Rau had been instructed that “if [the] attitude [of the] great powers should not be
receptive [the] plan should not be pushed since their cooperation [is] necessary.”
Facing the threat of a Soviet veto, an unenthusiastic response from the American
delegate, and reproving instructions from New Dehli, Rau gave up the plan by the
time the UN convened its General Assembly meeting in mid-September 1950.%
Virtually from the start of the conflict Lippmann placed Korealow on a

crowded list of U.S. priorities—for which there were limited resources. He penned

* Lippmann, T&T, “David and Goliath,” 15 August 1950; “ As Between Moscow and Peiping,” 7
September 1950. See also Warren Cohen’s, America in the Age of Soviet Power, 1945-1991 (New
Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1995): 69.
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two dire, August 1950 columns that warned U.S. military commitments were spread
too thin to fight awar in Asiaand to protect Western Europe. With the American
army in South Korea, he feared that the Soviets would take the diplomatic and
military offensive in Germany and Western Europe. Like many others at the time,
Lippmann allowed that Stalin instigated the North Korean invasion for just those
purposes. “If thisdiagnosisis correct, then it is an overriding American interest to
keep the war in Korealocalized,” Lippmann wrote, “and to have it ended without
committing to the Far East not only most of our forces in being but the better part of
the forces we shall mobilizein the next critical year or two.”® He savaged President
Truman and Secretary of State Acheson for losing control of their foreign policy by
trying to appease their domestic criticsin Congress. “They are carrying out,
unhappily and ineffectively, a policy imposed on them by their political opponents,”
Lippmann wrote. “[They] have neither the power to make it work nor the
responsibility if it does not work but leads to some kind of global Korea”®" As
military planners considered taking the war into North Korea after General Douglas
MacArthur’s dramatic and successful Inchon landing in September, Lippmann

cautioned that U.S. forces should halt at the 38" Paralldl.®®

* Henderson to Acheson, 18 August 1950, Dispatch 419, 330/S-1850, FRUS, 1950, 7: 607-608; see
also Henderson to Acheson, 18 August 1950, Dispatch 415, 330/S-1850, FRUS, 1950, 7: 603-604. For
an account of Rau’'s proposal see, Stueck, The Korean War: 63-64.

* Lippmann, T&T, “Probably the Showdown,” 22 August 1950.

" Lippmann, T&T, “Cassandra Speaking,” 18 August 1950. Two days earlier Paul Nitze's Policy
Planning Staff at the State Department recommended a cautious approach in Indochina-emphasizing
for the time being political rather than military goals. “We would be deceiving the French government
were we to offer encouragement of decisive military support. Furthermore, we would be undertaking a
responsibility for the course of military eventsin Indochinawhich could be flung back in our face with
recriminations should military aid fail. The conclusion, therefore, isthat if the French—and we—are
to be spared a humiliating debacle in Indochina, some means other than reliance on military force must
be found.” See PPS, “United States Policy Toward Indochinain the Light of Recent Developments,”
16 August 1950, FRUS, 1950 6: 857-858.

* Lippmann, T&T, “The 38" Parallel,” 26 September 1950.
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Chinese intervention sharpened Lippmann’s criticisms. In December, with
MacArthur’s forces driven back down the penninsula, Lippmann called for a strategic
retreat to Japan. American naval and air power, he wrote, should hold aline in Japan
and the Philippines but no more ground forces should be committed to mainland Asia
A prolonged war in Korea would have far-ranging diplomatic repercussions, he
feared, leading to the “disruption” of U.S. aliances and the “disintegration” of the
Atlantic Community. “The defeat in Koreais awarning which, if we heed it, may yet
prove to be our salvation,” Lippmann explained in T&T, “that the course which we
took with the Truman Doctrine is based on afatally wrong estimate of our
adversaries, and of our friends, and of ourselves.”* Moreover, the events of late-
1950 confirmed, Lippmann wrote, that Chinawas a great power within its “ natural”
and historic sphere of influence: Korea, Taiwan, Indochina, and the rest of Southeast
Asia. Washington officials might debate the merit of diplomatic recognition of
Beljing and whether to permit Chinaa U.N. seat. “But what is not debatable is the
fact that Red Chinais a strong power capable of exerting its influence effectively
within its own region,” Lippmann wrote, “and much too strong to be dealt with
forcefully by anything less than a very great war.”*®

When the military situation stabilized near the 38" Parallel in early 1951,
Lippmann suggested that the UN could end hostilities quickly—with India acting as
the chief mediator—by arranging for an international “stewardship” of Korea. He
envisioned that a Korean armistice and reunification must be part of alarger regional

settlement, including other crisis pointsin Asia such as French Indochina—a

* Lippmann, T&T, “Examination and Withdrawal,” 11 December 1950.
™ Lippmann, T&T, “The Chinese Fact,” 8 January 1951.
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settlement that recognized the new postwar balance of power in the region and the
immediate problem of Chinese influence and expansionism. On 11 January 1951,
Lippmann proposed a simple horse-trade with Beijng: if the U.S. recognized
Communist China s right to repatriate Taiwan, China could be induced to guarantee
Korean and Vietnamese autonomy. Whether or not that solution could have been
applied, Lippmann was convinced the Korean problem was not divisible from Taiwan
or Indochina. Any plan for ending the Korean conflict would have to be
accompanied by “satisfactory assurances that Chinawill not invade Indo-China, and
that she will not obstruct a peaceabl e settlement, let us say in the U.N., of the Indo-
Chinese civil war and the problem of Indo-Chinese independence.” ***

The war dragged on for more than two years, with Lippmann repeatedly
placing the problem in this larger frame of reference. An armistice that simply left
Korea divided was inadequate to the imperative of aregiona peace plan.
Accordingly, he continued to press Washington to negotiate with Beijing with the
genera features of a settlement being: recognition of the PRC pending ratification of
a peace treaty; Korean reunification; a seat for China on the U.N. Security Council;
neutralization of Taiwan, Chiang’s removal from power, and international
administration of the island; and a great power conference to end the Indochinese

War.lOZ
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See, for example, Lippmann, T& T, “The Linesof a Policy,” 11 January 1951; “Korean Prospects,”
15 February 1951; “Armistice for Indo-China?’ 8 January 1952.

" Lippmann, T&T, “Clarification in the Far East,” 4 February 1952; “Moscow and Korea,” 2 April
1952; “The Spreading Far Eastern War,” 1 December 1952.
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V.

Lippmann’s basic aversion to U.S. intervention near mainland Asiawas expressed
clearly again in 1955 during the crisis over the Tachen islands, known as the first
Taiwan Strait Crisis. During that episode, and the subsequent 1958 confrontation
precipitated by Communist China s bombardment of the Nationalist outpost islands
of Quemoy and Matsu, Lippmann pressed President Dwight Eisenhower and
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles to resolve the Taiwan problem—a flash point
for nuclear war—through a general settlement that could have codified the existence
of two Chinas.'®

Mao Zedong' s decision to bombard Quemoy and Matsu in 1955 was, in part,
areprisal for Eisenhower’s support in 1953 of Nationalist air strikes against the
Chinese mainland, the administration’s central rolein the creation of Southeast Asian
Treaty Organization (SEATO), and an outgrowth of Beijing's fears that the U.S. and
Taipel would sign abinding military alliance. Chinese leadersfeared a policy of U.S.
“encirclement”—which they perceived Washington as waging on three frontsin
Korea, Indochina, and the Taiwan Straits.*® In January of 1955, Chinese Communist
troops based in Fujian Province on the mainland began shelling the Tachen Islands
including the harbor islands of Quemoy and Matsu—on each Chiang had garrisoned a
division of histroops. Eisenhower quickly evacuated most of the Nationalists forces

off the Tachens but decided to defend Quemoy and Matsu, insisting in a variation of

' For more on the Taiwan Straights crises, see Shuguang Zhang, Deterrence and Strategic Culture:

Chinese-American Confrontations, 1949-1958 (Ithica, NY: Cornell University Press, 1992): 189-224,
especialy pp. 190-199. Chinese leaders were especially fearful of the U.S. using Taiwan asa
launching pad for apossible intervention “to expand the military conflict onto the mainland from the
Taiwan Strait, ‘either to take revenge or start anew war.”” Quote on p. 190.

' Zhang, Deterrence and Strategic Culture: 190-199.
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his domino theory that if theislands fell so would Taiwan, inflicting irreparable harm
to U.S. prestigein Asia. President Eisenhower, therefore, went before Congress on 24
January 1955 and asked for the authority to use U.S. armed forces to protect Taiwan,
Quemoy, and Matsu in the event of a Chinese attack.'® It was one of those rare
instances (in fact, the last such instance) in the latter half of the twentieth century
when an American president went to Congress to ask permission for military force,
rather than to dictate reasons why the use of force ought to be employed. Inan
unprecedented show of support, both houses of Congress—with only three dissenting
votes in each chamber—gave Eisenhower the blank check that he sought. Lippmann
called it an “extreme delegation of authority,” noting that the resolution set no “clear
and definitejuridical, strategic or political standard” for the president to use force.*®
A major war scare ensued with the U.S. threatening nuclear war and seriously
considering a preventive strike against mainland China. Dulles put the odds for war
at even, and advocated using tactical nuclear weapons—noting that with care and

precision in choosing targets, worldwide “revulsion might not be long-lived.”**’

105 «

Special Message to the Congress Regarding United States Policy for the Defense of Formosa,” 24
January 1955, Public Papers of the Presidents: Dwight David Eisenhower (1955), Doc. no. 21,
available on-line at

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/site/docs/pppus.php?admin=034& year=1955& id=21 . Eisenhower
told Congress, “the situation has become sufficiently critical to impel me, without awaiting action by
the United Nations, to ask Congress to participate now, by specific resolution, in measures designed to
improve the prospects for peace. These measures would contemplate the use of the armed forces of the
United States if necessary to assure the security of Formosa and the Pescadores. . . asuitable
Congressional resolution would clearly and publicly establish the authority of the President as
Commander-in-Chief to employ the armed forces of this nation promptly and effectively for the
purposesindicated if in hisjudgment it became necessary.”

% Lippmann, T&T, “The Offshore Entanglement,” 12 April 1955. Contrast this response with his far
milder reaction to the 1964 Tonkin Gulf Resolution: Lippmann, T&T, "In the Gulf of Tonkin," 6
August 1964.

" See for example, Cohen, America in the Age of Soviet Power, 1945-1991: 97-99; and Ambrose, Rise
to Globalism: 147-149.
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Lippmann rebuked Eisenhower and Dulles for threatening war over two
strategically negligible islands. Instead, he recommended that the administration
remove Nationalist troops to Taiwan, liquidate its commitment to defend the offshore
islands, and draw its strategic line in the Taiwan Straits behind the power of the
Seventh Fleet. Quemoy and Matsu, he wrote, were strategic liabilities aslong as the
U.S. defended them—Dbecause they were Chiang’ s final hope of drawing the U.S. into
amajor war with Beijing to restore his government to power on the mainland.*®
Lippmann, moreover, believed it a positive diplomatic program that would
compensate for the administration’ s tendency to create military stalemates, where
American commitments were backed by the threat of massive retaliation.

Even after tensions subsided (mainly because the Soviets pressured Mao to
relent), Lippmann insisted that the U.S. recognize formally the situation as it existed:
i.e., theredlity of two Chinas. It could no longer afford to make the legal case that
Chiang’ s government was the legitimate government of mainland China. Even if
American officials did not extend diplomatic recognition to the PRC, they had to face
the political redlity, Lippmann argued. During the 1950s, Lippmann believed that
American recognition of the PRC would have to precede Chinese entry into the
United Nations. Besides, he explained to John Cowles, editor of the Des Moines
Register, “The U.N. matter is not entirely within our control. Recognition is entirely
within our own control.” It was a necessary first step to giving China a place on the

Security Council which, Lippmann believed, befitted its place as amagor world

"% Lippmann, T&T, “The Definition of Formosa,” 25 January 1955; “ The Offshore Entanglement,” 12
April 1955.
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power.’® Thus, he called for athree-point settlement between the Nationalists and
the PRC: 1) whereby Chiang renounced the use of force to invade the mainland and
re-establish a Nationalist government; 2) Taiwan would be placed under U.N.
guardianship as an “autonomous, demilitarized and neutralized Chinese territory”
with its own seat in the General Assembly; and, 3) with Beljing declaring that it had
no further intentions to reunite the two Chinas through an invasion of Taiwan. “All
that would be given up would be the legal fictions,” Lippmann told readers, “that
Chiang's government is the true government of China, that Mao’ s government, which
is indisputably the government of the mainland, has no legal existence.”

When Mao rekindled the international crisis by bombing theislandsin
1958, Lippmann again recommended abandoning them and placing Taiwan under
international supervision. Thistime, he added, the bulk of the mainland Chinese who
had fled to Taiwan should be repatriated and Chiang and his lieutenants should be
removed and given asylum. Under U.N. control and protected by the American
Seventh Fleet, Taiwan would be “invulnerable.” American interests could best be
served by severing itsties to the Nationalists, whose political future Lippmann judged
to be short. These measures would ensure that the Taiwanese had aviable
government after Chiang was gone, while also denying Communist China use of the

island as an advance staging base for possible strikes against American interestsin
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Lippmann to John Cowles, 13 May 1954, reprinted in Blum, p. 577.

" Lippmann, T&T, “A New China Policy,” 6 June 1957; “Dulles Rides Again,” 17 January 1956.
' Zhang, Deterrence and Strategic Culture: 225-267. Mao believed that “ an active defense policy
would improve Chind' s strategic position.” Beijing leaders were fearful of the deterioration of their
position in the Taiwan Strait, particularly the U.S. decision to deploy tactical nuclear weapons to
Taiwan in 1957. See Zhang, especially pp. 226-229.
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the Philippines or Indonesia™? Lippmann also flatly rejected Joe Alsop’ s argument
that linked the defense of Quemoy and Matsu with that of America s core alies.
“Quemoy is not like Berlin anymore than it islike London, Paris, or Washington,”
Lippmann countered. “Evacuating Quemoy is not like the appeasement at Munich.”
Theisland had no “political significance” and was “strategically . . . negligible.”

Lippmann concluded, “It is merely a minor nuisance.”

VI.

Prominent commentators disagreed not only with Lippmann’s analysis of the Korean
War, but the larger implications about containment that he drew from it. Richard H.
Rovere and Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., in The General and the President (1951)
wondered whether Lippmann’s argument over-stated the globalization of containment
itself. “Certainly, if the containment policy isto be construed in adoctrinaire way,
Mr. Lippmann’s argument is unanswerable,” the authors conceded. “But, in practice,
the problems have tended to answer themselves. No one, for example, advocated the
American defense of Tibet against Chineseinvasion . . .. The number of danger spots
in between [the superpowers] may be unlimited geographically, but they are limited
practically. No one (except MacArthur) argues for global containment; selective

containment, at least the kind practiced from 1947 to 1951, seems well within the

"2 Lippmann, T&T, “The Dulles Formula,” 11 September 1958; “Mr. Dulles on Tuesday,” 2 October
1958; “The Latest Gambit,” 7 October 1958; and “ The Position of Strength,” 14 October 1958.

" Lippmann, T&T, “The Latest Gambit,” 7 October 1958. See the exchange of correspondence:
Alsop to Lippmann, 9 October 1958; Lippmann to Alsop, 10 October 1958; Alsop to Lippmann 29
October 1958; al letters located in Series |11, Box 50, Folder 38, WLC.
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limits of our capabilities.”*** The problem, as Lippmann singled it out for review
during the Eisenhower years, was that U.S. policymakers most often sought to
implement a seamless application of global containment. According to the
imperatives of NSC-68, the threat to U.S. nationa security that inhered in a potential
Chinese attack on Taiwan or in Soviet provocations in the Middle or Far East,
mattered as much as a move against West Berlin or the Japanese islands. Without
fundamental diplomatic settlements to resolve some of the multiplying crisis points,
containment would, in fact, by its own logic become a burdensome worldwide
apparatus.

The Korean War particularly confirmed Washington’s resolve in French
Indochina and other Southeast Asiacountries. At several critical junctures, as
Lippmann admonished U.S. officials to chose a diplomatic solution, Washington
recommitted itself to the military defense of theregion. Asearly asthe fall of 1950,
defense department planners were considering a dramatic expansion of NSC-64
which had been approved earlier that spring.™*> The Joint Strategic Survey

Committee determined that while the “ French bear primary responsibility” for
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friends during the last quarter-century of Lippmann’slife and, for awhile, Rovere initiated research on
an authorized biography of Lippmann—a project he eventually turned over to Ronald Steel when his
health began to fail in the early 1970s. Rovere's appraisal of Lippmann in his memoirs was far
different than it had been in 1951: “He saw the fatal weaknesses of our post-1945 foreign policies
sooner than any of his contemporaries. His reason for opposing our participation in the war in Korea
in 1950 was, essentially, that it would lead precisely to the kind of disaster we were later to meet in
Vietham. Though always an internationalist, he never believed in a global conception of our national
interest.” See Rovere’ s Arrivals and Departures. A Journalist’s Memoirs (New Y ork: Macmillan
Publishing Company, 1976): 143. In another collection of essays and anecdotes published after
Rovere's death in 1979, he would write that The General and the President was a book “based on the
very fallacies that led to Vietnam—conceiving communism to be monolithic and using military means
to achieve political ends.” See Rovere's Final Reports: Personal Reflections on Palitics and History
in Our Time (New Y ork: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1984): 224.
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fighting the Viet Minh that the U.S. should proceed with a*“military assistance
program to be based on an overall military plan developed for Indochina by the
French, concurred in by the Associated States of Indochina, and acceptable to the
United States.”*® The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed newly-installed defense
secretary General George Marshall that “United States security interests demand that
this government, by all means short of actual employment of United States military
forces, seek to prevent the further spread of communism in Southeast Asia generaly
and, in particular, in French Indochina.”**’ A CIA national warned that Chinese
intervention in French Indochina®“may occur at any time,” and, if it did, it would
shortly render the French position in North Vietham “untenable.” The report
concluded that if the Vietminh, either alone or with direct Chinese assistance,
expelled the French from Indochina, that development “would eventually entail
Communist control of all mainland Southeast Asiain the absence of effective
Western assistance to other countries of the area.” *°

By early 1952, NSC-64—which had provided the initial framework for U.S.
aid to Indochina—had been superceded by NSC-124, a sweeping statement of
American policy in Southeast Asia ™ Not only would acommunist victory in
Indochina set off achain reaction, it “would render the U.S. position in the Pacific

off-shore island chain precarious and would seriously jeopardize fundamental U.S.

“® Analysis Prepared for the Joint Chiefs of Staff by the Joint Strategic Survey Committee, 17
November 1950, FRUS 1950 6: 949-954.

1 Joint Strategic Survey Committee, 17 November 1950: 949-954.

" Memorandum by the JCS to General Marshall, “ Possible Future Action in Indochina,” 28 November
1950, FRUS, 1950, 6: 945-948.

" National Intelligence Estimate, “Indochina’s Current Situation and Probable Developments,” 29
December 1950, FRUS, 1950, 6: 950-963.

"9 NSC 124, “United States Objectives and Courses of Action with Respect to Communist Aggression
in Southeast Asia,” 13 February 1952, FRUS, 1952-1954, 7: 45-51; quote on page 46.
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security interests in the Far East,” particularly American military and economic
interests in Japan.'®® NSC-124 laid out a detailed agenda for securing Indochina that
provided the blueprints for policies that the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations
would follow to “intensify support of constructive political, economic, and social
measures.” The paper set out three goals: 1) to continue providing aid to French
Union forces including military equipment; 2) to stabilize internal security; 3) and to
“assist developing indigenous armed forces which will eventually be capable of
maintaining internal security without the assistance of French units.”***

The Korean War compelled U.S. officials to globalize containment, even as it
yielded more evidence for Walter Lippmann that the American commitment in Asia
must be circumscribed.'®* Indeed, the lessons that Lippmann absorbed while
evauating U.S. Chinapolicy in the latter 1940s and while critiquing U.S. action in
the Korean War from 1950 to 1953 were quite the opposite of ideas that imbued the
thinking of American officials. The columnist, in public and private, stressed two
distinct themes: 1) the necessity of recognizing the Communist government in Beijing
and applying lessons of U.S. diplomatic missteps in postwar Chinato improve future

U.S. influence in post-colonia Asia; and, 2) the imperative of drawing a strategic line

along an arch of Pacific islands stretching from the Aleutians to Guam—beyond

“ |bid., 47.

" |bid., 48. Among the notable revisions and additions to the final document that the council
approved was the expressed intention “to assure the French that the U.S. regards the French effort in
Indochina as one of great strategic importance in the general international interest rather than in the
purely French interest, and as essential to the security of the free world not only in the Far East but in
the Middle East and Europe aswell.” See also, See, “Memorandum for the President of Discussion at
the 120" Meeting of the National Security Council Held on Wednesday, June 25, 1952, FRUS, 1952-
1954, 7: 123-126; and, NSC-124/2, “ Statement of Policy by the National Security Council on United
States Objectives and Courses of Action with Respect to Southeast Asia,” 25 June 1952, FRUS, 1952-
1954, 7: 127-134.

2 For more on the Korean War’s globalizing effects on American containment policy see, Gaddis,
Srategies of Containment: 109-126; Stueck, The Korean War: 348-370.
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which the U.S. would sparingly commit its military power and, above al else, avoid
putting troops onto mainland Asia. Both assertions contrasted with Washington
officials’ universal conception of America' s interests and the sublime self-assurance
in their ability to project power. Lippmann would not countenance unilateral
American intervention in Asia. Asthe French war against the Vietminh intensified,
and pressure mounted in the U.S. for more decisive support of Chiang’ sregimein
Taipe, Lippmann believed the only way to preserve Asian stability was through a
general settlement in which “key” regional countries could participate. These ideas
starkly clashed with unilateralist assumptions of the Acheson State Department.
Dean Rusk, Acheson'’s assistant secretary of state for Far Eastern affairs, a China
hard-liner, and later a principal decision-maker who supported Americanization of the
Vietnam War in 1965, recalled that in the postwar years American officials assumed
they should and could “control every wave in the Pacific Ocean.”*?® Lippmann
shared no such illusions.

That Walter Lippmann came to oppose so fervently American intervention in
Southeast Asia should have surprised no one—not officials at the time, not historians
looking backward. His dissent over American policy in Indochinawould mark no
break from his past. Rather, Lippmann’swriting on Vietham may best be understood
as the culmination of his mounting concern about the unchecked globalism of postwar
U.S. foreign policy in Asia

Lippmann became a trenchant, consistent, and prescient critic when U.S.
officials chose militarization and unilateralism in favor of diplomatic engagement.

And, here was a man for whom diplomacy meant a great deal, not just on an abstract

' Quoted in McGlothen, Controlling the Waves: 205.
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intellectual level but as a matter of personal habit. Elizabeth Farmer Midgley, who
worked as Lippmann’s sole research assistant from 1961 to 1967 claimed that two-
thirds of the columnist’s contacts (both professional and social) were with foreign
diplomats.*** The old columnist surrounded himself with a constellation of foreign
perspectives on U.S. Cold War policy—Nehru’s from India, De Gaulle' s from Paris,
the British Foreign Office, and even Khrushchev’ s from inside the Kremlin. At home
in Washington, as his appointment diaries demonstrate, a minority of his meetings
were with U.S. officials.’® He knew the embassy circuit in the capital unlike any
other journalist and cultivated it as did few professional diplomats. Lippmann’s
unusual list of contacts did not escape the notice of the watchful if irascible Joe
Alsop. “The story of Walter’ s sourcesis avery odd one,” Alsop told one researcher.
“Walter was a very hard-working reporter n hisway but his sources have never been
American, or a least American officials. InhisNew York period . . . hisdomestic
sources were Morgan partners, and after that they were in the British embassy; then,
in other foreign embassies . . . His own government he always regarded with
suspicion and even contempt.” % Alsop, who most often haunted the corridors of the
Pentagon for sources, meant to insult hisjournalistic adversary. But Lippmann would
have considered his catholicity of sources—and his independence from the official

U.S. perspective—as a matter in which to take pride. One got the sense, recalled

! Elizabeth (Farmer) Midgley, interview with author, 28 February 2001, Washington, DC.

' Lippmann’s Appointment Diaries, which cover the entire postwar span of his career (1945 to 1967),
faithfully record his daily contacts with foreign diplomats, journalists, and American government
officials: Lippmann Appointment Diaries, Series V11, WLC.

2® Joseph Alsop, interview, papers of Montague Kern and Ralph and Patricia Levering, Box 1, no date,
John F. Kennedy Library, Boston, MA.
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Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., that cultivating American officials meant alot lessto

Lippmann than it did to his peers—he’ d seen too many come and go.*?’

There also was a strategic component to Lippmann’s analysis of U.S. policy in
Asia Hewarned that it was an exceedingly poor place to wage a militarized form of
containment. The Korean War especially confirmed these assumptions for him. Four
recurring themes factored into hisanalysis: (1) The U.S. could not win aland war in
Asia, which was aview shaped largely by the estimates of prominent U.S. military
officers and European officials; (2) that with few local alies, Americalacked the
necessary logistical, military, and political support to intervene successfully ina
conventional conflict with the Russians or Chinese or in acivil insurgency; (3) that
Washington’ sinfluence, such asit was, derived from its ability to offer an alternative
to the history of European colonialism—a past that would burden U.S. officiasif
they dispatched troops into Asian countries; and, (4) America s tendency to fight the
Cold War by unilateral military action jeopardized its relations with the few key and
viable governments in the region that might act as counterweights to Beijing and
Moscow—namely India, Pakistan, Indonesia, and Japan. The tendency of U.S.
policymakers to conceive their containment strategy in Southeast Asia as primarily a
military effort, coupled with their eventual decision to intervene with U.S. troopsin

the 1960s, guaranteed that Lippmann would oppose them.

127

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., A Lifein the Twentieth Century: Innocent Beginnings, 1917-1950 (New
Y ork: Houghton-Mifflin, 2001): 383.
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Chapter 6:

“Long...A Pessimist About Vietham”: Walter Lippmann and U.S.
Policy in Indochina, 1949-1963

Walter Lippmann was a consistent critic of U.S. intervention in the Indochinese-
Vietnamese civil war through two decades in which four successive U.S. presidential
administrations edged closer to a costly military commitment there. Lippmann’'s
commentary on eventsin Indochina paralleled his observations about American
policy in Korea: first, that it would be a strategic folly to send U.S. soldiers to fight
anywhere in Asia—particularly in guerilla-style combat in the jungles of Laos or
Vietnam; and, even more decisively, that the U.S. had no vital primary interests to
fight for there. A diplomatic strategy that detached Vietham from the Cold War
stuggle, Lippmann eventually argued, even if the country eventually was run by
Communistsin Hanoi, would be avictory for American interests. These assertions
made Lippmann the most formidable critic of U.S. policy. The evidence
demonstrates—indeed, key policymakers later attested to it—that Lippmann’s

critique of American Vietnam policy began early, remained fundamentally unaltered,
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and provided firm footings for his famous dissent when U.S. officials opted for direct
American military intervention in 1965.

This chapter examines Lippmann’s commentary during four phases of
Washington’ s incremental intervention in Indochina. First, wasthe initial American
decision to aid French efforts to secure Indochina after World War [1—a development
which Lippmann opposed because he believed it underwrote imperialism and aligned
the U.S. with reactionary governments in Asiathat had little popular backing. The
second phase encompassed the Eisenhower administration’s decision not to intervene
to relieve French forces at Dienbienphu in 1954—and the concomitant choice to
commit U.S. resources and political support on behalf of the Ngo Dinh Diem regime.
Lippmann, who had backed the general in 1952 as a presidential candidate who could
end the Korean War, supported Eisenhower’ s refusal to send troops into Vietnam.
But he was highly critical of Washington’s cultivation of the Saigon government in
late-1954. Thethird, step involved American policy toward creating a stable, pro-
Western government in Laos, particularly during the first year and a half of the
Kennedy administration. Lippmann not only opposed military intervention—

personally counseling President Kennedy against it on several occasions—but he

' Ronald Steel’s Walter Lippmann and the American Century (Boston: Little, Brown and Company,
1980), devotes cursory treatment to Lippmann’s pre-1964 writings about Southeast Asia. His
treatment, moreover, is uneven. While recognizing that Lippmann was accurate in his geopolitical
reservations about the war, Steel nevertheless discounts the value of these long-standing positions
when he discusses the culmination of Lippmann’s Vietnam critique in 1964-1965. See especially, 503;
541-542. Fredrik Logevall offers a partial correction to Steel’ s interpretation, arguing that
Lippmann’srealist critiques were pivotal to hisinterpretation of eventsin Vietnam. See Logevall’'s
Choosing War: The Lost Chance for Peace and the Escalation of War in Vietnam (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1999): 141-143; 340-341; and Logevall’ s article, “First Among Critics:
Walter Lippmann and the Vietham War,” Journal of American-East Asian Relations 4, no. 4 (winter
1995): 351-375. While stressing the “realist” consistencies of Lippmann’s commentary, Logevall does
make a sustained analysis of its origins or its applicationsin Asia. Indeed, U.S. policymakers
observations about Lippmann, both in private and in official documents, demonstrate the consistency
of hiscriticisms about U.S. Cold War policy (the subject of Chapter 1X).
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believed the coalition government that emerged, provided an ideal model for the
“neutralization” plan that he later recommended for Vietnam. In the final phase—as
Washington officials increased the American military “advisory” presence in South
Vietnam from 1961 to 1963 and moved closer to deposing the Diem regime in the fall
of 1963—Lippmann opposed them on both counts. He argued that no military
commitment could stabilize the Saigon government at any acceptable cost.
Moreover, he believed that any dramatic regime change would produce a more
unstable situation that could further draw Washington into the civil conflict. No
matter whether he acted as a Washington “outsider” (as with the Eisenhower
administration) or “insider” (as, within limits, he did during the Kennedy
administration)—Lippmann’s vigorous critique of U.S. policy in Vietnam was

unaltered.

At the close of the Second World War French leaders determined to recoup their
former Indochinese colony.? Asthe war against the Japanese ended, the lines were
being drawn in Indochina—with French troops liberating Saigon on 12 August 1945,
and Ho Chi Minh’sforces entering Hanoi just eight days later. Paris officias pledged
to find a diplomatic solution as small-scale skirmishes broke out between Viet Minh
fighters and French troopsin the fall of 1945 and into 1946. But arift shortly
emerged among French policymakers. On 6 March 1946, Jean Sainteny,

commissioner for the Tonkin region of Indochina (northern Vietnam), signed accords
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with Ho recognizing his Democratic Republic of Vietham (DRV) “as afree state and
as amember of the Indochinese Federation and the French Union.”® Almost
simultaneously, however, the High Commissioner for Indochina, Admiral Thierry

d’ Argenlieu, proposed a plan that Paris officials soon adopted to divide Indochina
into five separate states. Laos, Tonkin, Cambodia, Cochinchina, and Annan—all of
which would fall under the “French Union” umbrella. The proposal was intended to
secure French power in Cochinchina (the southern colony which held Saigon and
France' s largest stake of economic interests) and to isolate the DRV in the northern
Annan and Tonkin regions. In November a French naval cruiser shelled Haiphong
killing an estimated 6,000 civilians. On 19 December, the Vietminh launched a
surprise attack on French installations throughout Vietnam. These two incidentsin
late-1946 plunged the region into a full-scale war which—with varying degrees of
intensity—would last for three decades.”

Undersecretary of State Dean G. Acheson and other U.S. officials were not
eager to underwrite a French return to colonial rulein Indochina.®> Washington
officials preferred a negotiated settlement between the French and the nationalist Viet
Nam Doc Lap Dong Minh (Viethamese Independence League), or “Vietminh” for
short. During this period Washington’s policies were reactive and keyed to keeping

Paris contented enough to support America’ s containment strategy or reconstruction

% A true international history of the Vietnam War from 1945 to 1975 remains to be written. The closest
example of such awork is R.B. Smith’s three-volume study which picks up in 1955: An International
History of the Vietnam War (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1983-1991).

® For a concise account on the intersection of U.S. and French policy in Vietnam in the late 1940s, see
Ronald L. McGlothen, Controlling the Waves. Dean Acheson and U.S. Foreign Policy in Asia (New
York: Norton, 1993): quote on p. 168.

* George C. Herring, America’s Longest War: The United States and Vietnam, 1950-1975 (New Y ork:
McGraw-Hill Inc., 1986): 6-8. For the early postwar years and French efforts to reassert its power in
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and militarization in Western Europe. Negotiations between Paris and the DRV
collapsed in May 1947 and, later that year, the French began to cultivate Bao Dai, the
former emperor of Annan, to lead a plaint, anti-Communist government. On 8 March
1949, the French gave Bao Dail limited powers of governance. With Acheson now
installed as Secretary, the State Department refused to seek greater concessions from
the government of Vincent Auriol, even though high-ranking U.S. diplomats warned
that nationalist aspirations would drive most Vietnamese to support Ho Chi Minh's
republic.® In June 1949, Bao Dai became Chief of State of Vietnam, and Washington
cabled its congratul ations.

In the short-term, the Truman administration refused to extend direct military
aid to French forcesin Indochina. That policy evolved over time, with Washington
committing more resources to keep the French engaged in Indochina. Years|ater,
Acheson complained that Paris officials “blackmailed” the Truman administration by
threatening to pull out and leave the U.S. to pick up the pieces. Indochina policy
during his tenure, he admitted in his memoirs, was a“muddled hodgepodge.””
Reluctant or not, Acheson helped to administer an American program which provided
$1.9 hillion in unrestricted economic aid to France between the fall of 1945 and July
1948. While the U.S. refused throughout 1949 and early 1950 to equip French forces
suppressing Ho Chi Minh’s independence movement, it was clear that the scale of

American economic aid to France enabled Paris to mount maor military operationsin

Indochina, see Ellen Hammer, The Struggle for Indochina, 1940-1955 (Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1966): especialy, p. 148-202.

® McGlothen, Controlling the Waves: 163-201; especially pp. 169-170 and 180-182.

® James Chace, Acheson: The Secretary of State Who Created the American World (New Y ork: Simon
and Schuster, 1998): 262-269.

" Dean G. Acheson, Present at the Creation (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Company, 1969): 671-678,
on Indochina policy from 1949-1954; quote on p. 673. See also, Chace, Acheson: 267.
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Indochina. By choosing to support Paris's Indochina policy up until the Korean War
“on French terms, [Acheson] put the United States directly in line to inherit a French
war.”®

Lippmann did not support U.S. aid to help the French reassert colonia control
in Indochina. On 9 January 1949, he told Today and Tomorrow readers that support
for Asian nationalism was not just “promising” but the “most truly American way.”
Washington must disavow the imperialism of the Western European countries, he
wrote. “Our most precious asset in Asiais our ability to persuade the people of Asia
that thereis a nation in the Western world, more powerful than the Soviet Union,
which sympathizes with their struggle for independence, and has no wish to exploit
it,” Lippmann concluded.? In blunt terms, Walter Lippmann warned University of
Chicago Professor of International Law Quincy A. Wright that there was a “danger
that we are underwriting the imperialism of the western powersin Asia” Lippmann
wanted Washington to take an independent posture in Asia by establishing relations
with governments in Indonesia, Indochina, Malaysia, and by “openly associating”
with Nehru's India. He also believed U.S. officials should challenge the French and
Dutch governments on the issue of why large portions of Marshall Plan aid were
“siphoned off” to wage the Indochinese and Indonesian wars. He concluded, “we
must deal directly with the problem of not associating ourselves with the western

colonial powersin their reactionary policiesin Asia.”*°

® McGlothen, Controlling the Waves: 201.

° Lippmann, T&T, “Americain Asia,” 10 January 1949.

 Lippmann to Quincy A. Wright, 14 February 1949, Box 111, Folder 2280, Series |11, Walter
Lippmann Collection, Sterling Memorial Library, Yale University, New Haven, CT (hereinafter
referred to as“WLC"); see also, Wright to Lippmann, 11 February 1949. Wright went so far asto
argue that by joining NATO, the U.S. reinforced European imperialismin Asia. “The North Atlantic
arrangement might not only make us atail to the imperialist dog, but it might convince Asiathat we
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A number of imperatives inhered in Washington officials' decision to initiate
agradual assumption of financing the war on behalf of the French. Inlarge measure,
Washington's monetary support—Ilike the military aid that followed—was meant to
relieve economic pressures on Paris and to ensure its participation in the NATO
aliance. Until after the Korean War, U.S. officials viewed Indochina as a secondary
concern, adrain on military assets better deployed to deter a Soviet invasion of
Europe. But they feared that if the French pulled up stakes and left Indochina only
U.S. military forces could fill the power vacuum. Increasingly, U.S. officials—unlike
Lippmann—placed a high premium on the psychological and political fallout from
the“loss” of Vietnam.** American prestige, they argued in amirror-opposite
argument from Lippmann, was staked on empowering Southeast Asian regimes to
withstand Communist insurgencies through military and economic aid and, when
needed, U.S. intervention.

Mao Zedong' s consolidation of Communist power on mainland China (and
the specter of Beijing-directed insurgency movements), reinforced an American
policy of support for French military pacification of Indochina. Mao’svictory also
accelerated the process of Vietnamese autonomy. On 30 December 1949, Paris
transferred all constitutional power to Bao Dai—in effect, creating a sovereign
government and fulfilling Washington’s wishes. A month later the French National

Assembly voted to extend recognition to Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia as

had abandoned interest in their security, and it might transfer the major political discussions of high
politics to the North Atlantic Council and thus by-pass the United Nations so far as security problems
are concerned.” Lippmann rejected that assessment, arguing that the U.S. could maintain separate
policies toward Asia.

" See, for instance, the language in NSC-124, “ Statement of Policy by the National Security Council:
Review of U.S. Foreign Policy in the Far East,” 20 August 1954, Foreign Relations of the United
Sates, 1952-1954, 12: 771-774 (hereinafter cited as FRUS).
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independent states within the French Union. On 7 February 1950, Washington and
London extended de jure recognition to the Bao Dal regime and U.S. policymakers
were swiftly determining what proportions of military and economic aid would
follow. By March 1950, Acheson determined that Washington “ predicated its course
of action in Indochina. . . on the assumption that fundamental objectives of [the] US
and France in Indochina are in substantial coincidence.”?

Soviet recognition of Ho Chi Minh’'s government in late-January 1950,
however, became the catalyst for amajor U.S. commitment to directly aid French
Union forcesin Indochina.®® On 27 February 1950, the National Security Council
produced NSC-64 a sweeping policy document that fixed an American policy of
underwriting French military efforts with an influx of money and arms. American
security interests required “that all practical measures be taken to prevent further

communist expansion in Southeast Asia. Indochinais akey area of Southeast Asia

and is under immediate threat,” the authors concluded.'*

** Acheson to David K.E. Bruce, 29 March 1950, FRUS, 1950, 6 (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office): 768-771. Acheson’soverall pattern in dealing with Cold War threats was to move
from a more moderate approach to a hard line stance. For more on this aspect of his career, see Robert
L. Beisner, “Patterns of Peril: Dean Acheson Joins the Cold Warriors,” Diplomatic History 20 (no. 3,
summer 1996): 321-355. Acheson’s lament about adjacent Southeast Asian governments' seeming
lack of concern about the Viet Minh movement, reflected the prevailing view in Washington. “Ho Chi
Minhisnot [a] patriotic nationalist but Commie Party member with all the sinister implications
involved in the relationship,” Acheson cabled American Ambassador to Thailand Edwin F. Stanton.
When Stanton replied that Thai ambivalence had more to do with “detestation” of the French-
sanctioned Bao Dai government—and “that it completely outweighs [the] danger [of] Ho Chi Minh”—
Acheson was unmoved. See Acheson to Stanton, 17 January 1950 and Stanton’s 19 January reply,
FRUS, 1950 6: 697.

* “Memorandum by the Director of the Office of Eastern European Affairs to the Assistant Secretary
of State for European Affairs,” FRUS, 1950 6: 710-711; “Military Aid for Indochina,” 1 February
1950, FRUS, 1950 6: 711-715.

“ NSC-64/1, “The Position of the United States with Respect Toward Indochina,” 27 February 1950,
FRUS, 1950 6: 744-747. Not surprisingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred with this analysis, citing
the strategic threatsif Indochinawas lost: loss of vital raw materials, disruption to lines of
communication, threat to Japan, India, and Australia, the likely collapse of all Southeast Asia, the
direct threat to American interests in Japan because of its economic and military isolation, and the
probability that control of Southeast Asiawould alleviate China’ s food problems and provide the
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During the spring of 1950, Lippmann clarified his position on America srole
in Indochina. Like Acheson he feared that Paris might pull out and leave the U.S. to
fight an unwinnable guerillawar. But his answer was not to open the military
hardware spigot to the French. As Congress debated a bill to aid French Union
forces, Lippmann penned two important columns that advised U.S. officials to avoid
extending military support to France. Aid under the Mutual Defense Assistance Act
would be an ineffective, quick fix, Lippmann explained on 21 February 1950. He
guestioned the American “tendency to reduce our foreign policy to the question of
how much money and how many weapons Congress can be induced to vote in order
to strengthen the weak situations. Thisis an attempt to conduct foreign policy
without resorting to diplomacy.”*> Lippmann, moreover, saw instability in Indochina
within alarger frame of reference—the question of China s place as agreat power.
American recognition of Mao Zedong's government, aswell asitsinclusion in the
United Nations, was the key to creating stability in the region, he wrote. Lippmann
believed the Indochinese states that emerged from French rule would find their places
in China s*“orbit”: “the key to Indo-Chinais Mao as the key to the Greek situation
was Tito.” Diplomatic contact with Beijing, which might induce it to adopt aforeign
policy independent of Moscow’s, was afar more effective and less costly policy,
Lippmann believed. U.S. policymakers should “try to defend Indo-China by
diplomacy in Peiping as well as by materia aid, and not solely by subsidizing

resistance to a guerillawar in Indo-China,” he concluded.’®

Soviets with key strategic materials. See Louis Johnson to Acheson, 14 April 1950, FRUS, 1950 6:
780-785.

* Lippmann, T&T, “Frozen Policiesin the Cold War,” 21 February 1950.

*1bid.

306



In April 1950, as Congress crafted legislation to provide direct military
assistance to French forces, Lippmann re-affirmed his position—this time adding that
the situation was so bleak that not even massive American military assistance would
likely preserve French control in Indochina. “Put bluntly but truthfully, the French
army can be counted on to go on defending Southeast Asiaonly if the Congress of the
United States will pledge itself to subsidize heavily—in terms of several hundred
million dollars ayear and for many years to come—a French colonial war to subdue
not only the Communists but the nationalists aswell,” Lippmann wrote.” Again, the
message was clear: diplomacy not military aid was required to end an intractable civil
war. He proposed that a U.N. commission, led by India and Pakistan, mediate a
settlement and guarantee the protection of the Indochinese states. He mocked the
administration’s piece-meal strategy. “The French colonial army, Bao Dai, alittle
American money and some arms, alittle bit of Point 4, afew visiting warships, and a
lot of ringing declarations are not enough to make a policy that has any prospect of
success,” Lippmann warned. “We shall have to rise above the notion that it can be
dealt with by giving some help to the French, and we shall have to put the problemin
adifferent and larger frame of negotiation.”*®

U.S. officias chose amilitary option—albeit one in which awar against
Communist expansion would be fought by proxy. On 1 May 1950, less than a month
after Lippmann’s columns appeared, the Truman administration authorized $10
million in aid, the first installment of direct military support for French forcesin

Indochina. Later that year, the U.S. committed an additional $133 million to Paris,

Y Lippmann, T&T, “Total Diplomacy in Southeast Asia,” 4 April 1950.
* 1bid.
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including immediate authorization for the delivery of arms, ammunition, naval
vessels, aircraft, and military vehicles. The French Union governments received
another $50 million in direct economic and technical support from Washington in
1950.° The Korean War accelerated this established process of American funding of
the French war effort, as it indeed globalized the American containment policy. But
in Indochina, American policymakers had already firmly committed themselves to the
decision to aid the Bao Dai government directly—to make the French effort more
effective and efficient. Washington’sfirst disbursements were authorized nearly two
months before the North Korean invasion. Walter Lippmann repeatedly advised

against these decisions.

Lippmann backed Dwight D. Eisenhower’s presidential candidacy in 1952 primarily
because he believed the hero-general would be more moderate in his exercise of
power.?’ Lippmann approved the framework of the New Look foreign policy the
president developed, particularly the administration’s promise to retrench
conventional military commitments overseas. But the columnist soon homed in on

the moralist rhetoric of Secretary of State John Foster Dulles—attacking it asa

* Truman to Acheson, 1 May 1950, FRUS, 1950 6: 791; see also, Herring, America’s Longest War: 18-
22.

* The theme of restraint and the responsible use of power is conveyed in anumber of books on
Eisenhower. See for example, John Lewis Gaddis—Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of
Postwar American National Security Policy (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1982): see
especialy, pp. 129-136; and Gaddis, The Long Peace: Inquiries Into the History of the Cold War (New
Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1987): see especially on the use of nuclear weapons, pp. 140-146. See
also, Robert A. Divine, Eisenhower and the Cold War (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1981): 3-
30. A magjor biography that agrees with these assessments is Stephen Ambrose’ s Eisenhower: Soldier
and President (New Y ork: Simon and Schuster, 1991). Robert Kaiser challenges the assumption that
Eisenhower was cautious and dubious about the chances for American success in Southeast Asia; see
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Wilsonian throwback and thus abruptly ending his long association with Dulles.
Lippmann particularly regretted Eisenhower’ s willingness to transfer U.S. resources
out of Koreato an enlarged commitment in Vietnam. Reluctant to send troopsto
Southeast Asia, the Eisenhower administration nevertheless set the political
framework for later intervention.

Eisenhower’ s humble origins, decades of experience in asmall, budget-
strapped army, and his political acumen in snuffing out intra-alliance rivalries during
World War |1, shaped his leadership style. From 1946 to 1948, Lippmann met the
general for interviews and on socia occasions, striking up amildly effusive
correspondence.”* As tensions rose between the Soviet Union and the United States
in early 1946, Eisenhower advised against provocative military preparations. On 2
June 1946, as Chief of Staff of the Army, Eisenhower delivered a speech to the
Reserve Officers Association Convention which highlighted his moderation.
“Occasionally we hear predictions as to how and where and why the next war will be
fought,” Eisenhower told the audience. “Such talk is more than foolish: itis
vicious.”# Lippmann wrote Eisenhower that he was “very much moved” by that
passage. He added, “| aimost fedl that the soldiers are going to have to save the peace
which the diplomats and politicians will, if they don’t look out, most surely wreck.”%

In 1948, when Eisenhower |eft the Pentagon to serve as president of Columbia

Kaiser, American Tragedy: Kennedy, Johnson, and the Origins of the Vietnam War (Cambridge:
Belknap Press of Harvard University, 2000): 10-35.

# There are perhaps 15 |l etters exchanged between Eisenhower and Lippmann (c. 1945-1951) which
can be found in their manuscript collections.

 The Papers of Dwight David Eisenhower: The Chief of Staff, Volume 7, Louis Galamboset. al .,
editors (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1978): 1104. Eisenhower’sreply to
Lippmann is printed.

% Lippmann to Dwight D. Eisenhower, 4 June 1946, Pre-Presidential Name Files, Dwight D.
Eisenhower Presidential Library, Abilene, KS (hereinafter referred to as“DDEL”).
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University, the columnist wrote this serendipitous note: “Don’t go too far away. We
shall need you again soon.”** He welcomed Eisenhower’ s appointment as supreme
NATO commander in 1950. As Lippmann’s frustrations with Truman mounted, he
gravitated toward the idea of a popular, moderate Republican in the White House.”
Lippmann never thought Eisenhower to be avisionary leader but he
neverthel ess supported Ike' s 1952 campaign early believing that a centrist president
might bring the Republican Party to the center and make it less dependent on its right
wing. For decades, Democratic control of the White House had made the
Republicans fatuous and mischievous out of power, Lippmann told readers that
January.?® Joseph McCarthy’s antics in the Senate were a direct result of the party’s
marginalization in American politics, he believed. ke he equated with responsibility.
He worried, however, that Eisenhower would squander his considerable popularity in
an ineffective campaign. He explained to Massachusetts Senator Leverett Saltonstall,
aleading Eisenhower proponent, his concern that the presumptive candidate keep off

the campaign trail until the summer: “All hisinexperience will, | think, be exposed to

# Lippmann to Eisenhower, 6 February 1948, Pre-Presidential Name Files, DDEL.

* By 1952 it seemed asif Lippmann’s aspiration for an Eisenhower candidacy reflected the popular
sentimentality that he earlier disparaged. 1n 1948, he had written the British diplomat Robert Brand
that the public speculation that both parties might nominate the war hero produced an “almost
irrational demand for Eisenhower.” He explained, “This demand is not based on ajudgment of his
capacities as a President; it is akind of romantic projection upon him of al the wishes of the people.
They would like to think that this most engaging man possesses al the qualities they wish the
President of the United States would have.” Eisenhower lacked the “intellectual equipment” and
“experience” Lippmann told Lewis W. Douglas as the Republican convention approached that summer.
“Heisnot areal figurein our public life but akind of dream boy embodying al the unsatisfied wishes
of the people who are discontented with things as they are.” Lippmann to Robert Brand, 5 April 1948,
reprinted in Public Philosopher: Selected Letters of Walter Lippmann, edited by John Morton Blum
(New York: Ticknor and Fields, 1985): 509-510; Lippmann to Lewis W. Douglas, 9 July 1948,
reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 514.

% See, for instance, Lippmann, T& T, “ Eisenhower,” 10 January 1952, Washington Post: 11. “In my
view the problem of the transfer of power from one party to the other is of overriding importance,”
Lippmann wrote. “A change of party has become most necessary after 20 years.” See also, Stedl,
Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 480-483.
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the country, and the American people, we must not forget, can turn quickly against
their heroes.” Consequently, he advised Saltonstall that Eisenhower should run a
“very aloof campaign . . . one which keeps him in the position of being above the
party struggle.”*’

Lippmann recommended much the same strategy to Herbert Bayard Swope,
an Eisenhower enthusiast and political advisor. Lippmann assured the famous
publicist that he agreed “entirely about 1ke” and his desirability as a centrist,
internationalist Republican. “The thing that | have been worrying about in
connection with him,” Lippmann confided to Swope, “is his tendency to talk too
much on too many subjects. Now, of course, he does this privately, but once he takes
off hisuniform, | am afraid hewon't easily restrain himself.” Lippmann continued
that Eisenhower’s “great strength and his great value to the country” was his ability to
unify the public by embracing “the big things for which there are really no violent
issues’; in particular, Lippmann meant finding an end to the Korean War. He
warned, however, that Eisenhower “must find some formulafor not getting entangled
in the little issues that are quite hot and full of politics,” obliquely aluding to Taiwan
and the China Lobby. Without elaborating, Lippmann insisted that as a candidate
Eisenhower “must take refuge in the formulathat these issues are blown up politically
and that he doesn’t propose to deliver curbstone opinions about them, that his habit is
to make careful inquiries, and to make up his mind after he has heard all the experts
and that while he knows what he thinks on the great issues of principle and policy

both at home and abroad, heisn’t prepared to pass on every detail about every issue

" Lippmann to Leverett Saltonstall, 11 January 1952, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 566.
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that has been debated in Congress for the last 10 years.”*® Swope summarized this
information for Eisenhower, explaining that he had contacted Lippmann initialy “to
smoke him out—to align him on the side of God. | think this has been done.” Swope
added, “1 wanted to give you the view of a serious-minded man (God knows heis
serious enough!) for what it isworth. In my book you will do!” On 15 April 1952,
during his annual spring visit to Europe, Lippmann met with Eisenhower at the
Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) command in Brusselsto
discuss mgjor policy issues and the campaigning topics Lippmann covered in his
letter to Swope. The NATO commander wrote Swope, “the * serious-minded’
gentleman . . . and | spent amost enjoyable timetogether. . . | feel that we both have a
better understanding now of each other’s thinking.” Lippmann did not repudiate his
support despite disappointment with Eisenhower’ s uninspiring campaign and, more
significantly, amuch closer ideological affinity to his friend, Democratic candidate

Adlai Stevenson.*

% Lippmann to Herbert Bayard Swope, 27 March 1952, WL C; see also Swope' sinitial letter to
Lippmann, 26 March 1952. Portions reprinted in Galambos et. a., The Papers of Dwight David
Eisenhower: NATO and the Campaign of 1952, Volume X111: 1189-90.

* Eisenhower to Herbert Bayard Swope, 24 April 1952, ibid.; portions of Swope's letter of 9 April
1952 to Eisenhower also are reprinted in Volume XII1.

* When the lllinois governor had consulted Lippmann about accepting the Democratic nomination if it
were offered to himin 1952, Lippmann advised against it. Asthe columnist recalled it, he told
Stevenson not to run “because | would have such a miserable year resisting him, if he did.” Lippmann
recognized that his one-time Woodley Road neighbor would not have the domestic political clout to
make critical foreign policy decisionsin Asiawithout severe criticism from Congressional
Republicans. Fearing a Stevenson administration would be little more than a reprise of the late-
Truman years, Lippmann supported Eisenhower principally for his twin concerns about liquidating the
American commitment in Korea and restoring an out-of-balance political system at home, rather than
from any enthusiasm for the Republican’s policy ideas. Lippmann to Wilmarth Lewis, 13 October
1952, reprinted in Blum, Public Philosopher: 567.

One story is particularly revealing. Weeks after the election, the columnist visited a
conference at the Massachusetts Ingtitute Technology Center for International Studies. Afterward,
returning to the airport to catch a plane back to Washington, Lippmann struck up a conversation about
the election with his driver, Francis Bator, a graduate student who would later serve as an NSC staff
member and European affairs advisor in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations. Whom had Bator
supported? Lippmann asked. To which the young man replied, Stevenson. “Well, Francis, if | was
your age that is exactly where | would sit,” Lippmann remarked. “It'sfor an old man like to worry
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Y et, during the Eisenhower years, for personal and institutional reasons,
Lippmann was persona non grata in the White House. Unlike Wilson, Franklin
Roosevelt, Truman, and, later, Kennedy and Johnson, Eisenhower never once sought
Lippmann’s advice on foreign policy issues.®* Eisenhower, who took few reporters
into his confidence, had stopped reading Today and Tomorrow after assuming the
NATO command in 1950.* Lippmann, he believed, wrote without sufficient
knowledge of the issues and held a particularly naive view about the prospects of a
military withdrawal from Europe and the creation of a decentralized federation of
historic German states. As president, however, he knew of Lippmann’s criticisms
even if he refused to read them. During the Suez crisisin the fall of 1956—when
Lippmann lashed out at the administration for allowing Anglo-American relations to
fall into disrepair and eventually rupture because of ajoint British-French effort to
seize the Suez Cana—Eisenhower dismissed him. “From what | am told, Walter
Lippmann and the Alsops have lots of idea, but they are far from good,” the president
explained to afriend, “—about what you’ d expect from your youngest grandchild.”*

When John Hay “Jock” Whitney, who served as Eisenhower’ s ambassador to Great

Britain for two years, bought the New Y ork Herald Tribune (Lippmann’s employer)

about maintaining the balance and worrying about the Republicans not being in office since 1932. The
nuances and subtleties are fine for an old man like me, but if | were your age, Stevenson is exactly who
| would vote for.” Francis Bator, interview with author, 25 January 2001, Cambridge, MA.

* John Tebbel and Sarah Miles Watts make this claim in The Press and the Presidency: From George
Washington to Ronald Reagan (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1985): 475. The authors cite no
evidence for this claim, though Lippmann’s appointment diaries indicate that Lippmann was never
summoned to the White House during Eisenhower’ s two terms.

% Craig Allen, Eisenhower and the Mass Media: Peace, Prosperity, and Prime-Time TV (Chapel Hill,
NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1993): Eisenhower evaluation of Lippmann, p. 49; on
columnists generally, see p. 49-54. For a summary of the few journalists whom Eisenhower
respected—Arthur Krock, Roscoe Drummond, and David L awrence—see Eisenhower to Lucille
Dawson Eisenhower, 6 May 1960, The Papers of Dwight David Eisenhower: The Presidency—
Keeping the Peace, Volume XX: 1936-1937.
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in 1958 the president wrote him with the hope that the paper might drop its noted
columnist, for whom Eisenhower had “no respect, no admiration and no liking.”*
Jock Whitney did not drop Lippmann, but he offered little financial enticement to
keep the columnist on staff (in 1963, Phil Graham lured Lippmann away to the
Washington Post with alucrative deal). Until the last years of his life Eisenhower
complained of the columnist’s “fuzzy thinking.” In 1968, when Lippmann wrote a
Newsweek column that argued Eisenhower’ s support for the Vietham War prevented
the Republican Party from campaigning on behalf of a negotiated settlement, the
former president dismissed the idea as Lippmann’s old “habit of setting up a straw
man that he can enthusiastically destroy.”*® Lippmann’s analysis, like that of many
other Washington pundits, led Eisenhower to get his news “from the news columns
and not the ‘ columnists.’” %

Institutional developments also acted as a barrier between the president and

columnist. Though Eisenhower held an astounding 193 press conferences, he rarely

* See Eisenhower to Edward Everett Hazlitt, Jr., 2 November 1956, The Papers of Dwight David
Eisenhower: The Presidency—The Middle Way, Volume XVII: 235-237

* Eisenhower to John Hay Whitney, 5 May 1958, The Papers of Dwight David Eisenhower: The
Presidency—Keeping the Peace, Volume XI1X: 866-867. The president may have been referring to
Alsop, too; however, thiswas during a period when Lippmann was particularly critical of
Eisenhower’ s policy in Quemoy, Matsu, Taiwan and Berlin. Eisenhower explained to Whitney that he
believed newspapers' reliance on columnists to be “an abdication of responsibility.” He complained
about New York Times reporters’ “high degree of latitude in expressing their personal ‘opinions.’” He
told Whitney: “The news columns belong to the public; the editorial pages to the paper itself.”
Jokingly, he added that “ despite such people as Lippmann [and] Alsop . . . | remain loyal to the paper.”
See The Papers of Dwight David Eisenhower: The Presidency—Keeping the Peace, Volume XXI:
2168-2169.

* Herbert Hoover Oral History Collection, Dwight D. Eisenhower Interview (1967): 105, Hoover
Library, Stanford, CA; Eisenhower to Milton Eisenhower, 15 January 1968, Box 1, Milton Eisenhower
Papers, DDEL. Seealso, Lippmann, “The Hard Choice,” 7 October 1968, Newsweek: 27.

* Unlike JFK and LBJ, Eisenhower had no confidants among the Washington press—no Alsop, no
White, no Reston, certainly not Lippmann. As James Hagerty recalled, that was a conscious and
purposeful strategy. See Hagerty’s Oral History, OH-91, (April 1968), DDEL. In his post-presidential
years, Eisenhower explained his reservations thisway: “I do not mean that all [columnists] are
consciously engaged in misleading the public. However, many of them are not only prejudiced and
one-sided in their viewpoints, but on top of that are badly informed as to fact and carelessin their
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met with reporters on an informal basis. Press Secretary James Hagerty carefully
choreographed Eisenhower’s relationship with the national media.®" The scripted
news conferences amed at the newest form of media—television. In part, this
strategy enabled Eisenhower to address Americans directly, by-passing the
established Washington print press corps. Through such innovations Hagerty proved
to be aformidable public relations manager, especialy after Eisenhower’s 1955 heart
attack. The chain-smoking press secretary regularly flanked the president, ensuring
that the news was “managed constantly and continuously,” Lippmann recalled years
later. “[Hagerty] isreally the biggest expert thereisat it.”*

Finally, Lippmann—as he did with virtually all the men whom he entrusted
with his political hopes and ideals—grew frustrated with Eisenhower in office.
Though cognizant of the domestic constraints working on the new administration, he
shortly expressed impatience with Eisenhower’ s meager effortsto silence the
Republican Party’ sright wing. By the time of McCarthy’s Army hearingsin the
spring of 1954, Lippmann’s disillusionment was nearly piqued at the President’s
seeming inability to discipline Capitol Hill Republicans. Describing the McCarthy
purges as “mob rule” and a clear usurpation of executive power, Lippmann assailed
the Eisenhower administration for failing to reign in the Wisconsin senator and his

supporters.®® Aslate as 1955, however, Lippmann recognized the powerful

allegations.” Eisenhower to Wilbur V. Dunn, 26 August 1964, DDE Principa File (1964), Post-
Presidential Papers, Box 33, DDEL.

" Allen, Eisenhower and the Mass Media: especially, 52-63.

* Lippmann, Conversations with Walter Lippmann: 147. See Craig Allen’s able and lucid discussion
of the Eisenhower Administration’s media strategies in Eisenhower and the Mass Media: esp. pp. 47-
63.

* See, for example, Lippmann, T& T, “The McCarthy-Stevens Affair, 1 March 1954. For his part,
Eisenhower never forgave the treatment he received from the media for that episode. See Allen’s
Eisenhower and the Mass Media: 50-54. As early as the spring of 1950, Lippmann had criticized
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conservative forces working against a policy of disengagement in the cold war. He
was willing to give Eisenhower the benefit of the doubt as the president readied
himself for hisfirst summit meeting with Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev. Politics at
home, Lippmann told readers, fundamentally shaped a good cop-bad cop routine
employed by the president and his secretary of state, John Foster Dulles. “For this
point-counterpoint of Eisenhower hopefulness and Dulles wet blanket there have been
anumber of explanations. for example, that Eisenhower never reads the fine print
whereas Dullesis an expert on the fine print—or that Eisenhower believesin the
natural goodness of man and that Dulles believesin original sin,” Lippmann wrote.
Thiswas a political maneuver, Lippmann conjectured, a*“harmony of two parts’ with
the President spinning optimism for public consumption and Dulles assuaging the
fears of hard-line Republican senators that the administration was preparing to
negotiate with Communists. The President’s end goal, Lippmann still hoped, was to
neutralize his party’s right wing and proceed with “disengagement and conciliation”

with Moscow and Beijing.*® Already, however, Eisenhower’s policiesin Asiawere

McCarthy. He encouraged Senator Margaret Chase Smith of Maine to speak out against her red-
baiting colleague. On 23 May 1950, Smith visited Lippmann’s home, seeking advice on whether to
challenge McCarthy directly with afloor speech. “Lippmann,” Smith recalled, “expressed strong
approval, but he did not suggest any theme or wording for my potential speech. A little more than a
week later, Smith delivered her “Declaration of Conscience” speech—becoming the first Senator to
challenge McCarthy. See PatriciaL. Schmidt, Margaret Chase Smith: Beyond Convention (Orono,
ME: University of Maine Press, 1996): 213.

“ Lippmann, T&T, “The Eisenhower-Dulles Duet,” 12 July 1955. Lippmann initially had few strategic
disagreements with Eisenhower’ s foreign policy. He embraced the prospect of a sharply curbed
containment policy, endorsing the expansion of the nuclear program in exchange for reductionsin
conventional forces, overseas commitments, and military interventions in post-colonial regions. All
things considered, Lippmann found what John Gaddis later dubbed as Eisenhower’ s “ asymmetrical”
containment far preferable to Truman’'s “ symmetrical” version; the former had the merit of focusing
U.S. forces and the latter the problem of dispersing them, Lippmann thought. The notion of a
“containing military ring of anti-Communist states.. . . isout of date,” he wrotein 1955, for it was
undermined by the Soviets' achievement of nuclear weapons. Lippmann, T& T, “Mr. Dulles and the
Basic Decision,” 18 January 1954. If mutual nuclear deterrence raised the ultimate stakes, he thought,
it also diminished the likelihood that either side would undertake provocative or unilateral adventures.
Discussing the New Look in early 1954 after Dulles debuted the idea before the Council on Foreign
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leading Lippmann to doubt that the administration would progress toward hisideal of
amodus vivendi with the Russians or the PRC.

It was in his capacity as secretary of the Inquiry that Lippmann first met John
Foster Dulles at the 1919 Paris Peace Conference. Both men were deeply chastened
by the failure of the conference, the recalcitrance of the European democraciesin
regard to crafting ajust peace, Wilson'sinability to win support in the Senate and
public, and hisinsistence on basing high moral principle on shaky domestic political
foundations.** For decades afterward, when they retreated to private life and became
fixturesin New Y ork society, Lippmann and Dulles carried on a friendly
correspondence. They shared many internationalist assumptions, but increasingly,
Dulles tendency to analyze foreign affairsin moral, pseudo-religious terms was an

entering wedge that eventually split them apart.*

Relations, Lippmann told readers, “What we are giving up is our reliance on military means as the
main instrument of our leadership in the Cold War . . . by its very specialization, our military policy
will prevent us from contemplating any changes by military means.” Over time, however, Lippmann
lost enthusiasm for this approach—even though it meant in practice that the Eisenhower administration
was less likely to commit American ground forces in every place where Communist insurgents posed a
threat.

* On Dulles especially, see Townshend Hoopes, The Devil and John Foster Dulles (Boston: Little,
Brown, and Company, 1973): 28-32. A standard biography is Richard Immerman, John Foster Dulles:
Piety, Pragmatism, and Power in U.S. Foreign Policy (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources Inc.,
1999).

42 Lippmann and Dulles's difference began to emerge in 1944 when Dulles served as the chief foreign
policy adviser to New Y ork Governor and GOP presidential candidate Thomas Dewey. Lippmann
devoted a column to attack a Dewey speech on the Polish issue which had implied that Franklin
Roosevelt had abandoned the principle of Polish autonomy. Such campaign rhetoric, Lippmann wrote
on 21 October 1944, served only to complicate negotiations and make the Polish government’s
position “irreconcilable.” Lippmann, T&T, “Governor Dewey in Foreign Affairs,” 21 October 1944,
Washington Post: 7. He also disputed Dewey’ s interpretation of the provisions of the Romanian
armistice—which were disproportionately disadvantageous to the Soviets. Dulles countered privately:
“The basic difference between you and the Governor is that you do not believe that the United States
should have any policies at all except in relation to areas we can make those policies good through
material force. . . . | believe, and | think the Governor believes, that moral force is a potent reality and
that the American people should continue to stand for principles of human liberty and freedom as of
universal application, and so irrespective of whether or not they are willing or able to achieve them by
fighting.” JFD to WL, 22 October 1944, WLC, Box, 68 see Lippmann’sreply of 25 October 1944,
WLC, box 68, folder 667.
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Ultimately, Dulles's public moralism, though mitigated by his private
diplomacy, alienated Lippmann.* Even before he became secretary of state, Dulles
had authored a polemical book, War and Peace (1950), and, shortly after the invasion
of South Korea, publicly declared that the U.S. should “find the ways to paralyze the
slimy, octopus-like tentacles that reach out from Moscow to suck our blood.”**
Dulles diplomatic maneuvering at the 1954 Geneva Conference and hisincreasingly
bellicose rhetoric, as during the first Taiwan Straights crisis in 1955, concerned
Lippmann. Dulles s negotiating tactics, his treatment of George F. Kennan, after the
diplomat’ s recall from Moscow, and particularly his refusal to countenance

neutralism among less powerful nations caught in the superpower standoff henceforth

made him afavorite target of derision in Today and Tomorrow.

Assigning blame for the origins of the Cold War became sport between the two men. 1n 1948
both Lippmann and Dulles chose Dewey as their candidate against Truman. Dulles again served as
Dewey’s foreign policy expert and, had the governor been elected, would almost certainly have
become his nominee for secretary of state. Though supportive, Lippmann repeatedly cautioned Dulles
about using the failure of the Y alta agreements and the disposition of Poland as a campaign issue
against the Democrats. “It really isn’t fair to imply that the United States had the power to compel the
Russians to act differently in the area which was under complete domination of the Red Army,”
Lippmann wrote. Dewey—and by extension Dulles—gambled by calling attention to his prewar
position, Lippmann observed. “It will be easy to point out that if Roosevelt and Churchill made
greater concessions to Stalin at Tehran and Y alta than we wish they had, the compelling reason was the
relative military weakness of Great Britain and the United States and their dependence on the Red
Army. From that it isan easy step to the argument that our military preparednessin 1941 was a
determining cause of our diplomatic weakness later and, of course, the Republican Party bears a heavy
responsibility for our un-preparednessin the early stages of the war.” Lippmann to Dulles, 13
February 1948, Box 68, folder 667, WLC.

* Immerman, John Foster Dulles: 196-197. Immerman points to Dulles's “ contradictory legacy,”
noting that Dulles “ demonstrated sophistication and enlightened understanding of the problems
inherent in an international system that did not accommodate nationalist aspirations.” Yet, “by
overestimating the reach of communism, Dulles underestimated the power of nationalism. He thereby
aligned the United States with the status quo, producing the very alienation, unrest, and instability that
he predicted would result from opposing dynamic elements’ in the developing countries. “Dulles
thought strategically,” Immerman concludes, “but too often he behaved tactically.” See also, Ronald
W. Pruessen’ s John Foster Dulles: The Road to Power (New Y ork: Free Press, 1982): especially, 499-
509. In astudy that traces Dulles' s approach to foreign affairs up until 1952, Pruessen—in contrast to
Immerman—convincingly argues that Dulles's streak of moralism was present at a formative stage
and fundamentally shaped his approach to international relations.
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While Dwight Eisenhower fulfilled his campaign pledge to conclude a Korean
War armistice on 27 July 1953, Washington strategists already were shifting their
focusto Vietnam for. On 5 August 1953, the National Security Council advised that
the “loss of Indo-Chinawould be critical to the security of the U.S.” Fearing that the
French position was so weak that Paris would compromise with the Viet Minh, the
NSC added, “any negotiated settlement would mean the eventual loss to Communism
not only of Indo-China but the whole of Southeast Asia.”* The authors concluded,
“If the French actually decided to withdraw,” the paper concluded, “the U.S. would
have to consider seriously whether to take over in this area”*® Following the NSC
recommendations, the Eisenhower administration chose to help the French
consolidate their forces and initiate a new offensive against Ho Chi Minh’'s
Communist guerillas, disbursing $385 million in military aid. From 1950 to 1954, the
U.S. contributed more than $2.6 billion in military aid to the French army in
Indochina.*’ American political influence was commensurate with the quantity of aid
flowing to the French effort.*® During this period, the U.S. role steadily changed
from that of junior partner in the defense of Indochinato protector of the Saigon
regimethat it helped to install in the partitioned South.

While Eisenhower and Dulles perceived Indochina as a strategic keystone
vital to stemming Beijing-directed Communist expansion, they were reluctant to

commit U.S. forcesto mainland Asia. Intervention, however, became a distinct

* Immerman, John Foster Dulles: 17-20; quote comes from Immerman’s entry for Dullesin American
National Biography (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 2000).
* Policy Planning Staff to NSC, 5 August 1953, “Further United States Support for France and the
ﬁssoci ated States of Indochina,” FRUS 1952-1954, 7: 713-719.

Ibid.
“ Herring, America’s Longest War: 20, 27, 42.
“ PPSto NSC, 5 August 1953, FRUS 1952-1954Volume 7: 713 -719.
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possibility in early 1954 as the French position deteriorated. At aNSC meeting on 8
January 1954, Eisenhower declared that putting American ground forcesinto
Southeast Asia“was simply beyond his contemplation.”* Alternatives short of
inserting ground troops were, apparently, still in play. When two participants
objected to U.S. air strikes, Eisenhower revealed a much more ambivalent attitude
about intervention. Turning to Treasury Secretary George Humphrey and Special
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, Robert Cutler, Eisenhower
lectured them that Indochinawas a*“leaky dike,” holding back Communist expansion.
“And with leaky dikes,” the president continued, “it’s sometimes better to put afinger
in than to let the whole structure be washed away.”* The President was inclined to
arm and equip anti-Communist forces, short of actual intervention, to preserve
stability in Southeast Asia.

Failed French strategy precipitated a major crisis by the springtime of 1954.
Genera Henri Navarre concentrated French forces to engage the Communists in
large-scale actions in which Western firepower could be brought to bear against
Asian manpower. The prospects for American intervention rose sharply when an
elite French garrison of 12,000 soldiers came under siege in aremote northern locale
named Dienbienphu.>® Eisenhower resisted a U.S. troop commitment, but Paris now

insistently asked for one. Inlate March, French Chief of Staff General Paul Ely came

“9 Record of NSC Meeting, 8 January 1954, FRUS, 1952-1954, Vol. X111: 949-952. According to a
memorandum of the conversation, Eisenhower declared, “Indeed, the key to winning this war was to
get the Vietnamese to fight. There was just no sense in even talking about United States forces
replacing the French in Indochina. If we did so, the Vietnamese could be expected to transfer their
hatred of the French to us. | can not tell you, said the President with vehemence, how bitterly opposed
| am to such a course of action. The war in Indochina would absorb our troops by divisions!”

* Record of NSC Meeting, 8 January 1954, FRUS, 1952-1954, Vol. XI11: 949-952.

** For an account of the Dienbienphu episode see Divine, Eisenhower and the Cold War: 39-55, and
Herring, America’s Longest War: 21-36.
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to Washington to request the transfer of additional U.S. aircraft for use by the French
to strike at Viet Minh positionsin the hills around Dienbienphu. Ely also asked
Dulles what the American response would be if the Chinese intervened. Dulles
dissembled but Commander of the Pacific Fleet Admiral Arthur Radford—uwith the
Secretary of State’ s tacit assent—detailed his plan for amassive air strike to save
French forces. Dubbed “ Operation Vulture,” Radford’s proposal involved 60 B-29
bombers, more than 150 carrier-based aircraft, and the use of tactical nuclear weapons
to blast Gigp’sforces. Eisenhower rejected Operation Vulture, though Ely returned to
Paris with the impression that, as alast resort, the French could call in the American
cavalry.>

While Lippmann supported U.S. efforts to extricate the French from their
seven-year colonial war in Indochina, he did not believe America should replace
them. Though unwilling to let Vietnam “be washed away” under Beijing’s influence,
Lippmann’s solution was not to erect the garrison state that U.S. officials soon
established in South Vietnam. First, he thought U.S. military resources were not
sufficient to win adecisive victory against the Viet Minh. “They are designed to
maintain the balance of power among the great military powers,” Lippmann wrote on
29 March 1954, “and not for acivil war fought by guerillatacticsin a primitive
country.” To insert American troops in Indochina would constitute a“grandiose
folly,” and the assumption by many in the Eisenhower administration that the U.S.
might instead train an indigenous army to defeat Ho Chi Minh was “wishful
thinking.” Lippmann down-played the significance of a French loss at Dienbienphu.

The vital question was not military, but political, Lippmann told his readers: to create

* Herring, America’s Longest War: 30-32.
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astable Vietnamese government and negotiate a settlement that led to French
withdrawal and Vietnamese autonomy.>® Direct military aid to the French
compounded problems. “On the genera line that there is no asking for something
that can’'t possibly be obtained,” Lippmann wrote a prominent newspaper executive,
“1 would say that as long as we give help to the French we will not persuade the other
side to stop helping the Viet Minh.”>* For the time being, he was not willing to
support a coalition government which, he knew, would be dominated by the Viet
Minh—Ilargely because he realized it would be a political non-starter in Washington.
During a pointed conversation on 13 April 1954, Lippmann told the Polish
ambassador, V. Josef Winiewicz, that any plan “which amounted to turning the
country over to Ho Chi Minh would be rejected without negotiation.” Thisview
accounted for the political reality of the intransigent right-wing Republicansin
Congress. Within that context, Lippmann added, the “communists must not expect to
get by negotiation at Geneva anything more than they now have, and that what they
now hold is the maximum they can expect to get.”>

Lippmann’s solution was to withdraw French forces from the countryside to
coastal cities and Saigon and—from these “genuine positions of strength”—to
negotiate with the Viet Minh. American military support for France should only be
circumscribed, he wrote on 13 April 1954, having the goal of helping to secure and
supply the mgjor cities along the coast. This“limited objective” would recognize the

“political reality” that the Viet Minh controlled the countryside and the allegiance of

* Lippmann, T&T, “A New Look in Indo-China?’ 29 March 1954; “Indo-Chinaand Geneva,” 8 April
1954.
* Lippmann to John Cowles, 13 May 1954, cited in Blum: 576.
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amgjority of the Viethamese people. Lippmann described such an arrangement as an
“honorable” settlement that would not “surrender” Vietnamese or Western vital
interests. It aso would permit the French to build toward a settlement that could
satisfy the “ specific interests of Red China’ in Indochina—namely guarantees against
the buildup of Western military power there and approval for an economic outlet viaa
railroad to Haiphong.®® This strategic stronghold solution resonated with Lippmann,
for it was the exact policy he endorsed for American forces in 1965—then under the
name “enclave strategy.” Surveying the situation in 1954, Lippmann determined that
American air and naval power could blockade mainland Asia, protect trading routes,
and assist the French in holding their coastal defenses. “But it cannot occupy, it
cannot pacify, it cannot control the mainland, even in the coastal areas much less the
hinterland,” he added. “Any American who commits American power in violation of
this principle is taking an uncal culated and incalculable risk.”®” That assessment did
not change in the intervening decade.

On 19 April 1954, Lippmann again warned U.S. officials about “any notion
that the French could ‘go out’ and that we could ‘go in’” to fight in Vietnam. That,
he wrote, was an “hallucination.” The column caught the attention of American
officials and foreign ministries for its suggestion that the U.S. should collaborate with
India and Pakistan to arrange a viable system within which Burma, Laos, Thailand,
Cambodia, and Vietnam could retain their autonomy. Lippmann envisioned an

internationally-guaranteed framework in “which the old imperial authority could be

* Lippmann recounted that conversation in amemorandum to CIA chief Allen Dulles. Lippmann to
Allen Dulles, 13 April 1954, Lippmann Collection, Y ae University, reprinted in Blum, Public
Philosopher: 573-575.

* Lippmann, T&T, “Isan Armistice Conceivable?’ 13 April 1954.
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withdrawn without creating a vacuum into which the new imperialism of China
would flow.”*®

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles called Lippmann that evening to say that
the column “got the spirit of what he istrying to do better than anything he has read.”
Dullestold Lippmann that he had indicated such a course in several off-the-record
news briefings, “but no one got the point although the point may not have been
sufficiently sensational to write about.” The two men discussed Dulles' s departure
the next day for Paris and London, where he would seek allied support in preparation
for an intervention of Western coalition countries. Lippmann told Dullesthat, in his
absence, he would use Today and Tomorrow to keep administration interventionists
and Congressional Republicans “from making too much trouble at home.” “If they
keep quiet,” Lippmann told the secretary, “it would be better.”*® He was alluding,
apparently, to a piece he had prepared that day for publication the next morning in
which he rebuked Vice President Richard Nixon for arecent speech he delivered to
the American Society of Newspaper Editors. Nixon—whose sympathies with leading
Republican senators brought him closer toward a pro-intervention stand than any
other principal administration figure—had intimated that the U.S. would not negotiate
with Communists at Geneva and that it might assume the French military role in
Vietnam. Inacrisp column, Lippmann reiterated the argument that the U.S. could

only fulfill an advisory role to the French. Though, at the time, he considered

“partition and coalition are not acceptable solutions,” the columnist believed it foolish

* Lippmann, T&T, “A New Look in Indo-China?’ 29 March 1954; “Mr. Dulles and Mr. Knowland,” 6
May 1954.
* Lippmann, T&T, “The Dulles Trip and Indo-China,” 19 April 1954.

324



to suggest in advance that the U.S. would not conduct diplomacy at a conference
which it called and at which it had promised to negotiate.®

The next morning the Indian ambassador, Gaganvihari L. Mehta, invited
Lippmann to the embassy to discuss his latest columns. Over tea, Mehtatold
Lippmann the New Dehli government had developed a plan similar to the one the
columnist had put forward, in which India and Pakistan would take leading rolesin an
international coalition with oversight in Indochina. Diplomat and columnist
discussed the proposal at length, as Lippmann recounted |ater that evening for Central

Intelligence Agency chief Allen W. Dulles:

| put it to him thisway: that while the Indochinese states are entitled to
independence, they are and will be incapable of exercising full
independence for a considerable time to come. They are, and [Mehta]
agreed, unready for self-government. Therefore, independence as such
must create a political vacuum which would promptly be filled by the
communist dictatorship. That being the situation, the problemisto
create apolitical protectorate of some sort within which the newly
emancipated states could learn to use their independence. Such a
protectorate, once the French withdraw, cannot be created by any
Western power alone, and therefore unless the independent nations of
Asiatake thelead in creating that protectorate, Indochinawill either fall
within the communist orbit or become a battleground of a great war.*

Ambassador Mehtatold Lippmann that during an upcoming meeting of the
prime ministers of India, Pakistan, Burma, Ceylon, and Indonesia, that this proposal

would be discussed. He expected the participants to ratify something along its lines.

* John Foster Dulles-Walter Lippmann, telephone conversation, 19 April 1954, Telephone
Conversation Series (Subseries: General), Box 2, March 1954-April 30, 1954 (1), John Foster Dulles
Papers, 1951-1959, DDEL .

® Lippmann, T&T, “Mr. Nixon's Remarks,” 20 April 1954.

* Walter Lippmann to Allen Dulles, 20 April 1954, Lippmann Collection, Y ale University, reprinted in
Blum’s Public Philosopher: 575-576. Allen Dulles was a friend of Lippmann’s and, for abrief time,
his only high-ranking contact within the Eisenhower administration. Once Lippmann began to criticize
Allen’ s brother, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, in 1955 the relationship cooled. See John Foster
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Lippmann concluded that at Geneva “we shall see discussed three Asian pacts: one
from the communists modeled on Molotov’s pact for Europe, our own proposed pact,
and athird Asian pact.”® Clearly, the third approach was one for which Lippmann
held out the most hope. But his optimistic expectations that the adoption of such a
plan might draw Indiafurther toward the Western Alliance went unfulfilled.

Ever since histrip to the region and meeting with Jawarhal Nehru in 1949,
Lippmann had been convinced that India could be a powerful, keystone aly.®® As
with Korea, he again pinned some of his hopes for regional stability on New Dehli’s
ability to assert itself as apower. Lessthan amonth after his discussion with the
Indian ambassador, Lippmann pressed his idea with Paul J. Sturm, a member of the
State Department’ s Office of Philippine and Southeast Asian Affairs. Nehru's India,
the columnist told Sturm, was following a policy of neutrality between the great
powers that closely mirrored the foreign policy of the early American republic. “If
these Indian policies were expressed, as they might well be, in the language of The
Federalist they would be more readily understood here and would find a responsive
echo,” Sturm recorded Lippmann as telling him. When Sturm proposed the idea to
Senator Mike Mansfield, the Montanan immediately envisioned a “Nehru Doctrine”
which the American Navy—as the British did for Monroe’' s Doctrine—might

“underwrite . . . directed against expansion of Communist ‘ coloniaism.’”®*

Dulles-Allen Dulles, telephone conversation, 23 May 1955, Telephone Conversation Series, Subseries:
General, May 2, 1955-August 31, 1955 (7), Box 4, John Foster Dulles Papers, DDEL,

* |bid. No pacts were discussed at Geneva; nor was the United States an active participant. Rather,
John Foster Dulles refitted the Asian pact proposal turning it into aloose military confederation
(guaranteed and led by the U.S.) that was ratified at the Southeast Asian Treaty Organization (SEATO)
in September 1954. More on that later.

* Lippmann Appointment Diaries, November 1949, Series V1l, Box 38, Folder 213, WLC.

* Paul J. Sturm, “ Situation in Indochina and Possible Defense Arrangements in Southeast Asia,” 12
May 1954, FRUS 1952-19548: 1538 -1540.
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Meanwhile the Eisenhower administration scrambled to create “United
Action”—a coalition of British, French, U.S., and Associated States forces that might
be inserted to restore stability in the region. It also turned up the public rhetoric. At a
7 April 1954, press conference in the Old Executive Building, President Eisenhower
affirmed the American interest in Vietnam, laying the framework for possible U.S.
intervention. With the region’svital raw materials at stake and the danger of Chinese
expansionism, Eisenhower said, the U.S. could not afford more “losses’ in Southeast
Asia. If Indochinashould fall, all Southeast Asiawould “go over very quickly,” he
warned in a now-famous analogy, “like arow of dominoes,” cutting off American
access to Asian markets and threatening the U.S. strategic position in the Far East by
bringing Japan into the Chinese orbit. “So,” Eisenhower concluded, “the possible
consequences of the loss are just incal culable to the free world.”®® To underscore
U.S. resolve, the President sent the director of the U.S. aid program, Harold Stassen,
before a congressional committee to submit a$3.5 billion foreign aid package—of
which the administration had earmarked more than one-third ($1.33 billion) for
Indochina.®®

London firmly declined joint intervention, however, and Eisenhower knew
British reluctance would deprive him of a congressional resolution for action. He
gave up on theidea, telling the public that it would be a“tragic error to go in alone as

apartner of France,” and that the U.S. could participate only with a*“grouping of

*“The President’s News Conference,” 7 April 1954, item 73, Public Papers on the Presidents: Dwight
D. Eisenhower (hereinafter referred to as“PPP/DDE”). Online at http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu .

* See Marvin Kalb and Elie Abel, Roots of Involvement: The U.S. in Asia, 1784-1971 (New Y ork:
W.W. Norton and Co., 1971): 74-75. The breakdown was as follows: $500 million in direct aid to
anti-Communist forces; $300 million in military equipment; more than $210 million in technical
assistance; and $21 million in economic aid.
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interested nations.”®" That decision sealed the fate of the French garrison at
Dienbienphu, which surrendered to the forces of Vietminh General Vo Nguyen Giap
on 7 May 1954—a day before negotiations were set to commence at Geneva.
Lippmann clearly perceived that neither a dashing military victory nor any
arbitrary line of demarcation could solve what was essentially a Vietnamese civil
conflict. “The crucia difficulty,” he wrote at the start of the Geneva Conference, “is
that the real threat to security [in Indochina] is from internal revolution, and not, as
our other security pacts envisage, from external armed attack.”®® France had failed to
subdue the Viet Minh uprising, losing the contest to rally and unite the people behind
the Bao Dai government as much as it had on the battlefield. The disastrous defeat at
Dienbienphu obscured the central problem of the conflict: the battle for Indochina
was principally political not military, certainly not in any conventional sense,
Lippmann wrote. Any settlement, he explained, “will have to be done on terms and
for objectives that command popular support among the newly emancipated nations
on the Asian mainland. That kind of support cannot be bought. It cannot be
compelled. It cannot be had by brandishing atomic bombs. It cannot be had by
emphasizing military measures to the exclusion of all others,” he continued. “It can
only be had only by winning [Indochinese] confidence that we understand and respect
and support their vital interests—not meely our own.” *
Rather than playing a constructive role at Geneva, as Lippmann had hoped,

the U.S. participated only in an observer’s capacity, principally so that Dulles and

* “The President’s News Conference,” 5 May 1954, item 101, PPP/DDE. Online at
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu . See aso, Herring, America’s Longest War: 37.
* Lippmann, T&T, “The Crucia Problem in Southeast Asia,” 13 May 1954.

328



Eisenhower could disassociate themselves from any compromise with the Communist
powers.” The Geneva Accords, approved on 21 July 1954 brought into existence the
two entities of North Vietnam and South Vietnam. The accords stipulated French
withdrawal, divided the country along the 17" Parallel, deemed that the division was
temporary (not to be “interpreted as constituting a political or territorial boundary”),
and set national elections for 1956, supervised by an international commission, that
would lead to reunification. Though the American delegation, led by Walter Bedell
Smith, refused to ratify the agreements, the Eisenhower administration did not find
the Geneva Accords entirely unpaatable. The partition allowed American officialsto
consolidate military forces, building South Vietnam as a bulwark against further
Communist aggression in Southeast Asia. The French aso were removed from the
eguation, freeing Eisenhower and Dulles to allocate and direct U.S. resources without
interference from Paris.

Nevertheless, policymakers viewed the overall situation with apprehension.
The expansion of America srole was ratified in the 20 August 1954 NSC-5429/2
policy paper. In South Vietnam particularly, officials believed, “the U.S. must
protect its position and restore its prestige in the Far East by anew initiative. . . the
situation must be stabilized as soon as possible to prevent further loss to Communism
through (1) creeping expansion and subversion, or (2) overt aggression.”*
Policymakers sought to provide military aid to Saigon to train and equip an

indigenous army; to extend economic aid directly to the administration’s hand-picked

* Lippmann, T& T, “Reappraisal in Southeast Asia,” 11 May 1954; “ The Crucia Problem in Southeast
Asia” 13 May 1954.
" Herring, America’s Longest War: 38-41.
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client government of Ngo Dinh Diem—further reducing French influence; and to
support Diem politically while enticing him to reform his government along
democratic lines.”

Dulles, who studiously avoided most of the negotiations at Geneva—he | eft
shortly after the convocation—and was wrankled by the drift of the meeting, arranged
for a Far Eastern security pact. On 8 September 1954, at a conference in Manila, the
U.S., Britain, France, Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines, Thailand, and Pakistan
signed the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) agreements. The pact was a
collective defense engagement which called for consultation and united action by al
the signatories. Though it excluded from its consideration such potentia hot spots as
Hong Kong and Taiwan, a special addendum to the treaty guaranteed protection to
Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam under the condition of invitation or consent.”® Now
Americawas tied to the Saigon regime—diplomatically, as well as militarily and
economically—fully displacing France as its primary guardian.

While siding with Eisenhower’ s decision not to commit U.S. ground forcesin
Vietnam, Lippmann nevertheless held deep doubts about the political commitments
Washington accepted in supporting the Diem regime and arranging the SEATO
regiona security pact. Toward the end of 1954, he wrote severa reflective columns
in which he questioned the mgjor premises underlying U.S. policy in partitioned
Vietnam. Though Lippmann had approved of the administration’s decision not to

intervene unilaterally at Dienbienphu, he understood that developments over the

™ Statement of Policy by the National Security Council: Review of U.S. Foreign Policy in the Far
East,” 20 August 1954, FRUS 1952-1954 12: 771-774.

" |bid. See also Divine, Eisenhower and the Cold War: 52-53; Herring, America’s Longest War: 40-
41.
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summer had nevertheless exponentially increased the American commitment in
Southeast Asia. Lippmann rejected the premise underlying Eisenhower’ s “ domino
theory” —insisting instead that the U.S. should put its resources only into viable
countries such as India, Japan, and the Philippines. He called thisthe “key country

approach”:

It standsin contrast with what might be called the policy of plugging the
holesin the dam of containment. The policy of the key country approach
isto build strength upon strength, to make more prosperous, more
powerful and more influential the key countries which are aready on the
way to power and to influence.

Thisisin the realm of high policy a sound conception: not to think of
ourselves as engaged primarily in building, plugging, and holding a dam
of small states around the periphery of the Communist world—but to
think of ourselves as one among several centers of free power and

influencein all the vast regions of Europe, Asia, Africa, and South
America, that are not in the Communist world.”

Further, Lippmann held out little hope that Western-backed authoritarians
could ever create a stable government in Saigon. Central to this conviction was his
understanding that the conflict in Indochinawas a civil war in which Saigon’s control
was “infiltrated and subverted from village to village by native Indo-Chinese
revolutionists.” ™ He resolved himself to the probability that Ho Chi Minh’s Hanoi
regime would supplant Diem and reunite the country either at the ballot box or by
renewed subversion. However, he did not consider such a development a“loss’ for
Western interestsin Southeast Asia. Asearly as 22 April 1954, Lippmann told

readers that “we could ask for nothing more and hope for nothing better than that the

" Herring, America’s Longest War: 39-42; Robert Ferrell, American Diplomacy: The Twentieth
Century (New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1988): 344-352.

™ Lippmann, T&T, “Key Countries,” 13 December 1954.

" 1bid.
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people of Indo-China should be. . . liberated from the old colonialism and
independent of the new satellitism.””® By December 1954, Lippmann was even more
amenable to the idea that a Vietnam, reunited and governed by Hanoi, could chart a
neutral coursein the Cold War. “We are much too ready to see the issue in terms of
black and white: either the country will become a[Chinese or Soviet] satellite or it
must be, like South Korea under Dr. Rhee and Formosa under Chiang, irreconcilable
and militant,” he wrote. “A large portion of humanity is neither black nor white but
gray, unwilling and unable to let the issue be drawn too sharply . . . The non
Communist world would be doing very well indeed, better than it has had much
reason to believe it would do, if the outcome in Indo-Chinais a government which
manages not to become a satellite of Peking.”””

Since the primary threat in Indochinawas from internal subversion rather than
external attack, Lippmann criticized Dulles s construction of the SEATO pact.
Unlike NATO or the U.N. Charter, SEATO marked a“new venture.” The agreement
did not organize collective power to meet Communist aggression, but committed the
U.S. to shoulder the burden of intervention. It improperly conceived of that
aggression in conventional terms that were not applicable to guerillawarfare. “In the
Manilatreaty we have acquired an undefined right and an implied obligation to
intervene under certain conditions in Southeast Asia,” Lippmann warned. “What we
have to fear in these weak countriesis, asin Viet-Nam, the outbreak of acivil war in

which the great powers participate at second hand. We must avoid being caught in

" Lippmann, T&T, “Negotiation and Surrender,” 22 April 1954.
" Lippmann, T&T, “Containment and Revolution,” 21 December 1954.
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such an entangling affair without at least strong moral support both from Western
Europe and from free Asia” @

On 3 May 1955 Lippmann hammered the State Department, arguing that
Dulles and his lieutenants had failed to adjust their diplomacy to the “inexorable
logic” that the development of Soviet nuclear capabilities had pushed non-atomic
powersinto increasingly neutralist foreign policies. “Our policy, which isto expect
every anti-Communist or non-Communist nation to line up with usin a posture of
defiance, isincompatible with the realities of nuclear weapons,” Lippmann wrote. “It
has become a diplomacy of Colonel Blimp and it isin trouble all around the great
circle from Japan to Germany.”® This column, in combination with astring of others
in 1955, prompted John Foster Dulles to despair to his brother, CIA chief Allen
Dulles, about his rough treatment at Lippmann’s hands. Why, the Secretary asked,
had Lippmann been “so extremely antagonistic’? Allen Dulles, who was Lippmann’s
primary contact in the Eisenhower administration until the attacks on Foster
eventually cooled their relationship, consoled the secretary of state. Lippmann’s

criticisms weren't important, he told his brother, and besides * people don’t follow”

his columns anyway.*® That didn’t stop them from coming, however.®*

* Lippmann, T&T, “The Manila Treaty,” 14 September 1954.

? Lippmann, T&T, 3 May 1955, “The Diplomacy of Col. Blimp.”

* See John Foster Dulles-Allen Dulles, telephone conversation, 23 May 1955, Telephone Conversation
Series, Subseries: General, May 2, 1955-August 31, 1955 (7), Box 4, John Foster Dulles Papers,
DDEL.

*1n 1957, for example, Lippmann inveighed against Dulles hard-line diplomacy on the international
stage against the backdrop of eventsin Little Rock, Arkansas. “Mr. Dullesisin action atough and
realistic operator in the realm of expediency,” Lippmann observed. “But in speech heisamoralizer,
the invariable and confident exponent of all that is righteous. His great handicap, which might be
removed by a searching of the soul, isthat he lays down the moral law without humor or humility, as
one of the righteous speaking down to the unrighteous. Thislack of the grace of humility does not
make for affection or understanding, or even for charity, aswhen in Little Rock we, like other nations,
fall far short of our professed ideals.” Lippmann, T& T, 24 September 1957, “ The Grace of Humility.”
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Lippmann’s reservations, in the final analysis, flowed from his perception that
the Eisenhower-Dulles policy of massive retaliation produced military stalemates but
not diplomatic solutions to a growing series of armed standoffs at crisis points around
the globe. The policies of containment and liberation (rollback) broke down,
Lippmann reminded readers, “when they were militarized, when the attempt was
made to trandlate [them] into military projects, when they ceased to be backed by a
flexible and resourceful diplomacy.”® The administration’s handling of Indochina
revealed the logic of massive retaliation which, in the final analysis, portended no
great change from the diplomatic intransigence of the Truman administration. The
tenets were clear: 1) hold the line against Communist advances; 2) avoid direct
military intervention while supplying, arming and training native armiesto carry the
bulk of the ground fighting; and, 3) use the threat of nuclear war to intimidate and
dissuade Beijing from expanding the war in Indochina.®®

In May 1955, Ngo Dinh Diem—backed to the hilt by Washington—won a
power struggle with the French-backed Prince Bau Loa consolidating his power in the
South. On 23 October, Diem deposed Bao Dai and, three days later, announced the
formation of the Republic of Vietnam, proclaiming himself itsfirst president. As
Americans filled the power vacuum by strengthening the South Vietnamese
government with military and economic aid, there was a sense that Washington was
embarking on an enterprise, the end of which it could not see. “Thereis more
bewilderment than anything else here in Washington about the devel opmentsin

Vietnam,” Lippmann wrote Henri Bonnet, who had just resigned as French

# Lippmann, T&T, “Time of Reappraisal,” 31 August 1954.
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ambassador to the U.S. “Our two governments do not seem to see eye to eye, perhaps
because neither of them really sees clearly what can be done. But then | have long

been a pessimist about Vietnam.”%*

V.

The themes about U.S. policy in Asiathat Lippmann employed in Eisenhower’ s final
years carried over into the Kennedy administration. Asthe columnist viewed it, the
Eisenhower administration had over-extended American commitmentsin Asia by
assembling aregiona alliance of client states along the periphery of China. In early
1961, at two meetings with President John F. Kennedy, Lippmann argued that the
U.S. was over-committed in Southeast Asia and that the new U.S. leader must
perform the unpopular but necessary task of retrenching those commitments. Both
the president and columnist—contrary to the position of senior officials at the State
Department, Pentagon, and White House, as well as other prominent voices—favored
the creation of a coalition government in Laos, administered by an International
Control Commission (ICC), similar to the one created under the 1954 Geneva
Accords for Indochina. Lippmann, however, wanted to go a step further by using the
eventua Laotian agreement in the summer of 1962 as amode for al of Southeast
Asia, specifically South Vietnam. Instead, Kennedy and his advisors chose to move
down the military track in support of their Saigon clients. This difference was

amplified by the deteriorating situation in South Vietnam and a so by the relative

* See Divine's summary of the use of massive retaliation in Indochinain Eisenhower and the Cold
War: 51.
# Walter Lippmann to Henri Bonnet, 2 May 1955, Box 57, Folder 254, Series|I1, WLC.
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abatement of Cold War tensions elsewhere. With the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,
Kennedy and Khrushchev seemed to have found a new spirit of superpower
cooperation. Asthe successive layers of Soviet-American conflicts were peeled
away—Congo, Berlin, then Cuba—Vietham emerged as the administration’ s top
foreign affairs priority. The earlier crises obscured just how wide a gap existed
between Lippmann and the administration on policy in South Vietham. The divide
rapidly became evident. By the late-summer of 1963, Lippmann sided with French
leader Charles de Gaull€e s plan for “neutralization” of the region—a position that
eventually drove him further from the administration.®®

While he supported the policy of containing Chinese expansion he believed it
could not be accomplished by placing U.S. military power against China's borders.
Rather, Lippmann believed that policymakers should focus on cooperating with key
countries such as India, Pakistan, the Soviet Union, and Japan. Asthe Sino-Soviet
split widened he wrote that the U.S. could counterbalance Chinese influence in
Southeast Asia by cooperating with Moscow. Lippmann called for a neutralization of
both Laos and Vietnam, citing coinciding Soviet-American interests in detaching
Indo-China from the Cold War conflict and checking Chinese expansion. In advising
the Kennedy administration to eschew Eisenhower’s summitry, Lippmann exhorted
U.S. officias instead to pursue “quiet diplomacy and to stay away from spectacular

actions,” utilizing a network of diplomatsin the aliance, the U.N., and the unaligned

* For recent literature on Kennedy and L aos, see Kaiser, American Tragedy: 36-57; 127-149; Logevall,
Choosing War: 23-25; 214-216; Robert Dallek, An Unfinished Life: John F. Kennedy, 1917-1963
(Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 2003): 350-353. Laosremains alargely unexplored areain the
new international diplomatic history field. Older interpretationsinclude: Timothy Castle, At War in
the Shadow of Vietnam: U.S. Military Aid to the Royal Lao Government, 1955-1975 (New Y ork:
Columbia University Press, 1993); Arthur Dommen, Conflict in Laos: The Politics of Neutralization
(New York: Praeger, 1971).
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world to probe Moscow and Beijing for areas of potential compromise. Such
statesmanship was crucial to keeping “the critical questions—Laos, the Congo,
Algeria, Cuba—from reaching the point of irreparable decision.” Lippmann aso held
aspecia expectation that Kennedy would be the public educator that his predecessor
was not. “In ademocratic society,” hetold readers, “quiet diplomacy is possible and
can be fruitful only if at the same time there is an increase of communication between
the Chief Executive and the public.”®

Laos was the most significant crisis that the Eisenhower administration passed
on to the Kennedy administration. Since the late-1950s, a string of U.S.-backed anti-
Communist regimes controlled by right-wig general Phoumi Nosavan, had fought an
unsuccessful civil war against the Pathet Lao communists. Laos was inhospitable to
American military power—Ilandlocked and largely inaccessible. But by the logic of
the Cold War Washington determined this tiny country of two million personsto be a
vital strategic outpost. In addition to its long eastern border with North and South
Vietnam, Laos shared a substantial northern frontier with China. American officials
deemed L aotian independence from Beijing' s influence to be high on their list of
priorities—for they believed that afree, neutral government in the capital city of

Vientiane was vital to preserving the South Vietnamese regime of Ngo Dinh Diem.

% See Lippmann, T&T, “Quiet Diplomacy,” 10 January 1961; “Rusk on Quite Diplomacy,” 26 January
1961; and, Lippmann, T& T, “The President’ s Adventure,” 7 August 1959. Lippmann believed that the
problems created by Dulles’s sharply ideological diplomacy were compounded by Eisenhower’s
leadership style. Whether or not, in fact, Eisenhower was disengaged from policymaking, or if he
dominated the creation and implementation of policy, the idea Lippmann and others believed, and
conveyed to the public, was that of a “hands-off” executive. Eisenhower’s 1955 heart attack, and his
subsequent poor health, contributed to the image of a president no longer commanding the levers and
controls of hisgovernment. Thus, Lippmann observed late in the genera’s presidency, that
“Eisenhower has been quiescent, as it were submerged . . . throttled down by diffidence, by alack of
confidencein his own political know-how, by hisillnesses with their aftermath in akind of self-
regulated invalidism, and by the authority of his advisers.”
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More than Soviet or Chinese aid—and perhaps even Phoumi’ s battlefield mistakes—
Hanoi’ s support spurred a string of Pathet Lao victories.®’

An August 1960 coup produced a tenuous power-sharing arrangement
between Centrist Prince Souvanna Phouma and the military strongman, Phoumi. But
the general reneged and threw Souvanna out of power in September, establishing a
new regime and martial law with Prince Boun Oum. Pro-neutralist forcesin the
Royal Laotian Army (RLA) took up arms with the Pathet Lao—a military reversa
that threatened Phoumi’s remaining forces anew.®® During briefings on foreign
policy in January 1961, Eisenhower warned Kennedy that if Phoumi’ s government
appealed to SEATO for military assistance (ostensibly to fight an externally-backed
insurgency), that the U.S. would have to send in troops—even if this meant a
unilateral intervention without Western Alliance sanction.®® In the first months of the
new administration, the situation in Laos neared crisis proportions. The Pathet Lao
and North Vietnamese troops secured a vital route for Hanoi to funnel suppliesinto
South Vietnam. By April 1961, under a buildup that began with Eisenhower, more
than 300 U.S. military advisors were in Laos and the Boun Oum regime was
receiving air support, military supplies, and $32 million in economic assistance. With

Moscow matching American aid in early 1961, the Pathet Lao swept clear the Plain

¥ On developments in Laos during the late 1950s, see Smith, An International History of the Vietnam
War, Volume 1: Revolution Versus Containment, 1955-61: 72-82; 254-56. Smith also discussesin
these pages the growing tensions between Beijing and Moscow as they vied for influence in Laos.

8 |awrence Freedman, Kennedy's Wars: Berlin, Cuba, Laos, and Vietnam (New Y ork: Oxford
University Press, 2000): 296.

8 |awrence Bassett and Stephen Pelz, “The Failed Search for Victory: Vietnam and the Politics of
War,” in Thomas Paterson, ed., Kennedy' s Quest for Victory: American Foreign Policy, 1961-1963
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1989): 228-231; Kaiser, American Tragedy: 31-33.
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of Jarresin the eastern half of the country by the time of the Kennedy-Khrushchev
meeting at Viennain June.*

Laos became Lippmann’ s prime example of a place where the superpowers
could find it mutually beneficia to reach a diplomatic compromise. Asearly as
August 1959—on the eve of Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev’svisit to the U.S—
Lippmann wrote that Moscow was the “passenger” rather than the “driver” in Laos;
that, in effect, Beijing and Hanoi, were primarily responsible for instigating and
supplying the Pathet Lao. The columnist believed that the Soviets and Americans
could find common ground in preserving the former French Indochinese colony from
Chinese domination. While Lippmann did not expect a pact or joint declaration
between the superpower leaders, he did believed they could tacitly recognize their
“common interest in containing the expansionist aggression of revolutionary
China.”®" Eisenhower and Khrushchev never reached such an unspoken accord,
especially after the U-2 spy plane incident poisoned relations in 1960—canceling
Eisenhower’ s reciprocal visit to Moscow.

During the U.S. presidential transition period late in the year, Lippmann
worried that Laos could quickly become aflash point for superpower confrontation.
He urged the out-going Eisenhower administration to “freeze’ its Laotian policies.
He simultaneously asked for the recall of the International Control Commission
(represented by Canada, India, and Poland) to mediate an end to the civil war and to

carry out the prescriptions of the 1954 Geneva Accords by forming a neutralist

% Walter LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945-1990 (New Y ork: McGraw-Hill Inc.,
1991): 220-221, 231-232; James S. Olson and Randy Roberts, Where the Domino Fell: America and
Vietnam, 1945 to 1990 (New Y ork: St. Martin’s Press, 1991): 68-70.

' Lippmann, T&T, “From Cubato Laos,” 18 August 1959; “High Politics,” 1 September 1959.
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government. American planners, he added, should consult the British and French,
both of whom had more experience in Southeast Asia. Most importantly, Laos did
not constitute a“primary interest” for Washington, Lippmann wrote. “For we are not
the arbiters of human destiny in every corner of the globe.” % On 10 January 1961—
echoing some of the apprehension that Secretary of State Christian Herter expressed
in meetings with Kennedy—L ippmann concluded that the Laotian crisis was
“insoluble” if U.S. planners pursued amilitary intervention. “Thereis no conceivable
way in which Laos, which has two Communist states on its frontiers, whichisa
country of trackless jungles, can be made finally secure against infiltration and
guerillafighting,” Lippmann wrote. “We cannot seal off Laos from the Communist
states which it touches.”

Domestic politics merged with international eventsin directing Kennedy’s
ambiguous middle-course policiesin Southeast Asia. Histhin margin of victory in
the 1960 el ection made the administration vulnerable to critics who might brand it
with “losing” Indochina, in much the same manner that Congressional Republicans
tarred the Truman administration with “losing” China. Kennedy was keenly aware
that the conservative press would castigate him for any sign of acquiescence to
Communist power in Southeast Asia—and, at one point, he feared that Eisenhower

would publicly challenge his handling of the Laotian negotiations.** Washington

2 Lippmann, T&T, “Stop, Look and Listen,” 29 December 1960.

% Lippmann, T&T, “Quiet Diplomacy,” 10 January 1961.

% Kaiser, American Tragedy: 136; Eisenhower did not publicly comment on Kennedy’s policy. The
anti-Communist milieu persisted throughout Kennedy’s presidency—uwithin both major political
parties—and is perhaps best distilled in Arizona Senator Barry Goldwater’s Why Not Victory? A Fresh
Look at American Foreign Policy (New Y ork: McGraw-Hill, 1962). In thisbook Goldwater, the
eventual 1964 Republican presidential candidate, rejected as useless any effort to make a diplomatic
accommodation with the Soviet Union. While Goldwater did not explicitly advocate it, the argument
raised the specter of a preventive nuclear war against Moscow.
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officials also viewed Laos within acomplex and volatile international scene, and
within the context of Nikita Khrushchev’s promise that Moscow would support “wars
of national liberation.”® The Soviet premier warned Kennedy at Viennathat
American meddling in these conflicts increased the chances of the “terrible prospect
of mutual destruction.”*®

Lippmann recognized the complex pressures for American intervention in
Southeast Asiaand, aswell, Kennedy’s ambivalence. In his column he assigned
much of the problem to Eisenhower’s policies. The crisesin Laos and South
Vietnam, Lippmann wrote on 29 December 1960, were caused by the breakdown of
the “semi-circle of American military clients’ the Eisenhower administration
supported on the Russian and Chinese periphery. But Dulles' s framework was a
“dying policy.”®” In theory it worked when America held a strategic nuclear
monopoly in the early 1950s and, with impunity, could threaten both Moscow and
Beljing with “massive retaliation” as retribution for any Communist-backed
insurgency against an independent country. When the Soviets punctured the myth of

American invulnerability with Sputnikn 1957, the Dulles doctrine lost much of i ts

* Laos was but one of several “brushfire wars’ (in the New Frontier parlance) during 1961—the others
being in the Congo and South Vietham. For a sense of how the Kennedy administration approached
these multiple conflicts see Freedman, Kennedy’s Wars: 92-111. For how Laos fit into the scene and
how President Kennedy approached it, see pp. 293-305; 340-356.

% Quoted in Bassett and Pelz, “ The Failed Search for Victory,” 231. All these concerns raised the
stakes for victory in Southeast Asia. “It was a hell of anote,” Kennedy told Arthur Krock of The New
York Times late that year, that he had “to handle the Berlin situation with the Communists encouraging
foreign aggressors all over theplace. . . in Vietnam, Laos, etc.” Co-mingled with such frustrations,
however, was an expression of caution, with Kennedy noting that he did not believe “United States
troops should be involved on the Asian mainland.” He also told The New York Times columnist that
the domino theory was not credible in Southeast Asia, since China (once it became a nuclear power)
would dominate the region. He added, moreover, that the U.S. “can’t interfere in civil disturbances
created by guerillas, and it was hard to prove thiswasn’t largely the situation in Vietham.” Arthur
Krock, 11 October 1961, Memorandum of Conversation, Box 1, Krock Papers, Mudd Library,
Princeton, NJ. Kaiser reprints the memo at length in his account; see American Tragedy: 100-101. A
much more abbreviated treatment isin Bassett and Pelz, “ The Failed Search for Victory,” 229.

" Lippmann, T&T, “ Stop, Look and Listen,” 29 December 1960.
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clout, Lippmann explained. Moscow had achieved, if not numerical parity in nuclear
warheads, then at least the technology (or perceived capability) to inflict horrible
destruction on American cities. It was not clear that Eisenhower or his successors
would absorb the loss of New Y ork or Chicago to defend Berlin, Taiwan, South
Korea, or South Vietnam. Aside from the gamble of threatening nuclear war to
prevent |eftist revolutions in developing countries, Lippmann wrote, Dulles' s policy
also aligned Americawith “corrupt” and “intolerably reactionary” governments—
those authoritarian regimes that were most fervently anti-Communist. Here, the
columnist fixed his gaze on Asiafrom Chiang Kai-Shek in Tapei to Pak in Seoul, to
Phoumi in Vientiane, to Diem in Saigon.*®

Kennedy’ s antennae were attuned to this kind of advice because of its source
but also because it confirmed his private estimates about Laos.*® He knew Lippmann
could be avaluable aly in bringing public opinion around to a negotiated settlement
in Laos. Shortly before Lippmann left for atrip to Europe that would include a
meeting with Nikita Khrushchev, the president asked Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., to invite
the columnist for atalk.'® On 20 March 1961, Lippmann, Schlesinger, and the
president discussed Laos and Berlin during lunch at the White House. The historian
and presidential advisor recalled years later that meeting opened with Lippmann
making “a great argument that we were over-committed in Southeast Asia, an

» 101

argument with which Kennedy agreed.

% Lippmann, T&T, “The Facts of Life,” 28 March 1961.

* See, for instance, Kaiser, American Tragedy: 38-39; 46.

190 This was the first of two meetings Lippmann had with Kennedy that spring. Mac Bundy would
bring Lippmann back to the White House to debrief him on his meeting with Khrushchev in mid-April.
101 Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., interview with author, 12 March 2002, New Y ork City.
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The ensuing conversation dwelt on Laos—with Kennedy doing most of the
talking. Kennedy’s military advisors had laid out options that ranged from aforce
build-up in neighboring Thailand to a U.S.-led intervention with paratroopers seizing
the Plain of Jarres. Hours before Kennedy’ s lunch with Lippmann, the president had
received a blunt reply from the Pentagon to a White House proposal to scale-back
planning for the use of force. Lyman Lemintzer, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, briefed the president on the Pentagon’s minimum prerequisites for unilateral
U.S. intervention in Laos: 60,000 troops, air cover, and, as alast resort, authorization
to use nuclear weapons on Hanoi and Beijing in the event of Chinese intervention.'®?
As Schlesinger recalled the lunch meeting, Kennedy seemed to formulate on the spot
apolicy “between intervention and retreat.” *%

It isjust as probable, however, that the President already knew that amiddle-

course position was his only option in Laos and, moreover, that he was probing

102 K aiser, American Tragedy: 43; Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy in the
White House (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Co., 1965): 332-333; Edwin O. Guthman and Jeffrey
Schulman, eds., Robert Kennedy: In His Own Words (New Y ork: 1988): 246-248. Much of Kaiser's
narrative convincingly depicts Kennedy as taking a diplomatic line, often conflicting with his military
and top civilian advisers. Asregards Laos, Kaiser writes, “Kennedy continued to redefine American
policy along diplomatic, pro-neutralist lines, in the face of a stream of hard-line proposals from State,
Defense, the Joint Chiefs” and the NSC (p. 46). For amore critical appraisal of Kennedy’s conduct of
Laotian policy see Noam Kochavi, “Limited Accommodation, Perpetuated Conflict: Laos, China, and
the Laos Conflict, 1961-1963,” Diplomatic History 26 (No. 1/Winter 2002): 95-135. In synthesizing
much of the recent literature on the Laos crisis—supported by a boon of documentary releasesin the
1990s—K ochavi insists that while Kennedy’ s record in Laos shows hisrestraint it also demonstrates
his unswerving perception of the Chinese threat. His policy of holding firm in South Vietnam, even
while negotiating in Laos, was meant to demonstrate American resolve to Beijing. Inthefinal analysis
this factor made him reluctant to seriously explore a full-scal e settlement with the PRC in Southeast
Asia. “Kennedy personified a decision maker so wedded to a zero-sum perspective and so obsessed
with the objective of deterrence as to overlook the ‘ security dilemma,”” Kochavi explains. “Namely,
he failed to appreciate the degree to which his deterrence policies may have acquired the nature of a
self-fulfilling mechanism, stoking apprehensions and hostilities on the Chinese side and thus
contributing to an escalating spiral” (130-131).

103 Schlesinger, A Thousand Days: 331-332. Kennedy’s quotes in the foregoing discussion are taken
from Schlesinger’ stext. Despite his strong sympathy with Kennedy, Schlesinger’ s account is probably
accurate in terms of his perceptions of Kennedy’sintentionsin Vietnam. The book was written and
published by early 1965, before the U.S. had even committed to a ground war in South Vietnam.
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Lippmann for his approval rather than making policy ad hoc. Though the U.S. was
“over-committed” in Southeast Asia, Kennedy told Lippmann, it must prevent “an
immediate Communist takeover” in Laos. To do that it had to work, in some
measure, with Phoumi to preserve Vientiane s independence in order to negotiate.
“We cannot and will not have any visible humiliation over Laos,” the president said.
There were, however, limits to what he would countenance—and the unilateral
intervention that Eisenhower and the Joint Chiefs advocated did not seem feasible.
Kennedy remarked about the poor geography and the uncommitted Laotian people.
Schlesinger and Lippmann listened, offering “little help,” as the President continued.
“1 don’'t see why we have to be more royalist than the king,” Kennedy complained.
“Indiais more directly threatened than we are; and, if they are not wildly excited,
why should we be?’ Laos, he ventured, might be a place where the Soviets would
accept neutralization since the strength of indigenous Communist forces favored them
anyhow. Exasperated—and with atouch of resentment perhaps directed at his
predecessor—K ennedy concluded, “If | decide to do nothing, | could be an
exceedingly popular president.”**

Whether or not Kennedy’ s ruminations were spontaneous, as Schlesinger
assumed, or were contrived to explore Lippmann’s position, the effect was
immediate. A few days later, Lippmann presented the context of his private
presidential meeting in Today and Tomorrow, telling readers that neutralization was

the only viable solution to the Laotian problem. As he did on a score of occasions for

104 Schlesinger’ s account is the only detailed version of this meeting that is available. Lippmann's
appointment diaries record only a brief mention of the meeting. Schlesinger, A Thousand Days: 331-
332. Infact, the do-nothing approach worked admirably to Kennedy’ s advantage—as he constantly
deferred on policy choices presented by his more hawkish advisers.
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Kennedy and, later, Lyndon Johnson, Lippmann tried to put breathing space between
the Democratic president and conservative Republican critics who were looking to
make political capital out of controversial Asiapolicies. Eisenhower’s*false and
imprudent” commitment in Laos, Lippmann wrote, had now “boomeranged.” The
Kennedy administration had to steer “between a diplomatic defeat and a meaningless
war . . . and [Kennedy] is entitled to try without too much advice from the backseat
drivers.”*® Lippmann counseled that Kennedy should begin the process of
retrenching American military commitments in Southeast Asia. “Laosisaclassic
example of agreat power being overextended,” he wrote on 28 March 1961, “and the
commitment in Laos goes back to the days when we were strong enough, or thought
we were strong enough, to bring that remote and land-locked country into the sphere
of American influence.” Laos was a place that the Soviets and Americans could
make an accommaodation, Lippmann believed, because none of their vital interests
were at stake. Moreimportantly, they would have “to bow to the facts of life”—that
neither could gain a clear-cut victory in Laos and that the only alternative was a
“passive and neutralized” government led by Prince Souvanna Phouma. “Because we
cannot subdue the guerillasin the jungle, and because [Khrushchev] cannot drive us
out of that part of the world,” he forecast, “the future is not going to be decided by
armsin the jungles, the swamps, and the mountains of Laos.”*%®

While weighing diplomatic and military options, Kennedy conveyed in public
the resolute message that the U.S. would not settle for a pro-Communist tilt in

Vientiane. Three days after his meeting with Lippmann, the president held a press

1051 ippmann, T&T, “The Congo and Laos,” 23 March 1961.
106 ippmann, T&T, “The Facts of Life,” 28 March 1961.
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conference in which he asserted that the outcome of the Soviet-American
confrontation in Laos would indicate “what kind of future our world is going to
have.”!®” Heimplied aparallel in South Vietnam by interpreting the threat in Laos as
being “posed by the military operations of internal dissident elements directed from
outside the country.” He added, alluding the Laos's eastern neighbor, “Thisis what
must end if peace isto be achieved in Southeast Asia” The next morning the
Washington Post ran a banner headline that declared, “ Kennedy Keys World Future
to Laos, Vows U.S. Will Honor Its Obligations.” **®

In yet another meeting, Kennedy and Bundy prepped Lippmann on
administration policy, particularly in Berlin and on nuclear disarmament, in advance
of hisvisit with Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev on 10 April 1961. But when
Lippmann spent a day with Khrushchev at his Crimean retreat neither the Soviet
leader nor columnist devoted much of their discussion to the issue of Laos or even
Southeast Asiain general.'® On the trip to the Soviet Union, Lippmann made
stopoversin Paris and Rome, wiring brief reportsto Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. Ina
memo to Kennedy, Schlesinger apprised the president on progress of “our European
agent.”*'° In Paris, the columnist met with officials in the French foreign ministry to
talk specifically about Laos and South Vietnam. On 5 April he spent an evening with
Foreign Minister Maurice Couve de Murville talking about Khrushchev, Berlin, and

Laos. When the conversation turned to Southeast Asia, Couve complained that the

197 \Washington Post, A1, A12, 24 March 1961.

1% |hid. The Post reprinted the entire text of Kennedy’ s press conference.

1991 a0s was hardly mentioned in Lippmann’s published account of theinterview. See Walter
Lippmann, The Coming Tests with Russia (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1961).

19 Schlesinger to JFK, 3 April 1961, President’s Office Files, Staff Memoranda (A. Schlesinger), Box
65, John F. Kennedy Library, Boston, MA (hereinafter referred to as“JFKL").

346



policies Dulles and Eisenhower devel oped—and that were embodied in the SEATO
charter—*had never redlized that if we entered a country, the Russians (communists)
would, too.”*** Soon after meeting with Lippmann, Khrushchev told U.S.
Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson that he found Lippmann to be “awise and
intelligent man” whose columns he read “regularly.” The Soviet premier had
authorized the publication of several Today and Tomorrow installments in the Soviet
press, in part, “to show not all Americans held [the] same opinions.”**? Interestingly,
it was during this meeting that Khrushchev informed Lippmann of hisintention to
meet with Kennedy later in the year; White House officias apparently had not made
the possibility of a meeting known to Lippmann prior to his visit with the Soviet
premier.*?

The failed Bay of Pigsinvasion, which occurred while Lippmann still was
abroad, momentarily overshadowed Laos and Southeast Asia. After returning from
Europe—worried that Kennedy had chosen a strategy of confronting the Sovietsin
crises areas—L ippmann pressed even harder for negotiations over Laos. In the weeks
leading up to the Vienna Conference, Lippmann encouraged Kennedy to seek ajoint
resolution with Khrushchev on a* neutralization” plan for all of Southeast Asia. In
concept this was much like the idea put forward State Department official Chester

Bowlesin thefall of 1961 and, two years after that, by French leader Charles de

1) ippmann Diaries, 5 April 1961, Box 239, Folder 30, Series VI, WLC.

12 Thompson to State Department, 24 May 1961, President’ s Office Files (Countries: USSR-Vienna
Meeting), Box 126, JFKL.

13 Memorandum of Conversation, President K ennedy-Soviet Ambassador Mikhail Menshikov, 16
May 1961, FRUS 1961-1963, Volume 5: 136. See also the U.S. embassy’ s summary of Lippmann’s
conversation with Khrushchev: Telegram 2472, Moscow to Washington, 11 April 1961, Dept. of State,
Central Files, RG 59, #961.6122/4-1161, National Archives and Records Administration 11, College
Park, MD (hereinafter referred to as“NARA 117).
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Gaulle.

Specificaly, he wanted to formalize the participation of the Pathet Lao in a
coalition government. Lippmann hoped the administration might parlay Laotian
neutralization into a region-wide system encompassing all post-colonial Indo-China,
including South Vietham. American prospects of defeating Communist insurgentsin
Laos and Vietnam were “bleak,” he declared. The Ngo Dinh Diem regime in Saigon
was “in great peril,” for though it held the mgjor cities“it has all but lost control of
the countryside to the Communist guerillas. . . our man is extremely unpopular, his
government being reactionary and corrupt.” Lippmann conceded that perhaps the
Diem regime, like the Buon Oum government in Vientiane, could be strengthened
through reforms. But the emphasis here was on political change not military
reinforcement. Neither government could be “salvaged by dropping in our
paratroopers and expecting them to win a guerillawar,” the columnist wrote.*™ In
negotiating with the Soviet premier at Vienna and through diplomatic back-channels
with Beljing, the President “ must try to induce the Soviet Union and Red Chinato
settle for a“ neutralization,” that isto say an agreement by the great powers not to
fight the cold war by proxy inside Laos.” Cooperation in Laos might be the catal yst
for a“regional system of independence and security and neutrality for the old colonial
lands of South Asia”**°

In these columns during the spring of 1961, Lippmann advised this broad

policy of neutralism to detach developing countries from the Cold War conflict. He

reminded policymakers that the end goal of American foreign policy in Asiashould

“* On Bowles, see Kaiser, American Tragedy: 95-96; on De Gaulle, see Logevall, Choosing War: 103-

105; 112-113.
151 ippmann, T&T, “The Reappraisal,” 4 May 1961.
18 ippmann, T&T, “Fragments of an Empire, 16 May 1961.
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not be to create governments with internal politics that mirrored their own. Rather, it
should be to encourage popularly-supported Southeast Asian governments to pursue
foreign policies compatible with American interests in Southeast Asia—which meant,
generally, that they did not align themselves too closely with Beijing or Moscow.
Though he agreed that the U.S. should contain Chinese expansion, he wrote
repeatedly that it could do so only in cooperation with the other Asian great powers
that shared this objective: India, Pakistan, and the Soviet Union. He articulated a
primitive policy of Southeast Asiatriangularization—much as he had in 1949 and
1950—that balanced off Soviet, American, and Chinese influence.

Joe Alsop’s pro-intervention columns placed pressure on Kennedy to
militarize the American commitment in Laos. In March 1961, Alsop wrote severdl
columns darkly forecasting “the increasing possibility that traditional diplomacy will
not produce the desired minimum result in Laos.”**” For Alsop the minimal
acceptable outcome appeared to be a pro-West government in Vientiane that would
transform the country into a bastion of American power. Anything short of that
would, in hiswords, be “a disguised but decisive surrender in Laos.”**® Alsop visited
Indochinain late-March sensing that a showdown loomed. He explained to readersin
afamiliar Alsopian rendition of the “domino theory,” that a“disastrous chain
reaction” was certain to follow a Communist takeover in Laos. “If Laos falls under
effective Communist control, South Viet-Nam will be automatically doomed,” he
wrote in a column filed from Bangkok. “Cambodia s capricious but genuine

neutrality will turn into something very different. Thailand’s present Western

117 Joseph Alsop, “Behind the Public Face,” Matter of Fact, 22 March 1961, Washington Post: A15.
118 .
Ibid.
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orientation will be all but impossible to maintain. And if these things happen, the
process will not end in the countries that border Laos.”**°

When President Kennedy maneuvered American naval forces into the region,
and deployed a small contingent of troopsin Thailand, Alsop enthused that it was“as
atextbook illustration of the rule that guts are needed for successful dealings with the
Kremlin.”*?° Yet, by late-May, when the Laotian Communists continued to attack the
RLA forces and it seemed that Khrushchev had been slow to implement earlier cease-
fire agreements, Alsop lambasted the Kennedy administration. From the Geneva
conference he filed a column critical of the U.S. decision to support the creation of
another International Control Commission (ICC) to police Laos. The original ICC for
Indochina, created under the 1954 Geneva Accords, had in Alsop’s estimate been
grossly ineffective. Composed of Indian, Canadian, and Polish observers, the
commission he wrote, “produced no result anytime except by its occasional spasms of
pro-Communist bias.”*** Western policy suffered from its Alice-in-Wonderland
quality. In seeking adiplomatic settlement over apolicy of “real firmness,” Alsop
told readers, American and French negotiators had adopted the “method of the White
Queen, who boasted that she had trained herself to believe as many as ‘six impossible
things before breakfast.””*?* President Kennedy, after reading several of Alsop’s
dispatches, privately told Schlesinger and Mac Bundy, “I agree much more with

Walter than | do with Joe on this.” With characteristic caution—worrying that this

19 joseph Alsop, “No Summer Lightning,” Matter of Fact, 29 March 1961, Washington Post: A15.
120 .
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comment would be repeated to Alsop in asocia setting—the president added, “But
don’t let Joe know that!” %

Though Kennedy considered military options, eventually authorizing
increased naval operations off the coast of Vietnam and putting a small force of U.S.
troops into Thailand, he settled on the middle-course policy which he had outlined for
Lippmann in March 1961. The neutralist option had articulate—if not especially
powerful—advocatesin the U.S. government: Ambassador-at-Large W. Averell
Harriman, Senator Mike Mansfield, and the U.S. Ambassador to Laos, Winthrop
Brown.’® More significantly, Kennedy came to believe that American and Soviet
interests coincided in Laos. Neutralization would prevent the U.S. and U.S.S.R. from
engaging in an expensive, dangerous proxy war. As Washington was only beginning
to belatedly realize, Moscow was eager to neutralize Chinese influence.**®> Most
importantly, Kennedy seemed inclined toward a diplomatic solution in Laos from the

beginning.'

123 Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., interview with author, 12 March 2002, New Y ork City. Schlesinger pulled
this quote and his recollections of the meeting from his unpublished personal diaries.

 Thisis based on Kaiser’ sinterpretation in American Tragedy. See, for example, 40-41 (Brown); 86-
90 (on Harriman); 177-180 (on Mansfield).

125 K ochavi, “Limited Accommodation, Perpetuated Conflict”: 95-135.

126 “The President’ s News Conference of 25 January 1961,” Public Papers of the Presidents: John F.
Kennedy, 1961 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1962): 16 (hereinafter referred to as
PPP/JFK). Though he never ruled out the military option, he repeatedly stated his desire throughout
the first half of 1961 to reach a negotiated settlement. Days after hisInaugural, in his first news
conference as president, Kennedy defined the American goal in Laos as creating “an independent
country not dominated by either side but concerned with the life of the people within the country . . .
[an] independent country, peaceful country, uncommitted country.” Twicein March 1961, asthe
military situation deteriorated the president made similar statements. Even when he held out the
possibility of American military intervention, he coupled the suggestion with strong overtures for
diplomacy. On 23 March 1961, days after his private meeting with Lippmann, Kennedy opened a
press conference with alengthy statement outlining the origins of the strugglein Laos. He expressed
determination but also a desire to negotiate: My fellow Americans, Laosis far away from America,
but the world issmall . . . The security of all Southeast Asiawill be endangered if Laos loses its neutral
independence. Its own safety runs with the safety of us

al— in real neutrality observed by all. | want to make it clear to the American people and to all of the
world that all we want in Laosis peace, not war; atruly neutral government, not a cold war pawn; a

351



On 24 May 1961, National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy met Lippmann
to discuss the upcoming Vienna Conference and, two days later, Kennedy and Bundy
brought Lippmann into the White House for still another briefing.**” Apparently,
however, the meeting was not solely designed to get Lippmann’s advice on
negotiating with Khrushchev. The president also wanted to insure that Lippmann
would continue to be a public aly in advance of a Laotian settlement with the Soviet
premier. The conversation touched on Berlin and negotiations in Laos, with Kennedy
repeating to Lippmann his desire to install a coalition government in Vientiane.
Afterward Bundy met alone with Lippmann to cover the details on what would be
offered at Vienna. He later wrote to Kennedy, “Y ou made a strong point with
Lippmann that a neutral administration [in Laos] can in fact be helpful to both sides
when their vital interests are not involved and what is needed for both is an objective
reassurance on the real situation—both Laos and the test ban meet this standard, in
our view.”*?® Kennedy aluded publicly to Laos as a test case for superpower
cooperation on other issues such as the nuclear test ban treaty and Berlinin a2 June
1961 press conference in Paris. The President stressed that he would try to reach a
common understanding with Khrushchev on what a“neutral and independent” Laos
meant and that the U.S. would not withdraw from the Geneva negotiations. “I cannot
believe that anyone would imperil the peace by failing to recognize the importance of

reaching an agreement in this country,” Kennedy added, “by breaking up a

settlement concluded at the conference table and not on the battlefield. “The President’s News
Conference of 23 March 1961,” PPP/JFK (1961): 213-220. See also Kennedy’s news conference of 8
March 1961, p. 154.

127 See Lippmann’ s appointment diaries, 24-26 May 1961, Box 239, Folder 30, Series VII, WLC.

128 «Talking Points: President’s Trip, Europe 5/61-6/61, K hrushchev Briefing Book Vol. 1, Box 234,
Trips and Conferences, National Security Files, JFKL.
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conference and refusing to agree to a cease-fire and a government and a people which
can maintain their neutrality against outside intervention from whatever the
source.” %

At the Vienna Summit in June 1961, Laos offered the only common ground
Kennedy and Khrushchev shared. A tersely worded communiqué explained that the
President and Chairman “reaffirmed their support of a neutral and independent Laos
under a government chosen by the Laotians themselves, and of international
agreements for insuring that neutrality and independence, and in this connection they
have recognized the importance of an effective cease-fire.”**® The two leaders agreed
to have Britain, the U.S., and Russia reconvene members the 1954 Geneva
Agreements. Even on this point, however, Kennedy expressed dissatisfaction with
Khrushchev’ s ambiguous pledge of cooperation. A month later in a meeting with
Pakistani President Khan Ayub the president remarked, “On Laos, Khrushchev had
said the right words about neutrality” but Kennedy “had come away unclear asto
what meaning he attached to them.”

Lippmann continued to work on behalf of administration policy in Laos by
presenting the coalition government arrangement as the only available option. For
months, he had written about it in his column, but on 15 June 1961 he made the

argument before a national television audience. During an hour-long, prime time

CBSinterview, Lippmann discounted the “domino theory” asit applied in Laos and

129 « Remarks and Question and Answer Period at the Press Luncheon in Paris,” 2 June 1961, PPP/JFK
(1961): 433-434.

130« 3oint Statement Following Discussions with Premier Khrushchev in Vienna,” 4 June 1961,
PPP/JFK (1961): 438.

131 Memorandum of Conversation, President K ennedy-Pakistani President Ayub, 11 July 1961,
Washington, DC, FRUS, 23 (South Asia): 66-67.
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therest of Southeast Asia. “I don’'t consider Laos ‘gone,’” Lippmann told interviewer
Howard K. Smith. He expected cooperation on the Laotian crisis between Moscow
and Washington because Southeast Asiadid not represent a*“ primary interest” for
either superpower—echoing hislate-May meeting with Kennedy. “Laosis not going
to be what we rather foolishly, | think, two or three years ago tried to make it—an
American satellite,” he concluded. “I mean, putting in a government that suited us
and—that is not possible.” **

Other matters, principally the developing crisisin Berlin, soon reoriented the
administration’s attention away from Laos for the duration of 1961 and into the
spring of 1962. During that time, however, American diplomats worked to encourage
Phoumi and Boun Oum to accept Souvanna as the prime minister of acoalition
government. Under intense pressure from Averell Harriman and the U.S. embassy,
Phoumi relented in March 1962, agreeing to support Souvanna“ in principle.” He
refused, however, to support the make-up of the neutralist cabinet.**?

Phoumi’ s most ardent American supporter, the columnist Joseph Alsop,
criticized American policy, which, he believed, served French interests in Southeast
Asia. Averell Harriman had an “acrimonious’ talk with the columnist about Laosin
February 1962. Alsop wanted the administration to pursue a hard line by supporting
Phoumi. He was wary that the neutralist forces in Vientiane were aligned with
French diplomats. Harriman later recalled, “I tried to din into his mind that there was

no choice except to attempt to negotiate a peaceful settlement in which Souvanna

Phouma would be the dominant factor of the coalition government, or to put in

132 |_ippmann, Conversations with Walter Lippmann (Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1965): 68-69.
® Kaiser, American Tragedy: 129-130.
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American troops with or without SEATO, that if he criticized the administration’s
policies, he should come out for American intervention.” Alsop’s preudices,
however, got the better of hisjudgment. For years he had viewed the French
initiativesin Indochinato be disruptive and self-serving. He once wrote that French
diplomacy was “ gravely influenced by the emotion of the dog in the manger, who
cannot bear for others to wield the influence he no longer possesses himself.” De
Gaulle and his lieutenants planned “to use Laos as alever” to promote the General’s
idea of a French-American “directorate’—presumably in which Paris would help

administer Indochina with the guarantee of American military force.™**

[Alsop] loves
Phoumi and hates the French, from [Foreign Minister] Couve [de Murville] on

down,” Harriman wrotein 1962. “He sees no reason why we can’t make an
American political and military bastion of Laos. He doesn’t admit that a Lao could
be anti-Communist and neutral, and still against his conception of US domination of
Laos.”

Lippmann chose to place the Laotian problem into alarger perspective than
Alsop. Soviet-American cooperation developed, in part, because of acommon
interest to block Chinese expansion. As the Pathet Lao continued to pile up victories,
Beljing took theinitiative to build roads to the northern Laotian border for use by its
own military.*** Moscow increased the tempo of its aid to Ho Chi Minh and the

Pathet Lao in order to off-set Beljing. Gradually, the deterioration of Sino-Soviet

relations during this period also became more visible to American policymakers and

134 Joseph Alsop, “Leadership Regained,” Matter of Fact, 31 March 1961, Washington Post: A15.
1% M emorandum of Conversation with Joseph Alsop, 15 February 1962, Box 586, Harriman Papers,
LC.

" LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945-1991: 220.
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observerslike Lippmann. In the spring of 1962, Lippmann suggested that the Soviets
had aided the North Vietnamese to keep Hanoi out of Chinese hands and “not so
much as to precipitate a conflict with the United States in Laos and South Viet-Nam.”
He was less sanguine about prospects for negotiating with Beljing: “it isuseless to
woo Peiping or to threaten it . . . Theright policy isto contain Red Chinato prevent it
from expanding and to avoid provoking it.”

Lippmann pointed out that there already existed an alignment of Asian powers
favorable to achieving that goal—and capable of exerting enough pressure so that the
U.S. would not have to intervene unilaterally. According to Lippmann’slogic,
Moscow was exerting pressure on Mao Zedong to ensure that he did not precipitate a
war in Indochina and, also, preserving its own interests. “[The Soviets] seem to be
using such influence as they have, which is not omnipotent, to further the
neutralization of Laos, and eventually all the southern borderlands facing Red China,”
Lippmann wrote. “So it may not be going too far to say that under the pressure of
Chinese expansionary actions—in the north against the Soviet Union, against Indiato
the south, and against Southeast Asia—there is coming into being a de facto coalition
to contain the expansion.” %’

The fragile situation in Laos again threatened to erupt into full-scale conflict
when the Pathet Lao overwhelmed Phoumi’ s northern outpost at Nam Thaon 6 May
1962. Administration officials contemplated plans to send 40,000 troops to occupy
the Mekong Delta aong the southeastern Laotian border.*® President Kennedy,

however, remained inclined to resolving the crisis at the negotiating table. During a

37| ippmann, T&T, “Peiping and Moscow,” 10 April 1962; “Change to the East,” 29 May 1962.
% FRUS, 1961-1963, XX1V: 377-379; 381-384.
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17 May press conference he said, “The great hazard is of a shooting war in Asia—in
thejungles of Asia—and it is our object to bring about a diplomatic solution which
will make the chances of such awar far less likely.”**® Kennedy dispatched several
thousand U.S. troops to Thailand and sent the Seventh Fleet into the Gulf of Siam—
Lippmann called it the equivalent of gunboat diplomacy.’* He meant thisasa
positive assessment of a policy reminiscent of the constructive show of force his
political hero Theodore Roosevelt once employed to encourage U.S. rivalsto
negotiate.

Administration officials, including President Kennedy, blamed Phoumi for
intentionally precipitating amilitary crisis at Nam Thato draw in American forces
against the Pathet Lao.** When Phoumi again refused to cede power, K ennedy cut
off economic aid and the regime collapsed. Shortly thereafter, on 12 June, the
Vientiane factions agreed to reinstate Prince Souvanna Phouma to head the neutral
government and to retain control over the make-up of his cabinet, which included a
large Communist representation. Geneva Conference participants developed a
provisional plan to withdraw foreign troops from Laos and to guarantee the coalition
government in Vientiane. On 23 July 1962, Secretary of State Dean Rusk signed the
Declaration and Protocol on the Neutrality of Laos.**

Pondering political developments and the likely pro-Communist tilt of the
new coalition government, Lippmann told readers late that spring: “We are now ready

to settle for aneutral Laos, which does not mean a Laos with a government that is

139 Tad Szulc, “US Asserts Aimin Laos Is Accord to Halt Fighting,” 18 May 1962, New York Times: 1.
140 See Conversations with Walter Lippmann: 111.

14! See Kaiser, American Tragedy: 122-149.

2 Castle, At War in the Shadow of Vietnam: 46-50; Dommen, Conflict in Laos: 213.

357



mathematically equidistant between Senator [Barry] Goldwater and Mao Tse-tung. It
means rather a Laos which tries to avoid entangling alliances and to live a quiet

Iife.” 143

Severa weeks later, Lippmann again told a national television audience that,
despite Laos' s proximity to Chinaand North Vietham, “Russiais the country that is
acting” primarily there. The Soviets were there for “preventive reasons,” he said, “to
prevent the Chinese, who are reckless and inexperienced, from doing something that
would produce awar . . . just aswe had onein Korea.” Chinese and Soviet archival
materials released in the 1990s confirmed the devel oping rivalry between M oscow
and Beijing in Southeast Asia.*** But Lippmann, like many Washington observers at
the time, failed to account for the deterioration of Moscow’ s influence in the region—
and just how consequential this development was to his hopes for a future great-
power configuration to solve the problem of South Vietnam.'*

Laos failed to provide the precedents Lippmann hoped Washington would
apply intherest of Indochina. Particularly in the case of Vietnam, there was little
cross-over. Neutralization proceeded in Laos along the coalition track whilein

Vietnam partition seemed the only outcome between Hanoi and Saigon. For one

thing, Vietnam lacked a viable neutralist leader (like Souvanna) around whom to

%3 | ippmann, T&T, “Change to the East,” 29 May 1962.

1% For arecent summary of the literature and new primary sources see, Y ang Kuisong, “Working
Paper #34: Changesin Mao Zedong's Attitude Toward the Indochina War, 1949-1973,” Cold War
International History Project Virtual Archive,
http://wwics.si.edu/index.cfm?fuseaction=library.document& topic id=1409&id=952 . For the
literature on Chinese involvement in Indochina, see Qiang Zhai, China and the Vietham Wars, 1950-
1975 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000).

“* Moscow’ s influence in Laos and in North Vietnam decreased as Hanoi and Beijing cooperated in
increasing aid to the Laotian insurgency. U.S. officials, Kennedy included, still continued to hold the
Kremlin responsible for Pathet L ao actions as the coalition government began to unravel in Vientiane.
The decline in Soviet influence accelerated when it withdrew military hardware under the provisions of
the 1962 Geneva agreements. “Laos, Vietnam, all Southeast Asia. Y ou and the Chinese can fight over
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construct acoalition. (In the American-backed South, Diem’s regime lacked popular
and credible politicians altogether.) In Washington, too, considerable bureaucratic
inertia had moved along the military track in Vietnam for a decade. The soft Laotian
policy and the hard approach to Vietnam, at least in the minds of some of Kennedy’s
closest advisers, were self-reinforcing ideas. When ambassador-at-large Chester
Bowles urged a genera policy of neutralization, including the dissolution of SEATO,
in the spring of 1962, administration officials quickly turned it aside. An American
policy of military strength in South Vietnam, one NSC officer believed, offered an
important “counter-balance in the public mind to a more flexible policy in Laos and it
also avoids misleading the Chinese and the Viet Minh into thinking that we might be
preparing to disengage from the area.” **® President Kennedy seemed to share this
viewpoint. In alate-1961 meeting with Indian Prime Minister Jawaharal Nehru and
U.S. Ambassador to New Delhi John Kenneth Galbriath, the President said that while
Americawas committed to a coalition government in Laos, continuing attacks on
South Vietnam, some of them via Laos, were of special concern to Washington. “If
these should succeed, it would look asif by our own willingness to negotiate on Laos
we had lost both Laos and Vietnam,” Kennedy told Nehru. “That would discredit our
efforts and make it impossible for us to negotiate on other issues, including Berlin.”
Galbraith interjected that “if in Laos or in any other country neutralism becomes
merely a stage which precedes a communist takeover then the whole concept of

neutralism will become a stench in the nostrils.” Kennedy expressed resolve to get

146 Mike Forrestal to McGeorge Bundy, 10 April 1962, FRUS, 1961-1963, Vol. 23: 59-61. Ina
thoughtful overview of the recent literature on Laos, Noam Kochavi suggests that pursuit of aregional
neutralization plan was undermined by the pervading fear that a moderate approach toward the Chinese
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the Laotian princes to reach an agreement that month. But, he reiterated, “we don’t

want our effortsin Laos to end in acollapse in South Vietnam.”**’

V.

While willing to negotiate in Laos, Washington officials were determined to
persevere in South Vietnam. During the same time that Kennedy negotiated in Laos,
he rapidly expanded the American military commitment to the war in South Vietnam.
Following the broad recommendations of the Taylor-Rostow report in October 1961,
the president enlarged the American military presence from 500 to 10,000 advisors by
the end of 1962, authorized these advisors to participate in combat missions, and
pledged U.S. support to the Diem regime.**® Kennedy’s concessionsin Laos,
moreover, considerably raised the political stakes and seemed to wed administration
policy to a deterrence strategy in South Vietnam that would intimidate Beijing and
pre-empt domestic criticism.**® Kennedy may not have relished alarge American
military commitment in Vietnam. He may, as one recent account of escalation have

argued, even have worked cautiously to bring his advisors around to a diplomatic

would threaten administration strength at home and credibility abroad. See Kochavi, “Limited
Accommodation, Perpetuated Conflict”: especially, 119-122.

147 Memorandum of Conversation, President K ennedy-Indian Prime Minister Nehru, 7 November
1961, Washington, DC, FRUS 23 (South Asia): 129-130.

“* Herring, America’s Longest War: 80-83.

149 K ochavi, “Limited Accommodation, Perpetuated Conflict: Kennedy, China, and the Laos Crisis,
1961-1963,” 119-122; see also, Kaiser, American Tragedy: 117-121.
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exit."™ But intervention was precisely the course for which his middling policies—in
another administration’s hands—prepared the way.***

U.S. military and political fortunes in South Vietnam steadily declined during
Kennedy’s brief term. Starting in 1961, the Vietcong (VC) stepped up attacksin the
provinces, using larger forces which Hanoi helped recruit and supply. The American-
backed strategic hamlet program, initiated in February 1962, meant to counter
Vietcong successes in the countryside. Instead it further eroded support for the Diem
government. Poorly implemented and conceptually flawed, the program alienated

rural peasants who were forced from ancestral land and made to work for less than

130 K aiser, American Tragedy: 485-493. For discussions of Kennedy’ s options see: Basset and Pelz,
“The Failed Search for Victory,” 228-231; Walter LaFeber, American, Russia, and the Cold War,
1945-1991: 231-232.

! The historiographical debate Kennedy’s Vietnam policies has shifted from early portrayals of JFK
as a confirmed cold warrior committed to “flexible response” to more recent appraisals which stress
the president’ s ambival ence about committing ground forces in the region. Asthe documentary
records of the Kennedy and Johnson administrations opened in the 1980s and 1990s, Kennedy’s
Vietnam legacy improved even as LBJ s declined further. See, for example, Gaddis, Strategies of
Containment: 201-205; Bassett and Stephen, “ The Failed Search for Victory: Vietnam and the Politics
of War”: 223-252. Some scholars even evaluated Kennedy as more aggressive or hawkish than his
military advisors. See for example, Robert Buzzanco, Masters of War: Military Dissent and Politicsin
the Vietnam Era (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press), especially 81-113. Among the studies at
the end of the 1990s a new consensus was taking shape—one that minimized Kennedy’s Wilsonian
rhetoric while more closely examining his actionsin Laos as well as his repeated refusals to deploy
U.S. troopsin the region. These accounts emphasize Kennedy’ s moderation, his openness to
negotiation in Southeast Asia, his receptivity to European consultation, and, generally, a sense of
diplomatic acumen that neither his predecessor nor his successor shared. Two major worksin
particular have gone so far asto construct elaborate counterfactual hypotheses that suggest that had
Kennedy lived to win a second term the U.S. likely would not have Americanized the Vietnamese war.
See Logevall, Choosing War: 395-400; and Kaiser, American Tragedy: 485-493. Y et, neither study
completely convinces. See Kochavi, “Limited Accommodation, Perpetuated Conflict,” 95-135, which
particularly examines Kennedy’ s diplomacy in Laos. Kennedy’s problemsin South Vietnam were
compounded by his assumption—widely held in his administration—that until the military situation
stabilized in South Vietnam there would be no political settlement acceptable to U.S. interests. “Let us
never negotiate out of fear,” Kennedy said at his Inaugural, “but let us never fear to negotiate.” Those
words haunt Kennedy’ s Vietham legacy, capturing the tragedy of his (as well as Johnson’s) policies:
there never was a moment when the president or his advisors believed they’ d satisfied the military-
political balance necessary to initiate a diplomatic resolution.
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their previous subsistence level of living. Strategic hamlet ultimately created more
VC recruits.™>

Military reversals compounded political problems. During 1962, when the
South Vietnamese army began employing American battle plans and weaponry, the
Vietcong—a force defined by their adaptability—changed tactics by conducting more
ambushes and political assassinations, further destabilizing the key Bin Dinh province
and most of the Mekong Delta south of Saigon. When ARV N and Vietcong forces
finaly did meet in alarge conventional battle at Ap Bac on 2 January 1963, the
results were disastrous for the American-trained and supplied South Vietnamese. ™
American and world opinion further eroded when, in the late-spring of 1963, the
Diem regime cracked down on Buddhist protests against government domestic
policies. A series of Buddhist self-immolations, captured on film and widely
published in the U.S. and Europe, horrified the American public and Washington
officials. By August, the administration was debating whether or not to replace Diem
in amilitary coup.

On 29 August 1963, French leader Charles de Gaulle volunteered his own
solution to the problem in South Vietnam—a communication that hardened
Washington’ s position rather than make it rethink its commitment to a military
victory. The General employed calculated ambiguity in order to permit Washington,
Moscow, Hanoi, and Beijing enough political wiggle-room to find their way to the

conference table. He put forward a five-part proposal: end Saigon’s war against the

152
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National Liberation Front (NLF); normalize diplomatic contact with Hanoi; establish
acodlition government in Saigon with the participation of the Vietcong; withdraw
U.S. military advisors and hardware; and create a North-South federation of Vietnam
which could provide the basis for eventual reunification.”® There was little daylight
between the neutralization Lippmann had advocated piecemeal since 1961 and the
plan De Gaulle concisaly laid out for Washington in the late-summer of 1963.
China s designs would be checked without another American intervention on the
Asian mainland—areplay of the Korean War.*>> With relatively minimal effort, and
no use of military force, France could restore alarge measure of its political influence
in Southeast Asiaand curry favor with the non-aligned nationsin Africaand Asia.
De Gaulle, too, would have satisfied one of his passionate desires—to distance his
country from American power and create an independent role for France within the
Western Alliance.™*®

De Gaulle' s proposal angered and concerned U.S. officias, including
President Kennedy—making him less inclined to use Lippmann to explore the
Generd’ s position. Kennedy made an unusually brusque public reply on 2 September
during aCBSinterview. Heimplied that the French were meddling in an American
problem. “I guess[De Gaulle's statement] was an expression of his general view but
he doesn’t have any forces there or any program of economic assistance,” Kennedy
told interviewer Walter Cronkite. “So, that while these expressions are welcome the

burden is being carried—as it usualy is—by the U.S. and the people there. What, of

265; 269-283. For an account that places Ap Bac into the larger context of US-ARVN miilitary
operations in 1962-1963, see Kaiser, American Tragedy: 150-185.

> For a summary of De Gaulle's overture see, Logevall Choosing War: 13-15; 103-105.

135 For one description of De Gaulle's geopolitical aims see Herring’s America’s Longest War: 101.
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course, makes Americans somewhat impatient is that after carrying thisload for 18
years we are glad to get counsel, but we would like alittle more assistance—real
assistance. . . . It doesn’'t do us any good to say, ‘Well, why don’t we just go home
and leave the world to those who are our enemies.’”*>” During a meeting of Vietnam
policymakers the next day Kennedy remarked that the French were not likely to
challenge his cool statement about neutralization. He mused that they would not
make an officia protest because he “doubted [ French] Ambassador [Herve] Alphand
had enough guts to protest.”**® Instead, Alphand complained to Lippmann who, in
turn, applied pressure to Kennedy in his columns.™ Nevertheless, the Kennedy and
Johnson administrations steadfastly rejected the neutralization proposal proffered by
De Gaulle and seconded by Lippmann in more than a dozen columns from September
1963 to May 1964.

Lippmann grasped De Gaull€' s offering with an urgency that matched the
deteriorating situation in Saigon. In doing so, he emerged as the chief advocate of De
Gaull€e' s neutralization plan in the United States. Though vague, neutralization
carried a measure of influence with the Viethamese people, he wrote on 3 September

1963. The Generd’s plan had “little materia force. . . no military power and little

1561 ogevall, Choosing War: 103-105.

37 Official transcript of select quotations from the K ennedy-Cronkite interview of 2 September 1963,
Box 519, W. Averell Harriman Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, DC (hereinafter referred to
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economic power,” Lippmann conceded, in acolumn aimed squarely at the
administration’ s concerns about De Gaulle's plan. Buit it had “moral force”*® He
implored the administration to “welcome” French assistance and expertise.

“However annoying, General de Gaulle may be right that the ultimate objective
policy, though enormously difficult to attain, is areunited, independent, and neutral
Viet-Nam,” Lippmann explained. “If thereis no such settlement . . . then a protracted
and indecisive war of attrition isall that isleft.”**" Kennedy read the column that
morning and made the inference that Lippmann was arguing that Vietham could be
neutralized in much the same way as Laos. Though Lippmann had, in fact, suggested
Laos as a successful mode! to the administration in columnsin 1961 and 1962, he did
not directly make that link in this column. Kennedy, nevertheless, reected the
comparison. In aVietnam meeting late that afternoon, the President—who thought
the policy in Laos “was not working”—expressed frustration to aroomful of advisors
that Lippmann kept suggesting the “ Laotian case provided an illustration of what
should be donein Vietnam.”'%

The three columns Lippmann wrote in quick succession in September 1963
framed the argument for neutralization in Vietnam which he employed in newsprint
and in private meetings with U.S. officials for the next 18 months. He warned the
Kennedy administration against expanding the war, explaining to readers that the

“price of amilitary victory in the Viethamese war is higher than American vita

their annual trips to Europe. Lippmann’s appointment diaries show that they met regularly—as they
did in the late-summer and fall of 1963—until Alphand left his post in 1965.
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interests can justify.”*®®  Lippmann also wrote that Diem showed no inclination—nor
did the ARV N forces display ability on the battlefiel d—to win the war, which would
require cutting off Communist guerillas in the South by interdicting their supplies
from North Vietnam. “Only the United States could do that,” he wrote, “and then
only if wewere willing to pay aprice.” The cost, he warned, would likely be Chinese
intervention along Vietnam's borders. With all the attendant possibilities for
escalation, the columnist believed a unilateral American military operation to be an
unacceptable risk.'**

Like Kennedy and his advisers, Lippmann struggled to find amiddie way in
Vietnam. But whereas Washington’s approach tilted toward military options the
columnist steadily appealed for a diplomatic resolution. Though he feared an
American pullout from Saigon would precipitate chaos in Southeast Asia and damage
U.S. influence in any future regional settlement, he seemed increasingly prepared to
accept those consequences. Lippmann took care to applaud the president’s signal in
the Cronkite interview that he might be prepared to reconsider the nature of the
American commitment to the Diem government. The Vietnamese people “are the
ones who have to win [thewar] or lose it,” Kennedy said. “We can give them
eguipment. We can send our men there as advisors but they have to win it—the
people of Vietnam against the Communists.” Asked if Diem’s government could
regain the support of the people, Kennedy replied that “with changesin policy and
perhaps with personnel | think it can.” He described the war as a“very essential

struggle.” Lippmann, who at various timesin his career chose to put the best possible
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face on an important public statement, may have read alittle too far into Kennedy's
intentions. He believed the president meant to leave the door open for a diplomatic
exit from Vietnam. “Interms of power politics,” Lippmann told readers, “this
amounts to saying that South Viet-Nam is an important secondary interest but that it
isnot aprimary vital interest of the United States.”'®® In retrospect, however, it is
clear that Kennedy, who supported the 1 November 1963 coup to overthrow Diem,
thought the war at least could be prosecuted more vigorously with a more proactive
regime.'®

Lippmann proved far less enthusiastic about the alternative to reforming
Diem’s government: replacing it. After the Buddhist crisisin the summer of 1963,
Washington planners were convinced that Diem must go if the war was to be won.
Over alate-August weekend, with Kennedy vacationing in Hyannisport and many of
the principal decision-makers away from Washington, severa State Department
officias performed what the President’s Special Assistant for Military Affairs,
General Maxwell Taylor, later called an “egregious end run.”**” Undersecretary for
Political Affairs W. Averell Harriman, Michael Forrestal, George Ball, and Roger
Hilsman, drew up instructions authorizing the new U.S. Ambassador to Saigon,
Henry Cabot Lodge, to encourage a group of ARVN generals to overthrow the
unpopular regime. They then obtained approval from Kennedy and Dean Rusk on the
condition that a number of other key officials had signed-off on it—many of whom

claimed later that they were not consulted.’® The hastily-arranged, ill-conceived plan

165 .
[bid.
' |ogevall, Choosing War: 68-74; Dallek, An Unfinished Life: 80-84.
167 Abramson, Spanning the Century: 622.
168 See for example, Abramson, Spanning the Century: 619-224; Kaiser, American Tragedy: 229-240.
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had major consequences for it set in motion the 1 November coup—an event that
would embroil Americansto afar greater degree in the management of their
Vietnamese clients.

When Lippmann heard coup rumblings in personal conversations with
Harriman, Ball, and the French Ambassador Herve Alphand, he used his column to
counsel Kennedy to move cautiously and to neither expand the war nor abandon

Diem.1°

“While | have always thought it a mistake to become engaged in Southeast
Asia,” Lippmann told readers in a mid-September Today and Tomorrow installment,
“we must hold on and wait . . . holding not only President Diem’s hand but also that
of Madame Nhu. While this may not be a very attractive or satisfying thing to be
doing we must leave it to the historians to decide how we got there, and whether the
trip was necessary.” He warned explicitly against an American-backed coup against
Diem. As bad as circumstances were with the unpopular ruling family, the prospect
of ajunta of generalsin Saigon mustering popular support seemed even more remote.
Moreover, it islikely that Alphand made clear to Lippmann that Diem and Nhu were
moving closer to making a political settlement with Hanoi—a move that would have

ensured Lippmann’s foremost desire for an American military withdrawal .*"

' Lippmann Appointment Diaries, September 1963, Series V11, Box 240, Folder 34, WLC.

10| ippmann, T&T, “Whither Viet-Nam?’ 17 September 1963. Just before Lippmann wrote his 17
September column he visited Alphand and Harriman to discuss the situation in Saigon. The Alphand-
Lippmann correspondence is not extensive (most often they spoke in person) but it gives a sense of the
strong personal connection between the two men and their wives. When Alphand retired as French
Ambassador to the U.S. in 1965, the Lippmanns inscribed a gift: “In admiration of their high example
of the diplomatic art, their demonstration that it is best to navigate not by the winds and cross-currents,
but by the fixed stars of the enduring interests of the French and the American nations.” Walter and
Helen Lippmann to Nicole and Herve Alphand, 16 October 1965, Series |11, Box, 50, Folder 36, WLC.
See also the Lippmann Diaries of 13 September 1963, Series V11, Box 240, Folder 34, WLC, for
Lippmann’s meetings with officials during this period.
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In some respects, Lippmann’s analysis reflected the media s general posture
on Vietnam, which was somewhat ambivalent about developmentsin Saigon. The
State Department’ s 19 September 1963 summary of press opinion on Vietnam policy,
which passed across the desk of National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy, noted
that Lippmann led the general news disposition that the best present course was “to
increase pressure on the Diem family while continuing to subsidize it.” Surveying
support for De Gaull€e' s neutralization plan, however, it found Lippmann to bein a
small minority that included The New Republic and The Nation.**

Lippmann and the columnist Joe Alsop were working different sides of the
neutralization track. Alsop filed several columns from Saigon in September 1963,
seeking to discredit De Gaulle's plan and his top diplomat to South Vietnam. In his
18 September column, Alsop echoed the fears of many top administration officials:
that the Saigon regime might be ready to strike adea with Hanoi in which U.S.
forces would be asked to withdrawal. He detailed French Ambassador Roger
Lal oulette’ s numerous visits to Gia Long Palace in an attempt to establish
communications between Hanoi and Diem’ s brother Ngo Dinh Nhu. Lal oulette and
a Polish diplomat brought personal messages from North Vietnamese |eader Ho Chi
Minh and Foreign Minister Pham Van Dong to Nhu to bypass the more hard line
President Diem, Alsop wrote. He accused the French of propagating rumors that the
U.S. would withdraw its support from Diem. Such diplomatic efforts, Alsop told
readers, were the “hitherto invisible. . . really ugly” side of De Gaull€'s offer of

neutralization. It was, he explained, “French intrigue” designed “to defeat American

171 Benjamin H. Read to McGeorge Bundy, 19 September 1963, “American Press Comment on the
Viet-Nam Situation,” American Opinion Survey, Department of State, Harriman Papers, Box 519, LC.

369



policy here by playing upon the exacerbated vanity and manic suspicion of U.S.
purposes which now prevail” in the Diem regime.*”> Walt Rostow’ s Policy Planning
Council determined that Alsop’sinformation was “essentially correct” though it
considered “highly unlikely” the chances that “such explorations seriously concern
imminent reunification.” Nhu's willingness to speak to Alsop about these overtures
did mark adeparture since he'd previously denied contacts with Hanoi. The Saigon
regime “has dropped transparent hints that the GV N would not necessarily refuse to
consider overtures from Hanoi,” the PPC memorandum noted. It concluded that
“circumstances are more propitious than before” for Nhu to pursue this course.*”
Several days later, Kennedy dispatched to Saigon his two leading military
advisors, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff General Maxwell Taylor. The McNamara-Taylor mission was to evaluate the
Diem regime. On 23 September Kennedy brought McNamara, Taylor, Ball and Mac
Bundy into the Oval Office to discuss the upcoming trip. One issue Kennedy raised
was Diem’ s concern about criticism from the American press, particularly ayoung
group of reportersin Saigon that included New York Times correspondent David
Halberstam and Neil Sheenan of United Press International.’”* Kennedy instructed
McNamarato be sympathetic to Diem’s complaints, to note that the press “is not

awaysright.” Kennedy mentioned Alsop’s latest column, which he'd read that

172 joseph Alsop, Matter of Fact, “Very Ugly Stuff,” 18 September 1963, Washington Post.

173 « possible Rapprochement Between North and South Vietnam,” Policy Planning Council, 26
September 1963, Box 519, Harriman Papers, LC.

s McGeorge Bundy, Memorandum for the Record: Meeting on McNamara/Taylor Mission to South
Vietnam, 23 September 1963, Box 519, Harriman Papers, LC. William Prochnau admirably recounts
the story of the young reporters who questioned U.S. programsin Vietnam and their often-strained
relations with the Kennedy administration in Once Upon a Distant War: David Halberstam, Neil
Sheehan, Peter Arnett—Young War Correspondents and Their Early Vietnam Battles (New Y ork:
Vintage Books, 1996).
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morning, in which the pundit attacked an influential group of young U.S. reportersin
Saigon for criticizing U.S. programs and the prosecution of the war in South
Vietnam.'”® “Therewas agreat deal of truth in Alsop’s column,” Kennedy told his
subordinates. “But the only way to deal with such press criticism [is] to get on with
thejob.” The president concluded, “ The way to confound the pressisto win the
war.” 176

Walter Lippmann wrote nothing about the mission on Vietnam from October
through December 1963. He left for his annual fall trip to Europe, taking temporary
leave from T& T and writing no columns for Newsweek in December. The next time

he turned sustained attention to Southeast Asia, in early 1964, he would be advising

and gently critiquing a new president—Lyndon B. Johnson.

VI.

Neutralization fit not only Lippmann’s momentary objectives, it also comported with
his longer perspective on the Cold War. By championing the French plan, Lippmann
provided—as he had often before—an internationalist context to the struggle between
nationalist Communism and liberal capitalism. He was keenly aware of the

perspective of smaller, less powerful countries that tried to navigate a course between

the foreign policies of the superpowers. Since Tito’s break with Moscow in 1948—

1% Joseph Alsop, “The Crusaders,” 23 September 1963, Washington Post: A17. Alsop wrote, about
the American journalists who criticized the Diem regime, though he did not name David Halberstam
and others by name. “The crusaders have contributed to the Diem government’s misguidedness. . . the
constant pressure of the reportorial crusade against the government has also helped mightily to
transform Diem from a courageous, quite viable national |eader, into a man afflicted with galloping
persecution mania, seeing plots around every corner, and therefore misjudging everything.”
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and in theory, since he' d written about a“buffer belt” of neutral statesin Eastern
Europe in 1944—Lippmann had sympathized with the trend toward neutralism in the
Cold War.*" It was, he believed, the inevitable outcome of great power rivalries—
smaller powers stood clear and cared more about self-preservation than committing to
one side or the other. Lippmann applauded Y ugodlavia s independent course in the
late-1940s, and he subsequently wrote many columns about how non-alignment was a
desirable outcome in Central Europe, the Middle East, Africa, and Asia. Asan
advocate for neutralism, Lippmann also opened for his readers an international
context to the war in Vietnam and the larger conflict between American democracy
and Sino-Soviet Communism. The struggle in Saigon, he wrote, was not just an
object of discussion, debate, and action for policymakersin Washington. Nor could it
be solved by their unilateral actions. Though he accepted the premise that Chinese
expansion should be checked, Lippmann thought such a policy would succeed only if
it were developed and implemented in concert with other concerned powersin the
region: India, the Soviet Union, Britain, and France. These powers had to cooperate
“discreetly” to promote in Hanoi some kind of “trigger which would release Titoist
nationalism in North Viet-Nam.”*”® Thiswas the crux of Lippmann’s argument for
neutralism in Southeast Asia. He knew that the “trigger” for Vietnamese nationalism
would be the creation of a unified government that Hanoi likely would control.

While Lippmann—much like De Gaulle—offered an elaborate critique of the military

pitfallsin Vietnam, he was purposefully imprecise as to how negotiations should

176 Bundy Memorandum, “Meeting on McNamara/Taylor Mission to South Vietnam.”

" I ndeed, the promotion of neutralism long had been athemein Lippmann’s columns. See, for
example, Lippmann, T&T, “The Buffer Belt,” 15 February 1949; “To Defend the Balkan Peace,” 22
September 1949; and “That Black Cat,” 17 July 1956.
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proceed—yperhaps because he knew just inhospitable the political climatein
Washington would be to arranging them.

Though a workabl e solution seemed elusive into late-1963, Lippmann
possessed clear, long-held convictions against American military intervention in the
Vietnamese civil war. Asearly asthe 1940s he believed that U.S. power, great as it
was, was limited in Asiato the deterrent presence of its overwhelming naval and air
forces. He encouraged Truman administration officials not to establish amilitary
foothold on the Asian continent but, rather, to draw their strategic line along the arc
of islands running from Japan and Okinawato the Philippines. Washington officials
instead chose to underwrite the French colonia war in Indochinawhile
simultaneously pursuing a policy of “rolling back” Communism by placing the
American Army up against the Chinese border in a brutal, costly war on the Korean
peninsula. By the 1950s, during the Eisenhower administration, Lippmann rejected
callstoinsert U.S. ground troops in Indo-China, fearing it would become a strategic
morass and that it would provoke another war with Beijing. Intractable political
problems, he wrote at the time, were at the root of the war. He aso doubted that a
loose, patchwork coalition of anti-Communist governments, such as John Foster
Dulles assembled in SEATO, could successfully contain Beljing's advances. While
Eisenhower overrode his subordinates and refused to put American ground forcesin
Southeast Asia, the diplomacy of his secretary of state laid the political foundations
for later American involvement in Vietnam. Moreover, Eisenhower’s commitment to
partition in 1954, and to Diem in particular with economic and military aid, solidified

America srole as the chief benefactor of South Vietham. During John Kennedy’s

78 | ippmann, T&T, “Wither in Vietnam,” 17 September 1963.
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expansion of advisory and material aid—while most observers confined their doubts
to military tactics in Vietnam rather than political objectives—Lippmann believed
only diplomatic measures would stabilize Southeast Asia. In the final months of
Kennedy’s presidency, confirmed in the belief that South Vietnam could not be saved
militarily, Lippmann supported neutralization in the hope that a unified Vietnam,
even if the Hanoi Politburo controlled it, would remain independent of Beijing.

In thisinstance, Lippmann did not communicate Kennedy administration
policy but, rather, the French position on intervention in Vietnam. What Lippmann
communicated to President Kennedy and the public in his columnsin 1963, he
recommended even more forcefully to LBJ personally—disengagement from South
Vietnam was far preferable to amilitary quagmire. Washington officials, however,
were—if anything—even less inclined to explore a diplomatic option than they had
been under Kennedy. Worsening circumstances in Saigon, the continuity of principal
advisers and their ideas from administration to administration, the growing
investment of their personal reputations, and LBJ s visceral determination not to lose
South Vietnam, contributed to a strengthening of the American commitment in early
1964. The conclusion was obvious for Johnson administration officials who feared a
public debate over their Vietnam policies: Lippmann would have to be converted to
their cause.

Months after Kennedy’ s death, Lippmann tried with new urgency to convince
Johnson administration officials to choose a negotiated peace rather than military
escalation. He recalled the difficulty faced by Johnson’s predecessorsin finding an

opportune moment to liquidate the Vietnam commitment. “There never has been any
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other way out of the dead-end street in Southeast Asia except to make a political
agreement, to construct international machinery, and to exert what influence we can
by underwriting them,” Lippmann told readers. “President Kennedy made a
fragmentary attempt to do this. Hetried it in Laos, but he allowed himself to remain
entangled in South Viet-Nam, and he was drawn into an ever enlarging, continually
unsuccessful, military struggle which has no visible end.”*”® While admitting that the
“original mistake” of building amilitary stronghold in South Vietnam would not be
easy to repair, Lippmann recommended reconvening the Geneva Conference to reach
anegotiated settlement or appealing to the United Nations to create and administer a
coalition government resembling that in Laos. “We must ook for a solution, not by
expanding the war [into North Vietnam] but by taking it to the conference table,”
Lippmann concluded. “We cannot make war on North Viet-Nam by executive
order.”*® Waging war by executive order, however, was precisely what President

Johnson and John Kennedy’ s principal advisors were preparing to do.

| ippmann, T&T, “Our Commitment in Viet-Nam,” 28 May 1964.
180 .
Ibid.
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Chapter 7:

Per sonal Persuasion and Calculations of Co-Optation: Walter
Lippmann, McGeorge Bundy, Lyndon Johnson, and Vietnam,
December 1963 to February 1965

Lyndon Baines Johnson and his advisors so feared Walter Lippmann’s power to
provoke debate about Vietnam that for more than a year they conspired to cultivate
his support. Presidentia blandishments ultimately failed to prevent Lippmann’s
dissent but they had the salutary effect of postponing his mutiny. Throughout 1964,
into the crucia spring of 1965, the columnist hedged his public criticisms of the
administration believing he could privately convince Johnson to opt for adiplomatic
solution—even after events no longer warranted such restraint. Chalmers Roberts,
the Washington Post’ s diplomatic correspondent from 1953-76 and a first-hand
observer of this unusua courtship, watched it unfold with disapproval and empathy.
“Hereis adistinguished American who laid down sort of the basic rule for the press
and that is*Don’'t get too closeto public officials. Don’t become captives,”” Roberts
said. “[Lippmann] violated his own rule in my view, and Johnson got himintoit. |

"1 Roberts got part of the story right.

suppose it was inescapable.
A confluence of Johnson’s political calculation and Lippmann’sinfatuation

with advising the powerful drew them closer in the early days of LBJ s presidency.
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The public perception that Lippmann participated in high-level policy debates lent the
new administration credibility and authority, and imparted a measure of authenticity
to the non-establishment figure at its head. Because foreign affairs were Johnson’s
area of weakness, herelied initially on Kennedy’ s appointees—National Security
Adviser McGeorge Bundy, Secretary of State Dean Rusk, and Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara. This added to the president’ s considerable insecurities.?
Lippmann, in contrast, was a capital fixture who predated the New Frontiersmen. He
also had retained a measure of independence from the Kennedyites which appealed to
Johnson as he tried to shape an identity distinct from that of the martyred president.
Though outside of Lippmann’s presence he disparaged the idea that the U.S. should
seek a negotiated settlement in Vietnam, the president nevertheless sidled up to the
columnist because of his status as aforeign policy expert. LBJ prized Lippmann as
his adviser, intellectual, and public advocate—showing Lippmann top secret papers,
bringing him into the Oval Office for meetings with principal advisers, and discussing
with him possible running mates in the November presidential election. Indeed,
during the halcyon days of 1964, the columnist and president shared a symbiotic

relationship.

LBJ showered Lippmann with his peculiar blend of flattery and political largesse that

Washington columnists Rowland Evans and Robert Novak called the * Johnson

! Chalmers Roberts, Oral History Interview 23 April 1969: 32. Lyndon Baines Johnson Library,
Austin, TX. Hereinafter cited as“LBJL.”

2 See Robert Dallek Flawed Giant: Lyndon Johnson and His Times, 1961-1973 (New Y ork: Oxford
University Press): 84-90.
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trestment.”® He enticed, overwhelmed, and captivated opinion-makers; and with
Lippmann, the most influential of them all, Johnson got an early start. As Senate
Magjority Leader he sent effusive letters expressing his “unbounded” admiration for
Lippmann’s support of the 1957 civil rights bill; on more than one occasion he read
Today and Tomorrow into the Congressional Record.* In 1962, then-Vice President
Johnson hosted the columnist at his ranch in Texas hill-country. In one improbable
afternoon Johnson shuttled Lippmann to the far corners of his spread, steering his
Lincoln Continental at high speeds down gravel roads and through pastures—pausing
occasionally to toot the horn at cattle and throw back afew whiskey and sodas. This
whirlwind infusion of Texas culture carried on into the evening with cowhand
demonstrations, dinner with Governor Daniel Price, and the next day, a poolside party
serenaded by amariachi band. Lippmann reveled init.> Weeks after Kennedy’s
assassination, Johnson dropped by Lippmann’s Woodley Road home in northwest
Washington, D.C., humbly seeking counsel over around of evening cocktails.
Thereafter, LBJ and Lady Bird regularly hosted the columnist at private White House

dinners.®

% Dallek, Flawed Giant: 4-5. Bill Bundy used an even more descriptive term: “the Johnson trowel
treatment.” See Kai Bird, The Color of Truth: McGeorge Bundy and William Bundy, Brothersin Arms
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1998): 268. Carroll Kilpatrick of the Washington Post remembered
one of LBJ s early overturesto the press pool on Air Force One. On the flight from the LBJ Ranch to
Washington, Johnson sauntered to the back of the plane to enlist reporters’ cooperation in giving
favorable coverage to his new Administration. "Y ou play ball with me and I'll make big men of you,"
Johnson said to the stunned reporters. Carroll Kilpatrick, Oral History Interview I, 5 May 1979: 9,
LBJL.

* Lyndon B. Johnson to Walter Lippmann, 4 September 1957, Folder 1161, Box 80, Series |11, Walter
Lippmann Collection, Sterling Library, Yale University, New Haven, Conn. Hereinafter cited as
“WLC.”

® Ronald Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century (Boston: Little Brown and Company,
1980): 545-546.

® See Beschloss, Taking Charge: The Johnson White House Tapes, 1963-1964 (New Y ork: Simon and
Schuster, 1997): 80; Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 544.
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Lippmann’s sense of place and importance as an adviser to Johnson far
exceeded the titular role he had played in deliberations at the Kennedy White House.
In the Kennedy years Lippmann gave plenty of advice, most of which the president
ignored. JFK granted him access; but with Johnson Lippmann seemed to have real
influence. If Johnson were unavailable, his latest mood on the issue de jure passed
easily to the president through two of Lippmann’s friends, Mac Bundy and
Undersecretary of State George Ball. Above al else, LBJ s ambitious plans for far-
reaching welfare legislation and progressive domestic programs appealed to
Lippmann’s closely-held belief that the nation had for too long neglected internal
problems by fixating on the specter of Communism. Johnson’s reform impulse and
legislative skills made Lippmann optimistic that, with improving U.S.-Soviet
relations, crises abroad might be subordinated to those at home.

Buoyed by these hopes and an instinctual desire to be near the center of
power, Lippmann moved toward an association with the administration that some
observers felt violated the principles he expounded about good journalism. Scholars
often credit Lippmann’s objectivity and professionalism with revolutionizing
twentieth-century journalism; after all, in 1914 he had co-founded The New Republic
and, in the 1920s, he had established himself as an authority with two path-breaking
studies on the media,” and had served as executive editor of the New Y ork World.
But in the eyes of contemporaries, his position as a confidant to LBJ compromised

the rules of conduct he had defined between policymakers and reporters. Richard

" Eric Alterman, Sound and Fury: The Washington Punditocracy and the Collapse of American
Palitics (New Y ork: Harper-Collins Publishers, 1992): 304-309. See discussion in introductory
chapter. For specific examplesin Lippmann’s writings see the opening chapter of Public Opinion
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Rovere of the New Yorker later told an interviewer that in the first year of the
administration, Lippmann, his friend, was “very high on Johnson and had been closer
to him than he would now like to admit.”®

Y et, fundamental differences between Lippmann and Johnson on the problem
of Vietnam ensured that their alliance, however spectacular, would be brief. For if
Lippmann heaped praise on LBJ and his Great Society triumphs, he wrote with
discrimination and pessimism about America s goals and prospects in Southeast Asia.
From the start of the Johnson administration he lobbied hard for a diplomatic solution
in Vietnam—a neutralization scheme conceived by French leader Charles de Gaulle.
U.S. officias listened politely, but ignored his counsel.

If access to policymakers did not trandate into influence then neither did it
equate to accord with the president’saims in Southeast Asia. Lippmann repeatedly
used his access to push for negotiations. Twice in 1964 he debated, as a group, the
key architects of the Americanization of thewar. Therealist convictions that
informed his assessment of the war—conveyed in these White House meetings and
set in print—put Lippmann on a collision course with LBJ.

The administration’s pursuit of Lippmann would devolve into arear-guard
action to delay hisinevitable criticisms. McGeorge Bundy played an indispensable
part in stringing Lippmann along. He shared LBJ s concerns about how Lippmann’s
growing doubts about the war might affect opinion at home, among key adlies, in

Saigon, in Moscow, and even with Chinese and North Vietnamese leaders. He aso

(New Y ork: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1922), "The World Outside and the Picturesin Our
Heads," aswell as his sequel book, The Phantom Public (New Y ork: The Macmillan Company: 1925).
8 Richard Rovere, Oral History Interview |, 6 May 1969: 21, LBJL. Steel’sanalysisin Walter
Lippmann and the American Century reflects this same judgment.

380



knew—perhaps better than the president—that if the war became an American war
the administration would lose Lippmann. Consequently, during the 18 months from
January 1964 to mid-1965, Bundy, LBJ, and other officials misled the columnist
about their Vietnam policies with sophisticated cal cul ation.

A number of factors made it unlikely that Johnson—or indeed any president—
would have pulled out of Vietnam in the immediate months after Kennedy’ s death.’
The deterioration of the Saigon government after Diem’ s assassi nation, concerns
about Chinese ambitions in Southeast Asia, domestic political considerations,
Johnson'’s strong antt Communism, and his fear of “losing” Vietham contributed to
his decision to continue the policies of his predecessor. There was continuity but also
a subtle change from Kennedy that showed up in Johnson’s leadership style: his
insistence on preventing defeat in South Vietnam. He accepted the advice of
Kennedy’ s advisors that the U.S. must stand firm but he also set the tone. “1 am not
going to lose Vietnam. | am not going to be the President who saw Southeast Asiago
the way Chinawent,” LBJtold Ambassador to Vietham Henry Cabot Lodge at a
meeting on 24 November 1963. He admonished advisors, “Don’t go to bed at night
until you have asked yourself, ‘Have | done everything | could to further the
American effort to assist South Vietnam? " Two days |ater, Johnson authorized
NSAM 273 that reaffirmed Americawould help the South Viethamese “win their

contest against the externaly directed and supported Communist conspiracy.”

®“National Security Action Memorandum No. 273,” 26 November 1963, Foreign Relations of the
United Sates (hereinafter cited to as FRUS), 1961-1963, Volume IV (Washington: Government
Printing Office): 637-640. See also Dallek’sanalysisin Flawed Giant: 97-101; Fredrik Logevall’sin
Choosing War: The Lost Chance for Peace and the Escalation of War in Vietham (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1999): 77-80.

% Dallek, Flawed Giant: 100.
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Presidential determination meant there would be no fundamental reappraisal of the
rationale for the commitment.™

Neither Johnson, nor his key advisors, were predisposed to pursue a
neutralization plan in Southeast Asia, such as Lippmann endorsed in September 1963.
As neutralization became atopic for editorialists in December, U.S. officials firmly
tamped down talk of neutralizing South Vietnam. They reassured the new
government of General Duong Van Minh of their resolve to get amilitary decision.
Dean Rusk sent Lodge a telegram that re-stated the American position in no uncertain
terms. “You may catgorically, and in amanner most likely to convince them, say to
the generals that [the U.S.] in no way favors a neutral solution for South Vietnam,”
Rusk instructed Lodge. “As you know, powerful voices such as the New York Times
and Lippmann have been advocating some sort of neutral solution but thisin no wise
reflects US Government policy which has consistently been awin the war policy. As
you know from recent messages, thisis US policy from the top down.”** Rusk told
Lodge to stress that Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara strip to Saigon, set for
19-20 December, was asign of that commitment. During McNamara svisit an aide
to Roger Hilsman, undersecretary of state for political affairs, met with the South
Vietnamese prime minister, foreign minister and several members of the ruling
Military Revolutionary Council. These leaders were “uniformly worried,” the aide

reported to Hilsman, about a Lippmann column that urged neutralism and American

! See Dallek, Flawed Giant: 97-101; for an extended discussion of LBJ' s determination not to “lose”
Vietnam, see Logevall, Choosing War: 77-107; and George C. Herring, America’s Longest War: The
United Satesin Vietham, 1945-1975 (New Y ork: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1986): 111-118.

12 Dean Rusk to Henry Cabot Lodge, 10 December 1963, FRUS, 1961-1963Vol. IV: 695 -696.
George Ball, Roger Hilsman, and Michael Forrestal cleared the text of the telegram.
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withdrawal from the South.”* The McNamara trip produced a new sense of urgency
about developmentsin Saigon. McNamara reported to Johnson that the situation was
“very disturbing.” If the rate of deterioration of the Minh government continued, he
forecast, South Vietnam might be lost within months. Little more than a month later,
on 29 January 1964, a group of younger officers, led by General Nguyen Khanh,
overthrew Minh. The coup reinforced Washington’s doubts about its clients in
Saigon—especially Khanh whose checkered past included support for the Vietminh
and, at one point, opposition to Diem. The Khanh government, it was feared, might
cut adeal with Hanoi.**

Looking to the wider situation in Southeast Asia administration officials
perceived devel opments to be equally grim. The Laos agreements of 1962 were under
attack from both wings of the coalition government; Cambodia s Prince Sihanouk
was agitating for amajor international conference to secure his country’s neutrality;
and Indonesia’ s Sukarno made overtures to Beijing while waging open hostilities
against the pro-Western government in Malaysia. China, above all else, concerned
U.S. planners. Unsure of the extent of the Sino-Soviet rift, Washington feared that
U.S. intervention in any of these places might unite the two great Communist powers
against acommon enemy. China, moreover, faced massive food shortages because of
its agricultural reforms and, U.S. officias thought, might “overrun” Southeast Asiato
secure these staples. At the very least, Washington assumed that Beijing would incite

instability in the nations aong its periphery.™

13 Charles Sullivan to Roger Hilsman, “Memorandum: Report of McNamara's Visit to Saigon,” 21
December 1963, FRUS, 1961-1963, Vol IV: 728 -731.

 Herring, America’s Longest War: 111-118.
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Considering the internal weakness of the Saigon regime and the magnitude of
the perceived external threat, LBJ signed NSAM 288 on 17 March 1964.
Reconfirming the goal of preserving an independent, non-Communist government in
Saigon, the policy directive provided for a national mobilization in South Vietnam,
placing it on awar footing. In addition, Johnson appointed General William
Westmoreland to replace U.S. military commander General Paul Harkins, authorized
an adviser buildup (that by year’s end brought the total from 16,700 to 23,000), and
granted $50 million in economic aid.*

In making these decisions, Johnson hoped to keep South Vietnam alow-
intensity conflict during the election year of 1964. He regarded the war, and foreign
affairs generally, as an irritant and “intrusion” that diverted his attention from plans
for sweeping socia reforms at home. Moreover, as aleading biographer pointed out,
in foreign affairs Johnson was “much less sure of himself and frustrated . . . it wasan
areain which he had only limited control or capacity to dictate the course of
events.”'” Unfit by temperament to rethink the assumptions for involvement, Johnson
stayed the course. There was, to be sure, on Johnson’s part a consideration of
responsibility for the November coup that he had opposed; that, since the U.S.
intervened so directly in Saigon’sinternal affairs, it now had a greater moral stakein
ensuring the welfare of the Vietnamese people. LBJ also thought Vietnam to be an

important personal test of hisforeign policy mettle with the fall presidential election

** Larry Berman, Planning a Tragedy: The Americanization of the War in Vietnam. New Y ork: W.W.
Norton and Company, 1982: 32; Logevall, Choosing War: 128-129; also The Pentagon Papers,
Senator Gravel edition, Volume Ill (Washington, DC: GPO): 50.

Y Dallek, Flawed Giant: 97; Herring, America’s Longest War: 111-112.
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approaching. Underlying it al, Johnson and his advisors saw Vietnam as a challenge
to American steadfastness abroad.™

Despite the drift of Vietnam policy, Lippmann lined himself up as one of the
administration’s most out-spoken admirers. Severa factors contributed to this
affinity. Much of his enthusiasm derived from the lofty expectations he had for the
scope and pace of domestic reforms under the new administration. A corollary to this
was his belief that Johnson would exploit the relaxation of tensions between the U.S.
and U.S.S.R., to focus on programs at home. LBJ aso benefited from his relentless
cultivation of Lippmann. The columnist did not yet associate Vietnam with
Johnson’s policies or, as he would several years |ater, the man himself.

Lippmann also welcomed the contrast between John Kennedy’ s maverick
style of leadership and the consensus-building skills Johnson perfected in the Senate.
He portrayed the earthy Texan as a politician with whom average Americans could
connect. InaMarch 1964 interview, Lippmann told the popular German magazine
Der Spiegel that LBJ had a moderating effect on American politics. “Kennedy
divided the country,” Lippmann said. “Johnson, on the other hand, islike an old
shoe—very comfortable.” With LBJ, the country was “much quieter and more at
ease.” Lippmann also addressed the “distorted view” of the Kennedy record. “He
was the idol of the left,” Lippmann remarked disdainfully, “and Kennedy was not a

man of the left at all—he was a very conservative man.”*® In the weeks leading up to

'® Dallek, Flawed Giant: 100.
9 ippmann interview with Der Spiegel, 7 March 1964; from a copy found in Acheson Papers, Box
101, Folder: St. Dept. and White House Advisor, 1964, Harry S. Truman Library.
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the 1964 election he used his column to anoint Lyndon Baines Johnson as a suitable
successor, a“born compromiser and healer.” %

Systemic changesin the Cold War also contributed to Lippmann’s sense that
Johnson could capitalize on an opportune “thaw” in superpower relations. In this
respect, his outlook on international developments contrasted strikingly with that of
U.S. officials. By early 1964, Lippmann believed that the Soviet-American rivalry
had moved beyond its crisis phase: Western Europe had stabilized and recovered, and
arough nuclear parity existed between the superpowers.”* These developments, he
believed, made room for a period of peaceful co-existence. The U.S. and Soviet
Union “are no longer on acollision course as they were before the Cuban missile
confrontation,” hetold readersin his first column of the new year. “It cannot be said
that the two powers are now on the same course or even that they are on parallel
courses. But for some considerable distance ahead there is room for both of them.”#
Thus, there was atacit consensus between the two superpowers to curb the spiraling
weapons competition—codified in the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty of 1963. “The race of
armaments, which has been both an expression and a stimulus of the Cold War, has

reached a point where, if there were war, military victory would have no meaning for

either side,” he wrote on 2 January 1964. Lippmann also was far more optimistic

2 \Walter Lippmann, “The Republican Moderates,” 12 October 1964, Newsweek: 29.

2 Modern scholars suggest that it was the parity of nuclear deterrence (if not in actual numbers of
weapons) itself which prolonged the Cold War, ultimately accounting for the fact that the conflict did
not end in the early 1960s in the wake of the Cuban Missile Crisis. John Lewis Gaddis has observed
that by the 1970s, the Cold War had moved into a “robust, sustainable, and at least at the superpower
level, peaceful international system” even while Soviet power was in decline. Nuclear weapons,
Gaddis argues, “and the fear they generated may well have stretched out the process of decay inside
the USSR—in effect slowing down time—although they could not reverseit. Not the least of the Cold
War’s odditiesis that its outcome was largely determined before two-thirds of it had even been
fought.” See Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History (New Y ork: Oxford University
Press, 1997): 280.
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about using the Sino-Soviet split to triangulate and to contain Chinese expansion in
Southeast Asia. While he believed small states on the border of China could not
pursue overtly pro-Western policies that antagonized Beijing, they could nevertheless
remain autonomous in their internal politics and neutral—in a Titoist sense—in their
foreign affairs. Chinawas a great expanding power that the U.S. could not let go
unchecked, Lippmann conceded. But so long asit did not threaten Japan or the
Philippines or American naval supremacy in the Pacific, it was aminimal threat.?®
The corollary Lippmann drew from this prognosis was that the enormous
expenditures for the arms race and global containment could safely and wisely be
diverted back into domestic programs for “human progress . . . the advancement of

education or an attack on poverty.”?*

Weeks after this column appeared, the
president’s chief speechwriters found inspiration in the title of Lippmann’s 1937
book, The Good Society, for the phrase LBJ used to popularize his vision of post-
affluent America—"The Great Society.”? During the fall election season, Lippmann
projected LBJ as the leader who, by vision, temperament, and divine “ Providence,”
could best carry out areform program. He used this theme into 1965, perhaps, at that

late juncture, sensing it was the only appeal that might convince Johnson to forego

Americanization of the war.

2 |ippmann, T&T, "The Thaw," 2 January 1964.
| bid.

to Richard Goodwin "that in terms of a popular slogan, the goal of 'post-affluent' America was
probably best caught by thetitle of Walter Lippmann's book of some years back, The Good Society.
Goodwin quite went along with me. But he obvioudly preferred ‘great society' to ‘good society.™
Goodwin began peppering LBJ's speeches with thisterm in March 1964 and, at a May commencement
address at the University of Michigan, the President spelled out hisvision for the Great Society.
Lippmann's mentor Graham Wallas, the Fabian socialist and professor at the London School of
Economics, used the term as the title of a 1914 book.
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Lippmann’s early assessments of Johnson bordered on a kind of enthusiasm
for powerful and charismatic leaders that, some observers claim, dotted the
columnist’s long career.?® This contradicted Lippmann’s reputation as a stoic who
evaluated policymakers and their programs from a cool, detached, and placidly
analytical perspective. How could an intellectually-dispassionate analyst, a major
proponent of postwar realism no less, be a cheerleader for great men?

Ronald Stedl’ s biography exploded the myth—widely accepted during
Lippmann’s working career—that he did not associate with powerful politicians and
others who acted as his sources.?” In doing so, however, Steel may have gone too far
in suggesting the distorting effects of Lippmann’s enthusiasm for some of the
twentieth century’s most imposing political figures: Winston Churchill, Charles de
Gaulle, Woodrow Wilson, and John Kennedy. He admired Churchill and De Gaulle
as historic figures who rose up to lead their countriesin times of great crisis. Heaso
appreciated their deep sense of history and, as well, something that can only be
described astheir “long view.” Churchill articulated it in the early days of the war
when his nation stood, virtually aone, as the defender of Western society. De
Gaulle—another wartime leader whom Lippmann admired—anticipated, better than
anyone else, the changes in postwar European power alignments.

Lippmann was no hero-worshipper, however, blinded to the faults and poor

judgments of his subjects.?® He harshly criticized De Gaull€’ s nuclear policy even

% To be discussed at length in the concluding chapter.

" Much of the book’ s engrossing quality derives from the stream of famous people who pass through
its pages as part of Lippmann’slife.

% The historian Arthur Schlesigner, Jr., who knew Lippmann well, recalled that Lippmann was “a
skeptic. He was very skeptical, even with De Gaulle, whom he admired as a sort of historical figure.
He was not a hero-worshipper at all. He was sort of a skeptic and from time to time he admired people
who had done thins, with hose policies he agreed. But he was not a hero-worshipper . . . | mean the
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while embracing the General’ s warnings about intervention in Southeast Asia. With
Woodrow Wilson, whom he supported as editor of The New Republic, Lippmann
believed the president had “lost the peace” by seeking to impose democratic
principles at Versailles rather than constructing alasting balance of power. He
devoted much of his subsequent career to challenging the Wilsonian legacy in U.S.
foreign affairs. Decades later, he endorsed presidential candidate John Kennedy as a
“natural leader of men.”?® The columnist, however, distanced himself from President
Kennedy, whom he considered charismatic and able but somewhat impulsive and not
always a careful judge of foreign policy issues.

With LBJ, in the beginning, there were ideological and personal forces that
pulled Lippmann nearer the administration. Part of it was generational—Lippmann
felt much more comfortable with Johnson, 10 years older than Kennedy, who shared
some of the characteristic’s of Lippmann’s contemporaries. Born in 1907, Johnson
was part of an intra-generational group somewhere between the “Lost” and “GI”

generations—abl e to draw on memories of America before itsrise to global power

greatest president that he wrote about was FDR. But he was never worshipful of FDR.” Interview
with author, New Y ork City, 12 March 2002.

Though he supported Roosevelt’'sinitial New Deal legislation, he later became a critic when
he believed the approach had shifted from an emphasis on the “ compensated economy” toward a
“directed economy.” Over time, however, he came to admire FDR as aleader who could articulate his
visions to the public and for his skill asawar president. Days before the president’s death in April
1945, Lippmann wrote a column that embodied a decade of such analysis. Roosevelt proved a
“remarkable strategist,” he wrote. “The President has his failings as an organizer and administrator of
his policies and he has made mistakes of judgment, and has listened to poor advisors, and has indulged
histemperament. But taken in all, and measured by the results achieved, since the summer of 1940 his
estimate of the vital interests of the United States has been accurate and far-sighted. He has served
those interests with audacity and patience, shrewdly and with calculation, and he has led his country
out of the greatest peril in which it has ever been to the highest point of security, influence, and respect
which it has ever attained.” For Lippmann’s criticisms of the New Deal, see, Walter Lippmann, The
Method of Freedom (New Y ork, 1934). For Lippmann’s praise of Roosevelt’s wartime leadership, see,
Lippmann, T&T, “The President as Strategist,” 7 April 1945.
% |ippmann, T&T, “The Two Men,” 18 October 1960; see also T&T, “The TV Debate,” 30 September
1960; T&T, “The Second Debate,” 11 October 1960.

389



and tempered by the disillusionment on the inter-war years.* LBJ srootsin the New
Deadl years aso oriented him toward a domestic agenda of social welfare, urban
renewal, and civil rights reforms—all of which appealed to Lippmann. For adecade,
Lippmann had urged Americans to address crucia socio-economic problems at home
while worrying alittle less about the Soviet menace. Coupled with these influences
was Lippmann’s friendship with key Johnson advisors. The columnist’s connection
to Mac Bundy and George Ball proved decisive when the president’s Vietnam
policies began to concern Lippmann.

Lippmann’s unbridled admiration of LBJ raised troubling questions for some
observers about his celebrated objectivity and detachment. Their concerns were
justified. On a nationally-televised program the columnist rhapsodized about the
president as being a“healing man” and a“geniusin politics.” On 8 April 1964, in the
upstairs Oval Room of the White House, Johnson, advisor Jack Valenti, and
presidential secretary Vicky McCammon gathered around atelevision to watch the
annual installment of the network series, CBS Report: Conversation with Walter
Lippmann.®* They listened as Lippmann explained that LBJ had supplanted
Kennedy’ s dashing but divisive politics of crisis with a calmer, domestic consensus.
Seated comfortably on a studio couch set in front of book-filled shelves, Lippmann
told interviewer Eric Sevaried, that under Johnson’s leadership “the country is far

more united and at peace with itself, except over the issue of Negro rights, than it has

% Robert Kaiser makes a generational argument in his American Tragedy: Kennedy, Johnson, and the
Origins of the Vietnam War (Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University, 2000): 8-9. He bases
his analysis on the work of William Strauss and Neil Howe, Generations: The History of America’s
Future, 1584 to 2069 (New Y ork, 1991).

3 Lippmann was an innovator even in the medium that eventually helped super-pundits and talking
heads supplant the Washington columnist. The CBS Reports series taped seven one-hour interviews
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been for along time. . . | attribute that to the accession of this new President.”
Reflecting on LBJ s domestic legislation, particularly the pending civil rights bill,
Lippmann added, “And he' s done, | think, what President Kennedy could not have
done had helived.”** Watching atelevision at the foot of her bed in the presidential
living quarters, Lady Bird Johnson thought Lippmann’s oration “couldn’t have been
better.” It seemed to her that the columnist thought “it didn’t make any difference
about whom Lyndon asked to be his Vice-President [in that fall’s presidential race],
because he didn’t need the help.”®* Nothing Lippmann could have said would have
pleased Johnson more. “Did you hear Walter Lippmann last night?’ LBJ crowed to
Georgia Senator Richard Russell the next day. “I thought he was wonderful.” To
which Russdll, Johnson’ s old mentor, laughed in reply, I just wondered what it cost
you. God, | know Old A.W. Moursund* is signing up the deed to [your] damned
television station. It'sa Lippmann station now!”* Lyndon Johnson, momentarily,
had found his prized publicist.

Lippmann’s enthusiasm for the newest occupant of the White House was not
lost on journalistic colleagues. Eric Sevaried obliquely raised the point when he
opened the interview. How did Lippmann, he asked, for 50 years a confidant of
presidents, retain his ability to be critical of them? Lippmann answered that
journalists had to observe certain “rules of hygiene.” He continued, “Newspapermen

cannot be the cronies of great men . . . | think it is advantageous for the President to

with Lippmann between 1960 and 1965. Interviewersinclude some of TV journalism's luminaries:
Howard K. Smith, Eric Sevaried, and Walter Cronkite.

% Walter Lippmann, Conversations with Walter Lippmann (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company,
1965): 179-180; Michael Beschloss, Taking Charge: 313, fn.

3 |_ady Bird Johnson, A White House Diary (New Y ork: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1970): 104.

* An ex-judge from Texas Hill-country, a Johnson crony, and one of LBJ's closest business partners.
% Beschloss, Taking Charge: 313.
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be able to talk to somebody who won't exploit him, or betray him, or talk his mind;
and it’s certainly a great advantage to the correspondent to know what’ s really going
on so hewon't make afool of himself. But there always has to be a certain distance
between high public officials and newspapermen. | wouldn’'t say awall or afence,

but an air space, that’s very necessary.”*

It was not so clear that Lippmann heeded
his own advice.

In retrospect, some colleagues insisted that Lippmann maintained his distance
and independence during those critical months. “His influence came not from

rubbing shoulders with celebrities,” recalled Joseph Kraft, the Los Angeles Times

columnist. “It flowed from his independence of thought and the penetration of his

analyse's.”37 Washington Post reporter Carroll Kilpatrick, another recipient of the
Johnson treatment, thought Lippmann’s convictions, not complicity with Johnson,
shaped his columns. The Johnson treatment worked in the beginning, Kilpatrick
admitted. “ Some well-known people were completely . . . enamored of him because
of his openness and willingness to see them,” Kilpatrick said. “For example the
President thought—I’ m sure—that Walter Lippmann was almost in his vest pocket.
He called Lippmann to ask him what to do about thisand that. Lippmann was an
independent minded man and [eventually] he said, ‘No, you shouldn’t do this.” And
then he would go out and write in public that the President made a mistake when he

announced this policy yesterday. That antagonized Johnson.”*®

% ippmann, Conversations with Walter Lippmann, 161-163.

37 Joseph Kraft, “Lippmann: Y esterday, Today and Tomorrow,” The Washington Post, September 11,
1980: A19. Kraft wrote this editorial when Steel’ s biography, analyzing Lippmann’s relationship with
LBJ, was published.

* Kilpatrick, OH-1: 10. Speaking to his press secretary, George Reedy, LBJ succinctly described his
theory of press relations—a philosophy that later landed him in so much trouble. “This crowd here,”
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Other observers were far more critical of Lippmann’s close proximity to the
president and his habit of ingratiating himself to those in power. E. Ernest Goldstein,
aspecia assistant to LBJ from 1967-69 and one of his Austin associates, recalled that
during Lippmann’s 1962 visit to the ranch it was Johnson who was the recipient of
the “Lippmann treatment.” The columnist “was showing tremendous adul ation for
the [Vice] President, which is the mildest word | can think of,” Goldstein recalled.
“Mr. Lippmann has always tried to manage to be very close to the seat of power in
this country for aslong as he could. It seemsto me he was doing what comes

naturally as far as he was concerned.”*®

While Lippmann’s research assistant,
Elizabeth Farmer, believed his enthusiasm for Johnson to be * spontaneous and real,”
she nevertheless indicated to her boss that it seemed “excessive.”* Undeniably,
Lippmann craved to be among the “men of action,” as he liked to call them. He
coveted hisinsider status. After al, access was part of his stock-in-trade.

Lippmann practiced his craft in that gray area which exists between decision-
makers and those who interpret their actions for the public. He seems constantly to
have struggled with the implications of occupying such an undefined space and with
his own conception of the role he played in the process of being the intermediary
between officials and his readership. A tension existed within him asto which his

allegiance belonged. This ambivalence carried over into the realm of policies and

ideas, too. What his biographer understood to be Lippmann’s unique “intellectual

Johnson said of the press corpsin 1964, “you got to understand that they are not the masters of the
White House. They're just the servants and we give them what we want to give them.” Beschloss,
Taking Charge: 308.

¥ E. Ernest Goldstein, Oral History Interview, 9 December 1968: 12. LBJL.

“0 | nterview with Elizabeth Midgley (Farmer), 28 February 2001, Washington, DC.
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flexibility”** (his ability to jettison old notions for new ones) could just as accurately
be described as akind of emotive fickleness. Given far-ranging access to the most
powerful personsin American public life, Lippmann often chose to stand apart from
prevailing official views—sometimes without provocation or clear impetus, and not
entirely for reasons of professiona detachment. Lippmann’srival, the columnist Joe
Alsop, once jested that the only way Lippmann managed to keep his columns fresh
for four decades was to flip-flop his “views roughly once every eight months’—about
the time in between Lippmann’s visits to Paris and London. There was, as a
prominent historian once noted, a contra-cyclical quality to hiswriting.*?

Competing with his strong need to be an insider, there existed in this complex
man a deeper contrarian impulse from which he derived energy, pleasure, and akind
of intellectual replenishment. The novelist of the New Y ork intelligentsia, Louis
Auchincloss (who was Lippmann’s lawyer and closest associate latein life), captured
this enigmatic side of the columnist’s personality in athinly-veiled fictional novel,
The House of the Prophet (1980). “He was incapable of conforming to any pattern,
noble or ignoble,” Auchincloss wrote about Felix Leitner, the book’ s central
character, patterned after Lippmann. “Sooner or later he was bound to separate
himself from the team, whatever team it might be, and redefine himself in relation to
it in less than complimentary terms. The reason that he was so dangerous was that

the pleasure he derived in separating himself from the team was greater than any

material or even moral advantage that he might possibly derive from staying with

“! For example, see Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 77.

“2 Alsop, I’ ve Seen the Best of It: 472-473. See Arthur Schlesigner, Jr.'s essay, "Walter Lippmann: The
Intellectua v. Politics," in Walter Lippmann and His Times, Marquis Childs and James Reston, eds.,
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1959): 189-225.
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it”* Yearslater, Auchincloss recalled that he chose Lippmann as amodel of “aman
who isindependent, totally and completely independent, of every creed, philosophy,
and human being, because he isamind operating aone.” The book’s story, like
much of Lippmann’s life, revolved around the difficulties and contradictions arising
from this pursuit of intellectual independence.*

Jim Rowe, aformer aide to Franklin D. Roosevelt and along-time friend of
LBJ, had watched that process of disassociation happen when Lippmann turned
against the New Deal reforms and endorsed Alf Landon in the 1936 presidential race.
Rowe, in the spring of 1964, compared the Washington press corps to adocile flock
following the “bellwether [sic] sheep.” He told President Johnson, “The only two
newspapermen practically al of them admire are Walter Lippmann and Scotty
Reston. Aslong asthose two are for Lyndon Johnson he will, on the whole, get a
good press from the rest of them. Y ou certainly have Lippmann and Reston in your
pocket now. | hope you do not lose them.”*® That outcome depended far more on
events in Saigon than on Johnson’ s entreaties, Lippmann’s vagaries, or, ultimately,

his need to be an insider.

“3 Louis Auchincloss, The House of the Prophet (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1980): 142.
Auchincloss is both more critical of Lippmann’s personal shortcomings than biographer Ronald Steel,
and more appreciative of the beauty of Lippmann’s prose, indeed the journalistic feat of writing a
column for so long.

“ Louis Auchincloss, interview with author, 12 March 2002, New Y ork City.

“® James Rowe to LBJ, 22 April 1964, White House Central File (Ex Fg 1), LBJL. Information on
Rowe' s background can be found in Dallek’ s Flawed Giant. Y ears later, Johnson recalled Rowe's
advice almost verbatim (though with great bitterness) to his biographer Doris Kearns when recounting
the loss of media support for the war. “The Washington press are like a pack of wolves when it comes
to attacking public officials, but they’re like a bunch of sheep in their own profession and they will
always follow the bellwether sheep, the leaders of their profession, Lippmann and Reston. Aslong as
those two stayed with me, | was okay. But once they left me in pursuit of their fancy prizes, everyone
else left measwell. But the more they screamed and squawked, the more determined | wasto stick it
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During the spring of 1964, in contrast to his applause for the administration’s
legidative triumphs and LBJ s domestic prospects, Lippmann filled his analyses of
Vietnam with foreboding. He wrote about it more than any other subject, producing
nearly adozen columnsin the first half of 1964 aone.*®* Though he would wait more
than ayear before quitting the kid-glove treatment with Johnson, U.S. policymakers
and the general public who paid attention in 1964 knew that Lippmann would not
support an Americanized war in Vietnam. He continued his support for De Gaulle's
plan for neutralization, developing several themes that later widened his schism with
LBJ: the administration needed to debate openly, rather than obfuscate, the American
rolein the war; abombing campaign against North Vietnam would not win what was
essentialy acivil war in the South, though it could trigger Chinese intervention; and
the U.S. military presence in Vietnam should be temporary and used only to preserve
American bargaining power.*’ Critics believed he did not have the requisite
knowledge of Asiato make these judgments. But Lippmann, like the French leaders
and intellectuals who informed his perspective, seemed singularly focused on creating
agreat-power framework to guarantee neutralism in Southeast Asia. The only
plausible strategy in Vietnam, he told readers, was a diplomatic settlement devised by
the Western Alliance not an enlarged American military commitment.

At times during 1964 and 1965, Lippmann acted like an informal ambassador

between Johnson and De Gaulle when rel ations broke down between the official U.S.

out.” Doris Kearns, Lyndon Johnson and the American Dream (New Y ork: Harper & Row, 1976):
313-314.
“6 Culminating that May in a three-part series of French and American interestsin Asia.
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envoy, Charles Bohlen, and his French hosts. Lippmann listened to French officials
estimates of the war because of their own direct experience in the country. Too,
Lippmann was an unrequited Francophile. He moved easily among French
diplomats, and was close to the French Ambassador Herve Alphand and his
successor, Charles Lucet. Columnist Joe Alsop and Mac Bundy, thought poorly of it,
insisting that Lippmann was on the receiving end of a propaganda pipeline. Alsop
especially thought Lippmann’s specia relationship with the French sources impugned
his independent status. Lippmann once met the historian Bernard Fall, whom Alsop
considered a* French agent.” Forever after Alsop complained that “ mushy heads”
like Lippmann used “[Fall] as a guide whenever the French Embassy is
unavailable.”*® When he met with French officials in Washington or visits with De
Gaulle at the Qual d’ Orsay—U.S. officials brought him in, partly to soothe his
concerns but also to probe for European opinion about the war. These White House
meetings became rites of spring and late fall, coinciding with Lippmann’s twice-
yearly trips to the Continent. After one visit to Paris, Lippmann decided that Bohlen
harbored such antipathy for the Genera that he recommended LBJ replace the

ambassador because his prejudices kept him from being an effective diplomat.*®

“" See especialy, Lippmann, “Concerning Vietnam,” T&T, 5 March 1964; “ Foreign Policy Debate,”
T&T, 21 April 1964.

“8 Joe Alsop to P.J. Honey, 10 March 1964, Box 69, Joseph W. Alsop Papers, Library of Congress,
Washington, DC (hereinafter referred to as“LC”). According to Elizabeth Midgley, Lippmann’s
research assistant, Lippmann met with Bernard Fall only once—purposefully in her presence.
Knowing Fall’ s reputation, Lippmann was careful to protect himself from the very charges Alsop
leveled at himin private. Interview with Elizabeth Midgley (Farmer), 28 February 2001, Washington,
DC.

“ Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century, 555. Years later Lippmann, who never showed
much interest in government service, admitted that had it been offered he would have accepted the
position as Ambassador to France.
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Lippmann’s use of French officials and dissenting journalists exacerbated
critic's clams that he wrote with little direct knowledge of political and social
realitiesin Southeast Asia. This argument had merit. On Western European subjects
ranging from geopolitics and to economics, Lippmann was at his strongest. He wrote
lucidly about the intricacies of the problematic Multi-Lateral Force proposal or the
effects of Gaullist nationalism on NATO. But when he ventured into detail about
Southeast Asia, he was less sure. Like so many eastern Establishment figures of his
era, Lippmann was an Atlanticist. Asiafell outside that part of the world where he
deemed the U.S. to have primary interests. Later, defending himself against charges
that he was a “ neo-isolationist” because he opposed intervention in Vietnam, he
would explain that “while we have important interests on the Asian and African
continents, they are not vital interests which would justify aunilateral American
commitment of our military forces. In these areas, which are beyond the limits of our
vital strategic interests,” it was better to rely on collective defense.®® Asia, moreover,
fell outside the scope of Lippmann’sintellectual and cultural curiosity. Though he
twice toured India, meeting with Jawarhal Nehru, he never ventured to China, Japan,
Korea, or Southeast Asia>

The dichotomy between Lippmann’s grasp of the detailsin Vietnam and his
power to influence public opinion on the subject befuddled policymakers and Asia
hands. Bill Moyers, Johnson’s press secretary and chief of staff, recalled that this
contradiction contributed to the president’ s preoccupation with Lippmann. “LBJ took

Lippmann seriously as the one philosopher-columnist who was read regularly by the

* |ippmann, T&T, "The Neo-Isolationists," 2 March 1965.
*! Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century, 463-464; 515-516.
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elites of the establishment,” Moyers said. “He was constantly frustrated because he
believed Lippmann’ s influence was out of all proportion to his knowledge of Asia, in
particular, and that’s why he would spend so much of histime and effort to have
various members of the administration try either to coddle or challenge Lippmann.”>2

Foreign correspondents expressed similar frustrations. Most rejected
Lippmann’s central assessments of the war in the early 1960s: the futility of
prevailing militarily in South Vietnam; that no vital interests were at stake; and that a
satisfactory settlement could be reached at the peace table. Informed observers, such
as Newsweek' s Southeast Asiareporter Bob Elegant, dismissed Lippmann’s plans for
the neutralization of Laos and the rest of Indo-Chinain 1961. Elegant wrote privately
that Lippmann “seems almost as detached from reality as Mao Tse-tung in his
construction of vast and airy fantasies without any basisin things as they are. | have
in mind his thesis about Southeast Asia[neutralization], which proceeds from a
complete misunderstanding of the present situation . . . The view from Washington
certainly comprehends some strange vistas.”>®

Nor did those who criticized American tactics share Lippmann’s fundamental
reservations. New York Times reporter David Halberstam and United Press
International writer Neil Sheehan, among a small band of Saigon correspondents, first
revealed to the American public in 1962 and 1963 the poor progressin fighting the
Vietcong, aswell asthe Diem regime’ s unpopularity and ruthless acts of suppression.

Halberstam and Sheehan earned the enmity of the Kennedy administration for

exposing the warts of the U.S. counter-insurgency program. In hindsight, however,

*2 Bijll Moyers letter to author, 23 November 1998.
%3 Robert Elegant to Joe Alsop, 22 June 1961, Box 17, Joseph W. Alsop Papers, LC.
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these observers, who were in the position to know how badly the war was going in
the South, were not ready to embrace a negotiated settlement that they clearly felt to
be a defeatist option. By their own admission, while Halberstam and Sheehan
opposed military strategy in 1963, they failed to question either the military character
of intervention or American objectives.>

Longtime veterans, like Keyes Beech of the Chicago Daily News, insisted that
Lippmann inflicted grave damage on U.S. policy with his Olympian musings. Far
from the dinner parties and insider’ sworld of official Washington, in his Tokyo
bureau office, Beech read Lippmann’s support for neutralization in 1964 with
mounting incredulity. A seasoned war reporter and anti-Communist, he had cut his
teeth covering the Korean War and spent much of the intervening time writing about
Vietnam under the Diem regime. His prescription for Saigon’s problems did not
include compromise with Hanoi: “1t'swell to keep in mind Uncle Mao’ s advice that
thereisno third road.” De Gaulle's plan for neutralization “is fooling alot of
people,” he wrote. Beech thought that Lippmann, out of ignorance, abetted the
Generad’s plan to restore French influence by so eagerly adopting his plan. “Congress
ought to enact alaw forbidding Walter Lippmann to write about Southeast Asia,” he
told Joe Alsop after reading a column in which Lippmann confused the geography of
Hanoi with Haiphong. “If that can’'t be arranged, perhaps someone will be good

enough to tell him that Hanoi isn’'t a seaport.”>®

> William Prochnau, Once Upon a Distant War: David Halberstam, Neil Sheehan, Peter Arnett—
Young War Correspondents and Their Early Vietham Battles (New Y ork: Vintage Books, 1996).

*® K eyes Beech to Joe Alsop, 23 March 1964, Box 69, Joseph W. Alsop Collection, LC. Beech shared
Alsop's long-held skepticism about Lippmann's analysisin Southeast Asia. Early in the Kennedy
Administration he'd told Alsop: "Fourteen years ago | stated that the Japanese should not be allowed to
use oil paint. It'snot their medium. Nothing has happened since to change my mind. By the same
token, Walter Lippmann should not be allowed to write about Asia, especially Southeast Asia. |
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No colleague so openly ridiculed Lippmann’s ability to engage the issuesin
Vietnam as the tempestuous Joe Alsop.>® Few correspondents possessed his broad
experience and deep appreciation for Asian culture. Fewer still had involved
themselves as such partisansin events there during the 1940s and 1950s.>” Asan
American Air Force captain in Kumming, China, during World War 11, Alsop was a
confidant of T.V. Soong the Nationalist government’s foreign minister. He claimed,
years later, to have helped Soong and Generalissimo Chiang Kai-Shek draft the
telegram that prompted FDR to recall U.S. commander General Joe Stilwell to

Washington.”® Immediately after the war he returned to the New Y ork Herald

recently collected all of Mr. Lippmann's columns on Asia for the past six months and sat down to read
them. The more | read, the more appalled | was. By thetime | finished | was so enraged | wrote a
2,000-word rebuttal which pleased me if nobody else. Isn't there something you can do about this old
man?' Beech to Alsop, 2 August 1961, Box 17, Joseph W. Alsop Papers, LC. For more on Beech
during this period see William Prochnau's Once Upon A Distant War.

* The Newsweek front page of 18 December 1961 heralded the golden age of the syndicated columnist.
The cover art featured a sketch of the East Front of the U.S. Capitol, with the columnists' by-lines
emblazoned on conspicuous parts of the building. As analogies go, the drawing conveyed much about
their style and the relative station each inhabited. Reston’s “Washington” filled the pediment over-
hanging the center stairs—taking a middle position between the chambers and the legidators who
occupied them. Alsop’'s “Matter of Fact” spread across the Senate wing, wherein resided many of his
sources who were part of Congress's statelier and traditionally more conservative body. Lippmann’s
Today and Tomorrow rose above the others, perched atop the dome the building’ s most recognizable
feature. Weeks before, Newsweek editor Ben Bradlee had pitched the project to Alsop, explaining that
the story would “escape the banalities of how a columnist works and lives into the subtleties of what he
thinks, how he influences and whom he convinces.” The most interesting aspect of the Newsweek
piece was its study in contrasts between Lippmann and Alsop. Both, Newsweek maintained, offered
the president “something of value.” Lippmann’s“air of gentility, kindliness and courtliness’ provided
“reason” and “interpretation.” Alsop—"elegant, precise, arrogant”—gave long-range warning on key
issues. The later was a“ hard-boiled egghead, [who] blends into his writings deep convictions, hard-
won facts, and, pervading al, an air of imminent cataclysm.” The Newsweek editors chose not to
dwell on how much the pair disagreed about the Cold War. They also grossly exaggerated the
influence that the columnists' access—and Kennedy’ s apparent interest—seemed to afford them. See,
“The Columnists JFK Reads Every Morning,” Newsweek, 18 December 1961: 65-70; Ben Bradlee to
Joseph Alsop, 2 November 1961, Joseph Alsop Papers, LC, Washington, DC; For more on the press
during the Kennedy years, see Montague Kern, PatriciaW. Levering, and Ralph B. Levering, The
Kennedy Crisis: The Press, the Presidency, and Foreign Policy (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North
Carolina Press, 1981); John Tebbel and Sarah M. Watts, The Press and the Presidency: From George
Washington to Ronald Reagan (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1985:476-489.

*" Robert W. Merry, Taking on the World: Joseph and Stewart Alsop—Guardians of the American
Century (New York: Viking, 1996). Alsop's memoirs, |’ ve Seen the Best of It—also are highly readable
and, true to character—frank. He mentions Lippmann sparingly.

%8 Alsop, I’ ve Seen the Best of It; 228-256.
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Tribune to write a column with his brother, Stewart. “Matter of Fact” would run for
nearly 30 years, with Joe writing it solo after the brothers parted company in 1957.
Joe Alsop had agreat deal invested in Asian events. He also had served during
World War Il asapolitical aide to Colonel Clair L. Chennault in China; landed at
Inchon with General Douglas MacArthur; and, first reported from Saigon in 1953,
where, during the next two decades, he spent atotal of two years reporting in-country.
He was atireless supporter of the Nationalist Chinese exiled to Formosa and a
frequent advocate of military adventures against the Communist regime in Beljing—
which he blamed for inciting the Hanoi-backed insurgency in South Viethnam. A
confirmed anti-Communist, Alsop used his Matter of Fact column to call for direct
U.S. military intervention at Dien Bien Phu, as well as during the Quemoy and Matsu
crises during the 1950s. He took a hard-line approach to fighting the Vietcong
insurgency, and never relinquished it. Mac Bundy, a close family friend of Alsop,
once confided to LBJ after reading one of the columnist’s Saigon dispatches: “I think
[Joe] really wants to have alittle old war out there.”> Bundy rejected Lippmann’s
argument that Vietnam fell outside America s vital geo-strategic interests, yet he was
never fully at ease with Alsop’s full-throated enthusiasm for prosecuting the war
against Hanoi.®°

Lippmann and Alsop courted factions within the elite D.C. society crowd,
though their dinner gatherings evoked far different moods. Evenings at the
Lippmann’s were meditative, cerebral, choreographed, blending philosophy with

politics. If tempersflared, Lippmann or hiswife, Helen, changed topics to avoid a

*° | BJ telephone conversation with Bundy, WH 6403.01, PNO 9, #2309, 2 March 1964; also quoted in
Bechloss, Taking Charge: 262-263.
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full-blown conflagration. A disproportionate number of their guests were foreign
diplomats, who co-mingled with U.S. senators, academics, and journalists—a staff of
servants attending them all. Alsop’s Sunday night potluck dinnersincluded many
established capital socialites—the Kennedys, Harrimans, and Achesons. But they
also drew ayounger crowd of promising State Department and Pentagon officials.
Invariably they featured gossip and heated arguments about the government policy de
jure. Alsop steered these unruly debates becoming more voluble as the booze flowed.
After one especially lubricious evening of cocktails and verbal sparring (in which
Lippmann participated), Alsop conceded in aletter of apology, “1n my family, no
argument really was an argument unless everyone left the room at |east twice, and
this was bad training for the future.”®*

Alsop prided himself on being a good reporter rather than a columnist. He
worked officials. He hunted down stories. He relished “scooping” his colleagues
with hard news. Joe was a master of dark hyperbole—and the style he developed in
Matter of Fact often obscured those reportoria skills. He was pugnacious,
confrontational, and unshakably pessimistic—a combination he accentuated over the
years until it became his public persona. Alsop’s favorite method for taking a bearing
on an issue, or turning up new leads, was to float a column based ailmost entirely on
his theorizing, sit back, and wait for administration officialsto react to it. For all his
bluster and theatrics, he was a keen observer. Perhaps, because he was more firmly
ensconced as areporter than Lippmann, he had a better sense than hisrival of the

limits of ajournalist’s ability to shape an issue. He believed the “personal

® Bird, The Color of Truth: 274-275; 328-329.
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journalism” columnists practiced had negligible influence on either public opinion or
presidential decision-making. “I have never known any reporter who enjoyed this
kind of influence, over any appreciable number of readers,” Alsop observed latein
his career. “And, | have certainly never known any reporter who had this kind of
influence over a President. From time to time, areporter can have an effect by
ventilating a scandal, for example, or by dragging avery grave problem out from
under the rug, or in some other way focusing the political community’s attention on
significant, previously ignore[d] facts.” Interpretation and analysis, however, weren't
the fundamental work at hand. “A reporter’sroleissimply to draw attention to the
facts,” Alsop concluded.®

Beyond their contrasting personalities and their conflicting purposesin
crafting political columns, Lippmann and Alsop were point-counterpoint debaters on
American Cold War policies. Geography, method, and, quite often, goals divided
them. Lippmann, by experience, and, at times focus, seemed most connected with
western Europe. He believed the center of the power struggle between the U.S. and
the Soviet Union lay in Germany. Alsop, who had long experience in the Asian
theater in World War 11, believed that the struggle with Communism (and he made
little distinction between Soviet, Chinese, North Korean or North Viethamese) would
be won on the periphery, in post-colonial regions and developing nations. For
Lippmann, Moscow, Beijing, Pyongyang, and, later, Hanoi were motivated by

nationalist objectives not Marxist orthodoxy. Alsop, conversely, believed that

¢ Merry, Taking on the World: 155-156; 400-401. Joseph Alsop to Walter Lippmann, imprecise date,
c. February 1950, Box 50, Folder 38, Series|Il, WLC.
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Communist ideology was infectious and decisively shaped a worldwide movement
directed from the Kremlin. In crisis situations, Lippmann urged negotiations and
diplomatic discourse; Alsop wanted to send in the Marines. Restraint and
internationalism were Lippmann’s watchwords. Alsop was an unreconstructed
nationalist who cheered rather than challenged Washington’ s expansionist tendencies.
Alsop’s low estimates of Lippmann’s forays into policy debates about
Southeast Asia, like his views on Vietnam, solidified in the 1950s. Their viewson
Indo-China were diametrically opposed.®® Alsop popularized the term “domino
theory,” accepting the ideathat if a Communist government came to power in any of
the former Indo-Chinese states, American prestige would suffer and its security
would be threatened. Theroot of their disagreements lay in the fact that Lippmann
saw developmentsin Asiaon ageopolitical basis: Chinawas an expanding great
power. Alsop viewed Chinese moves through the prism of ideology: Chinawas an
expanding Communist power. Amid asecond maor crisis in the Formosan Straitsin
1958, Alsop rebuffed Lippmann’s argument that Formosa could be turned into an
“autonomous, neutralized and demilitarized” state. Lippmann doubted the
Nationalists would outlive the Chiang regime and that sooner or later the island
would be reunited with the mainland. “1 am considerably shocked by the wide
divergence between your presentation of the facts of the situation-on-the-spot,” Alsop

replied in private correspondence, “and the same facts as | have observed them first

62 Joseph Alsop to Lewis R. Franck, 5 January 1967, Box 76, Joseph Alsop Papers, LC. Thisis
essentially the same argument Alsop expressed in a book he co-wrote with his brother, Stewart: The
Reporter’s Trade (New Y ork: Reynal, 1958).

3 See, for example, the following Alsop "Maitter of Fact" columns published in the New Y ork Herald
Tribune: "Indo-China: The Multiple Crisis," 28 April 1964; "End at Dienbienphu?' 30 April 1954;
"They Fight for Usl" 5 May 1954; "Add Up the Tab," 7 May 1954; "Bombs All But Fell," 10 May
1954; and "The Dissolving Partnership," 21 May 1954.
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hand. Knowing you, | am very sure that you don’t wish to misrepresent the facts.”®

To histwo-page, single-spaced letter, Alsop attached a New Republic article he
deemed suitably informed. One anecdote that Alsop told the Washington Post’s
Saigon correspondent, Ward Just, summarized years of his frustrations. Alsop once
sent some books to Woodley Road in an effort to bring Lippmann up to speed on
Chinese history. A few months later the loaned copies were returned, unopened, with
anote from Lippmann “lamenting that ‘ somehow | can’t read about China’” Alsop
snapped, “It al but gave me adouble hernia, straining not to reply: ‘But if you cannot
read about China, why in God’s name write about it? "%

Ultimately, however, as the Vietnam debate became one about U.S. grand
strategy and China srole as a great power in the region, Lippmann proved athorny
problem for the Johnson administration and war enthusiasts like Alsop. On the firmer
ground of geopolitics, he was aformidable opponent. They might quibble with his
appreciation for the intricacies of nation-building in Southeast Asia, or even his
serene faith in creating aneutral Vietnam. But American officials and critics could
not readily dismiss Lippmann’s twin assertions that sending the U.S. military to fight
aguerillawar on the Asian mainland would be a strategic folly; and that Vietnam lay

outside America' s core interests.

% This marked one of the few significant exchanges of correspondence between the two rivals. See,
Joe Alsop to Walter Lippmann, 9 October 1958, Box 50, Folder 38, Series i1, WLC. Lippmann
disagreed with Alsop’s contention that the shelling of the island of Quemoy by Chinese Communists
was the opening phase of a military attack on Formosa. See also, Lippmann to Alsop, 10 October
1958, Box 50, Folder 38, Series|ll, WLC; and Alsop to Lippmann, 29 October 1958, Box 50, Folder
38, Series|ll, WLC. For Lippmann's opinions expressed in T& T see: "The Dulles Formula," 11
September 1958; "Mr. Dulles on Tuesday," 2 October 1958; "The Latest Gambit," 7 October 1958;
"The Position of Strength,” 14 October 1958.

% Joe Alsop to Ward Just, 24 October 1967, Box 76, Joseph W. Alsop Papers, LC.
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Lippmann believed U.S. strategists should work with France to promote a
neutral government in Vietnam. In aseriesof columnsin early 1964 Lippmann
renewed his efforts to get the administration to give De Gaull€' s neutralization plan a
hearing. It was not an easy sell because many U.S. officials were infuriated by the
Genera’simpromptu announcement in January 1964 that France planned to extend
full diplomatic recognition to China. America sisolation in the Far East—and by this
Lippmann meant its lonely stand against recognition of the People’ s Republic of
China—created a “ neurotic jingoism about any country that differs with us and does
not keep in step.” He counseled Washington officias to accept De Gaulle’s decision.
The administration could ill afford to “nurse a grievance”; De Gaulle, he wrote,
simply was recognizing a situation of fact, not condoning the form of government in
Beljing. On Vietnam, he continued, “we should welcome General de Gaull€' s advice,
his help, hisinfluence which is greater than many of usrealize. . . without his help
there is no prospect that we shall be able to extricate ourselves honorably from the
entanglement in Southeast Asia.”®

De Gaulle was offering away out of the morass, “rendering us asignal
service,” Lippmann wrote.®” He went on to explain that French and Americans were
not at cross purposes; both, ultimately, hoped to contain Chinese expansion. Rather,
they conflicted over the redlity of the problem in Vietham. While the U.S. sought to
create an advantageous military position prior to pursuing a negotiated settlement, De

Gaulle believed that “there cannot be a military solution of the Vietnamese civil

® |ippmann, T&T, 21 January 1964, "Red China and the General."
" Lippmann, T&T, 4 February 1964, "The French-American Argument."
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war.”® Lippmann wholeheartedly shared De Gaullle' s pessimism about the military
prospects. “Genera de Gaulle' s argument is unanswerable unless we are able to
persuade ourselves that the civil war can be won,” he wrote. “ The official American
view isthat we have to say unreservedly that the war will be won and refuse to think
about what we shall do if it cannot be won.” The administration, by refusing a
diplomatic solution, had “bolted the doors’ and denied itself the key part of any
sound strategy, a“fall-back position.”®® He reminded skeptics that “we should not
confuse ourselves with the notion that General de Gaulle has offered a plan for the
neutralization of Southeast Asiawhich we must accept or rglect.” De Gaulle's
vagueness allowed for wiggle-room: “He has proposed a line of policy and a mode of
thinking which we cannot afford to dismiss lightly.”

A week later, with an even bleaker description of prospectsin Saigon,
Lippmann identified that “mode of thinking” with the kind of neutralism that the U.S.
had learned to accept in Europe. The war was “going badly for our side,” he
informed readers, “more badly than the American public has been allowed to know .
.. [it] isbeing told what officially we hope will happen. It isnot being told what in
fact ishappening.””* The U.S. could remain in Vietnam long enough only to reach a
tolerable political settlement. And, he wrote, the administration should seize on De
Gaulle' s“middle road approach” of neutralization while it still had the bargaining
power to do s0.”? “It would be avery big mistake for the Administration to continue

to limit itself, asit is now doing, to a choice between what is almost certainly an

% |hid.

% |bid.

" Lippmann, T&T, 4 February 1964, "The French-American Argument."
™ Lippmann, T&T, 11 February 1964, "Finland and Southeast Asia."
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unattainable victory and an unacceptable catastrophe,” he concluded. De Gaulle's
plan proposed just that kind of diplomatic escape hatch, aline of policy that would
permit a neutralization of Vietnam and held out some hope for its own autonomy and
latitude in dealing with China. For those who argued that North Vietham—or even a
united Vietnam under Hanoi—could never be pried loose from Chinese influence,
Lippmann held out the examples of Y ugoslaviaand Finland. Geographically both
were situated near the Soviet Union and its obedient satellites, yet both enjoyed
relatively autonomous domestic affairs. The point, Lippmann explained, isthat “a
country on the border of abig Communist state need not inevitably lose its national
independence.” ™

Though unflinching in his support for De Gaull€' s neutralization plan and the
Generd’ s recognition of China, Lippmann held no unrealistic hopes about drawing
the administration to his position—at least publicly. Hetold aformer Belgian
official, Camille A. Gutt, “If it isamatter of talking out loud about de Gaulle and his
policy in the Far East, | suppose | am just about completely isolated in this country.”
At thetime, Secretary of State Dean Rusk was pressuring the Chiang government in
Taipei to consider breaking relations with Parisin protest of France’s decision to
extend normal diplomatic relations to Beijing. During a meeting with Rusk,
Taiwanese Ambassador to the U.S. Tingfu F. Tsiang complained that his government
found it difficult “to distinguish official from unofficial views and commentsin
Washington. So many people wanted to speak their minds on the problem, including,

for example, Mr. Lippmann.” Rusk dismissed the columnist’s support for recognition

72 .
Ibid.
”® Lippmann, T&T, 11 February 1964, "Finland and Southeast Asia."
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of the PRC: “Lippmann’ s held the same position for 15 years.” ™ Lippmann’s
frequent meetings with other U.S. officials, however, led him to believe that, in
private, the president and many of his advisors did not share Rusk’s extreme position.
“There is much more sympathy with [De Gaull€] in higher quarters than anyone feels
it politically expedient to express,” he told Camille Gutt. Though he complained
Johnson had a “very short attention span” on discussions about neutralization,
Lippmann observed that LBJ *showed no sign of wanting abig war” in Southeast
Asia™

Partly for this reason, Lippmann was loathe to assign too much blameto U.S.
officials. Hevacillated. He might useone T& T columnsto prod the White House to
pursue neutralization, while, in the following installment, express sympathy with the
predicament LBJ faced. His CBS Reports appearancein April 1964 conveyed this
ambivalence. “| believe in the old-fashioned American strategic doctrine which was
in force before Korea—never to get engaged in aland war on the mainland of Asia,”
hetold Eric Sevaried. “Seapower, air power, yes, but never land . . . That’sthe
prejudice with which | approach this thing, and | would never have gotten in as
deeply as we did get into Vietnam, but we'rein, and you can't cry over spilled milk.”
He then went on to say that “it may betoo late” to make De Gaull€e s neutralization
plan succeed. Were the Genera able to initiate some kind of settlement, American

power would guarantee it. Though Lippmann doubted that American “bombers and

advisers flying around in helicopters’ could turn the tide in the war, he did not object

™ Memorandum of Conversation between Rusk and Tsiang, 24 January 1964, FRUS, 1964-1968, VVol.
30 [Ching]. Located on-line at the State Department Historical Office, FRUS Series,
http://state.gov/wwwi/about_state/history/vol xxx/zg.html.
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to the 1964-level of U.S. military commitments in South Vietnam. “That’sa
necessary thing,” he said. “We have to try and stabilize a government before we can
do anything else”™® Inreply to areader’s letter, Lippmann said that the American
goal in South Vietnam should be to create amilitary and political “stalemate”—to
strengthen the Saigon government “so that it does not run out on us” and increase the
U.S. naval and air presence in the Pacific. Operating from a position of strength, the
U.S. could then negotiate away out of Vietham. He had little enthusiasm for more
than this kind of exit strategy: “as for defeating guerillawarfare, frankly, | don’t
believeit’s possible for the United States to do that kind of thing on the mainland of
Asia”’" But by leaving the door open to a continued American military presencein

South Vietnam, Lippmann unwittingly played into the administration’ s hands.

V.

Mac Bundy had atalent—and an increasingly important role—for garnering good
press. Johnson designated his national security adviser, already so well acquainted
with Lippmann, Joe Alsop, and James Reston as mentor to administration spokesmen
George Reedy, Bill Moyers, and Jack Valenti. “They need some leadership in this
dedl, just like you did your faculty,” LBJtold Bundy, referencing histime as Harvard
dean. “I’dtake ‘em and I’ d try to have coffee with ‘em once every two or three days
and say, ‘Now here’ s the kind of image we ought to mold' . . . | think Moyers has got

the capacity and Jack Vaenti can learn anything, if you'd just direct him. You just

" Lippmann to Camille A. Gutt, 29 January 1964, cited in Blum's Public Philosopher: 610. See also
Elizabeth (Framer) Midgley’s diary entry for March 5, 1964.
"6 Conversations with Walter Lippmann: 168-17.
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take them like they’ re teachers of freshman government and you’ re dean of faculty
and you tell ‘em what you think they ought to do.””® The others were fast studies.
But so far as LBJ was concerned, the national security adviser always took the point
on Lippmann.

Thirty years Lippmann’s junior, Bundy shared an intense, amost filial,
relationship with the columnist. At precociously young ages, each was deemed the
brightest mind of his respective generation. Like the older men with whom Bundy
surrounded himself—Henry Stimson, Felix Frankfurter, and Archibald MacL eish—
Lippmann was immediately taken with Bundy when they met in the late-1940s.
Bundy had just co-written Stimson’s memoirs, On Active Servicein Peace and War, a
popular and, at the time, an authoritative account of the decision to drop the atomic
bombs on Japan. Bundy became much more than Stimson’ s scribe; the old man’s
Wilsonian conception of foreign affairs, that stressed the rightness of intervention to
protect and instill democracy abroad, had a profound influence on his protégé. ”° That
wasn't so clear in 1948 when Lippmann enlisted Bundy to revise The Good Society, a
book he'd written in the 1930s. The project never developed, with Bundy telling
Lippmann after a year that though he' d taken apart the original arguments of the book
he could not reconstruct the pieces.®® That episode did not end of their collaboration.
When Harvard searched for anew president in the 1950s, Lippmann recommended

Bundy. Later, when John Kennedy asked Lippmann whom he should name to head

" Lippmann to John Mecklen, 10 April 1964, cited in John Morton Blum, Public Philosopher:
Selected Letters of Walter Lippmann (New Y ork: Ticknor and Fields, 1985): 611.

8 |_BJ-Bundy phone conversation, 14 April 1964, tape #WH6409.09, citation #3027, PNO #10, LBJL.
" Kai Bird, The Color of Truth: McGeorge Bundy and William Bundy, Brothersin Arms (New Y ork:
Simon and Schuster, 1998): 88-98.

% Bird, The Color of Truth: 101-105.
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the State Department, the columnist suggested the 41-year-old, then Dean of Faculty
at Harvard.

Partly at LBJ s bidding, Bundy was encouraged to expand the scope of his
purview. Much, however, came from Bundy’ s own initiative—from his desire to
control, histendency to do first and ask questions later, indeed, hisrelentless drive to
assert his own influence in the power vacuums and gray areas that existed in the
bureaucracy. Mac Bundy—as David Halberstam memorably observed—did not
shrink from power.2> And his power certainly expanded in the first year of the LBJ
administration, as he tutored the president on foreign affairs, press relations, even
domestic politics—all of these fell under his broad watch. It worried some who felt
he over-reached and that, though he was afirst-rate operative, he was alittle too un-
philosophical .22 Bundy’s memos were indicative of his approach: lucid, concise,
exacting, and filled with his sharp cynicism. They were legend among government
circles; amost anew kind of literary genre. LBJ biographer Robert Dallek observed
that Bundy’ s memos were no mere policy summaries from subordinate to superior.
Instead, they read like guidelines from professor to pupil. Most remarkable was the
“didactic” tone Bundy adopted, Dallek explained, “never disrespectful or patronizing,
but like ateacher’ sinstructions to an eager student, they advised Johnson on what to
say and how to orchestrate every detail of foreign policy.”®® He embraced LBJ's

admonition to be professorial, even when communicating with the president himself.

* David Halberstam’s essay on Bundy and his aspirations to power is still the classic biographical
treatment; see, The Best and the Brightest (New Y ork: Random House, 1972): 41-60.

8 A month into LBJ s term, Undersecretary of State Averill Harriman and U.N. Ambassador Adlai
Stevenson warned Johnson that he should not give Bundy too long aleash in international affairs.
They though it vital that the President “make it clear that Bundy speaks as your Assistant and not as
the President.” See Dallek, Flawed Giant: 89-91.

% Dallek, Flawed Giant: 90.
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But Bundy also had a useful instinct to sense what others wanted, to know what they
were thinking, to anticipate their positions, and to realign himself to suit them. If this
was a sycophantic side of his personality, it nevertheless served him well in his
relations with presidents and columnists.®*

One of Bundy’s early press assignments was to enlist Lippmann to defend
LBJfrom Republican accusations that he was not vigorously prosecuting the war.
Richard Nixon, upon returning from afact-finding trip to Saigon in April 1964,
charged the administration with preventing the Khanh government from taking the
war into Laos and North Vietham. On the afternoon of 14 April 1964, LBJ phoned
Bundy at his West Wing office to complain about Nixon’s statements. He read from
aUPI wire story: “The United States should take a tougher line toward Communism
in Asiaand should unleash South Vietnamese troops to extend the country’s civil war
to [in Nixon’swords] ‘the sources of trouble, whether in North Vietham or Laos.””
Johnson fumed, “Now | guess he' s unleashing ‘ em like Eisenhower unleashed Chiang
Kai-Shek. But they’ re done unleashed. What we're trying to do is get ‘em to protect
themselves. They haven’'t got much capacity to advance. . . You ought to tell
Lippmann to knock thetail off [Nixon] because he’ strying to start another war in
China."® Who better to make a potent political retort to the Republican right than a

respected realist? The episode showed LBJ s keen appreciation for Lippmann’s

underlying concern about the American buildup: Chinese intervention. And, Johnson

8 Halberstam observed this part of Bundy’s personality; see The Best and the Brightest: 59. Logevall
uses the term “ sycophant” to describe Bundy during this period. See also Kai Bird’sdiscussionin his
conclusion where he writes that despite his deep doubts about the war—Bundy still essentially advised
LBJwhat he wanted to hear, especialy pp. 396-409.

% |BJ-Bundy phone conversation, 14 April 1964, tape #WH6404.09, citation #3027, PNO #10, LBJL.
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had adual purpose, too. The request to fend off Nixon, coming asit did from the
White House, would reinforce Lippmann’s perception that the president was dovish.
Lippmann eagerly obliged when Mac Bundy approached him, offering his
speech-writing services as well as column space. When Bundy sent a draft of one of
the president’ s foreign policy addresses on Southeast Asia, Lippmann excised the
word “victory” from the list of objectives. Nevertheless, he approved thelinein
which LBJ promised “‘to keep our forces at whatever level continued independence
requires.’”® Lippmann aso dedicated an installment of T&T to blunting Nixon's
attack, adopting LBJ s line about hollow Republican promisesin the 1950s to
“unleash” Chiang Kai-shek against China. “Mr. Nixon ought to know better, perhaps
he does know better, than to say that the reason South Viet-Nam does not win the war
in North Viet-Nam is that the United Stateswon’t let it,” Lippmann replied on behalf
of the administration. “The indubitable fact isthat South Viet-Nam is quite incapable
of carrying the war successfully into North Viet-Nam.”®" LBJ s policy, though not
“glorious,” he argued, was “at |least concerned with the redlity of the situation”: to
prevent the collapse of the weak Saigon regime before a negotiated settlement could
be reached. “Any other plan for ‘winning the war’ in Southeast Asiamust be, if the
speaker is being candid and not tricky,” Lippmann told readers, “a plan for the
intervention of the United States with large forces prepared to overwhelm the whole
of Indochina and to confront Mainland Chinaitself.”®® Such was the policy at which
Nixon hinted. But by flushing out the war hawks on the Republican right, Lippmann

simplified the administration’ s task of casting Johnson as a moderate versus the

8 Elizabeth (Farmer) Midgley Diaries, 20 April 1964.
8 Lippmann, T&T, "Foreign Policy Debate," 21 April 1964.
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Goldwaterites on the Vietnam issue. In making this distinction, Lippmann added to
the impression that LBJ walked far closer to the negotiation side of the street than he
actually did.

In private, Lippmann doggedly pursued the case for neutralization despite the
obstinate position of key administration officials. On 19 May 1964, shortly after
returning from atrip to Paris, he visited Bundy at the White House. Lippmann
expected to be debriefed about his talks with Georges Pompidou and Edgar Faure,
among others. The national security adviser greeted him tersely: “Well, what’ s the
French plan?’ Bundy snapped. “I can’t seem to find out, and you presumably know
what it is, sotell me.” The columnist refused to be pressed. The two men briefly
discussed other matters before Bundy came back around to the subject of
neutralization. He called it adisguised plan for Communist takeover. “Mac, please
don't talk in such cliches,” Lippmann replied. “We both know better than that.” A
Titoist regime—unified and run by Hanoi—was the best hope for Western interests,
he added. The episode convinced Lippmann that Mac Bundy might not present the
neutralization option to the president in an objective manner.®

With his column he went over the advisers heads, making arare public
appeal to LBJ. The day after his meeting with Bundy, Lippmann reiterated to readers
that French and U.S. interestsin Southeast Asiawere “ complimentary,” not
“competitive.” Both sought to contain Chinese power; but whereas America’s plan

was unilateral, De Gaulle's, he explained, wisely sought to incorporate the major

% Jbid.
8 Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century, 544. Lippmann left that meeting so disturbed
that he reversed his hopes that LBJ would replace Secretary of State Dean Rusk with Bundy if Johnson
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powers in a comprehensive conference for al of Southeast Asia. Diplomacy was the
“only conceivable solution of what is certainly an otherwise interminable military
conflict.” With unusually blunt language he offered a grim prognosis for the war
effort: American military aid was no more “than a shot in the arm” for the faltering
Saigon government. “We are supporting and promoting a cruel and nasty war that
has no visible end,” Lippmann wrote. “Thereisno light at the end of the tunnel; |
have heard it said by people in Washington that we might fight in South Viet-Nam for
10 or 20 years. That may sound stout-hearted in Washington but it isadismal
prospect for the villagers of Viet-Nam. What we are offering the Vietnamese people
is altogether demoralizing.” %

His strategy worked, to adegree. Within aweek he got a White House
hearing—an animated two and a half hour discussion in which Lippmann made it
clear that he believed Vietnam fell inside the Chinese sphere of influence, not the
American. At Johnson’s request McGeorge Bundy arranged the 27 May 1964
meeting between Lippmann and the principal planners of Vietnam policy. That
morning Johnson reviewed the latest Gallup polls that indicated 65 percent of
Americans knew little or nothing about the faraway Asian nation; amgjority of those
who did, believed the administration was mishandling policy. “It’'s damned easy to
get into awar,” LBJ lamented to Bundy, “but it's gonna be awfully hard to ever

extricate yoursalf if you getin. .. What does Lippmann think [we] ought to do?’:

was elected to afull term. Bundy’s stint as national security adviser had, Lippmann thought,
“coarsened” him.

% |ippmann, “France and Americain Asia,” T&T, 21 May 1964. It was the third and final installment
inaseries.
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BUNDY : What he really thinksisthat you should provide
adiplomatic structure within which the thing can go under
the control of Hanoi and walk away fromiit. . . .

LBJ: Y ou mean he thinks that Hanoi ought to take South
Vietnam?

BUNDY: Yes, sir—diplomatically.

LBJ: Um-hmm.

BUNDY : Maybe by calling it a neutralization and
removing American force and letting it slip away the way
L aos did—{ corrects himself] would, if we didn’'t do
anything, and will if we don’t do anything. And we would
guarantee the neutrality in some sort of atreaty. ... I'm
sorry. I'm not sure I’ m the best person to describe
Lippmann’s views because | don’t agree with them.

LBJ: Who has he been talking to besides you? Has he
talked to Rusk any on this? Has he talked to McNamara?

BUNDY: He' stalked to George Ball. . . .

LBJ Wouldn't it be good for he and McNamarato sit

down?...I'd try to get hisideas alittle more concrete. . .

Id like to hear Walter and McNamara debate this thing.™

In amemorandum to LBJ later that day, Bundy suggested that the Lippmann-

McNamara debate take place late that afternoon following a Vietnam briefing with
key advisors. Bundy thought the discussion should include only the president, the
secretary of defense, and himself—excluding two participants from the earlier
briefing, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Maxwell Taylor and CIA

Director John McCone. He added that LBJ might ask Undersecretary of State George

Ball, “an old friend of Walter's,” to attend.*

°! |BJ-Bundy phone conversation, 27 May 1964, WH6404.09, citation # 3025, program #8, LBJL.
Also reproduced in Beschloss, Taking Charge, 372-373. Bundy’s slip-up on neutralization in Laos
was revealing; he seemed to conflate the withdrawal of U.S. power with Communist victory.

2 Bundy to LBJ, NSFM (3) 27 May 1964, NSF Bundy Memos 5/1-27/64. LBJL.
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Ball, who joined the meeting, fast became a key conduit between the
columnist and the administration on Vietnam matters. He and Lippmann had become
friends two decades earlier living on the same tree-shaded street at the foot of the
National Cathedral. They shared the same Atlanticist sympathies and avision for an
internationalist foreign policy. Though they were both critics of escalation in
Vietnam, they were uncertain allies. From early 1964 onward, Ball worked inside the
administration to change its methods for winning the war; he particularly objected to
the bombing offensivein 1965. Lippmann—at a more fundamental level—cameto
doubt the wisdom of American objectives. Where Ball saw American atruism,
Lippmann later found all the trappings of imperialism and global overreach.
Eventually, the war cast its long shadows across their friendship.*

Business occupied much of their acquaintance. Ball and Lippmann met
regularly for dinner, lunch at the Metropolitan Club, or late afternoon cocktails at one
another’ s homes to talk about politics and policies. “It was more than amere
neighborly friendship,” Ball recalled years later. “1 sought out Walter to clarify my
own muddled thinking, while he used me as akind of practice dartboard against
which he could throw ideas for his column.”* When Ball entered servicein the State
Department, he became an invaluable source for Lippmann. With the exception of
Mac Bundy—perhaps even more than Bundy as the debate over Vietnam became
acrimonious—Lippmann relied on Ball for information about administration thinking.

It was no secret that they were confidants. It became more apparent when both

% See Ball's memoirs, The Past Has Another Pattern (New York: 1982); 90-91; 430-431. Still one of
the most insightful (if uncritical) brief sketches of Ball can be found in Halberstam's The Best and the
Brightest: 173-175; 491-499. For hisrole as an “in-house critic,” see Berman's Planning a Tragedy:
85-89.
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men—aBall in internal memos and Lippmann in his columns—forecast poor prospects
for bombing in the spring of 1965. Bundy and LBJ utilized the Ball-Lippmann
relationship to their advantage, probing Ball about how best to address Lippmann’s
concerns or blunt his criticisms. He obliged them with frank advice. And there were
tense moments. Once, after listening to Ball argue against bombing North Vietnam,
Johnson teased him, “Are you telling Lippmann what to write or is he telling you
what to say?”® Until the decision to send troops in the summer of 1965 the answer
was not that clear.

Whether or not Bundy intended to have Ball level the playing field by siding
with Lippmann in the 27 May 1964 debate, the undersecretary of state plainly wanted
the columnist to clarify his case for neutralization. At 4:30 p.m. Bundy ushered
Lippmann into the small lounge adjoining the Oval Office. A few hours before,
Lippmann had completed a column to appear the next morning that argued the only
way out of the “dead-end street in Southeast Asia’ was to make a political settlement.
By Ball’ s account of the meeting, Lippmann reiterated much of that analysisto LBJ
and his principal advisers: his“usual” pitch, Ball noted, in support of the French plan.
“It is not easy for any country to repair its mistakes, especially those in which it has
invested lives, money, and moral judgments,” Lippmann explained in his column.
“But the original mistake in Southeast Asiahasto berepaired. The way to do thisis

to go to aconference.” In aphrase that could only have caused the president and

% Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern: 100.
% | bid, 430.
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McNamarato shudder at its public utterance, the columnist told readers “the military
outlook in South Viet-Nam is dismal beyond words.”

During the meeting Lippmann also restated his assessment, included in the
column, that Vietnam was “bound to lie within the Chinese sphere of influence,” but
that U.S. withdrawal from the South did not necessarily mean overt occupation by
North Vietnamese or Chinese troops. A great power structure, guaranteed by the U.S,,
U.S.S.R., France, Great Britain, and China, could prevent such an occupation and
perhaps help aunified Vietnam “to go Titoist.” He concluded, “what will do most for
our real interestsin Southeast Asiais not to bomb Hanoi but to create avisible
guarantee which makesit safe for Hanoi not to be, asit has always striven not to be, a
Chinese satellite.” %’

By putting such analyses in print at such an early date, Lippmann
distinguished himself from later war critics who, while advocating negotiations, did
not wish to discuss the likely outcomein publicin 1964. During the meeting, Ball
pressed him on that point: What were the implications of neutralization for the
region? Lippmann conceded that neutralization assumed that “all of Southeast Asia
was destined inevitably to become a zone of Chinese Communist control.” The U.S.
could do little to prevent it. On thisfinal point he was blunt: *our best hope [ig] to

seek by political means to slow that expansion down and to make it less brutal .” %

% Lippmann, T&T, 28 May 1964, "Our Commitment in Viet-Nam."

" |bid; George Ball to Dean Rusk, 31 May 1964, Memorandum, Folder: Top Secret Documents, Box
23, Records of Undersecretary George W. Ball, 1961-1966, Lot 74D272, National Archives and
Records Administration (NARA) 11, College Park, MD.

% For example, Senators J. William Fulbright and Mike Mansfield.

% Ball to Rusk, 31 May 1964, Memorandum.
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Johnson wasn’t convinced, though he waited until Lippmann departed before
rendering his judgment. Ball told Dean Rusk—the only principal absent from the
meeting—that the president hadn’t “bought Lippmann’s ultimate thesis.” LBJ
expressed concern, however, about Lippmann’s “contention that the United States
was presenting itself in abad light to the world by refusing to negotiate and
entertaining the possibility of enlarged military action.”*® Several days later, based
on Lippmann’s description to DeGaull€' s neutralization plan, the president dispatched
George Ball to Paris to speak with the French leader.’™ The 27 May meeting also
prompted McGeorge Bundy to start gathering material to use against Lippmann—
should the need arise. He assigned a member of his NSC staff to sift through
hundreds of Lippmann’s columns on avariety of Cold War crises. Gordon Chase,
Bundy’s aide, filled four folders with excerpts which—as Chase explained to his
boss—*bear on the charge that Lippmann’s frequent inclination, when the going gets
rough for the U.S., isto ‘cut and run.’”** Unaware how much the meeting unsettled
Johnson and his advisors, Lippmann left believing with more faith than reason that

the president would opt for a diplomatic solution to the Vietnam problem.'®

0 pid.

! See, for instance, Logevall, Choosing War: 175-177.

192 Gordon Chase to McGeorge Bundy, 7 June 1964, “Walter Lippmann, [1of 4],” Box 7, Files of
Gordon Chase, NSF, LBJL.

103 Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century: 550. More than three months earlier, Johnson
and Bundy had effectively ruled out the neutralization option. See their phone conversation of 7
February 1964 in Beschloss, Taking Charge, 226-227:

LBJ: “What do we say about neutralization of Vietnam? We have probed and we know that thereis no
possibility of neutralizing North Vietnam. If they would leave their neighborsalone.. . . But they
won't do it. And to say that you’ re going to neutralize South Vietnam and let them take North
Vietnamissilly.

BUNDY: ... If the U.S. forces were withdrawn, that thing would collapse like a pack of cards. Maybe
when we have a stronger position, maybe when we' ve pressed through with this and maybe if they can
get agovernment that’ll move. . . there' Il come atime when there'll be abalanced force in South
Vietnam that can survive. But anyone who thinksthat exists now is crazy and anybody who says it
existsis undermining the essentia first effort. And that isthe hazard of what de Gaulle is doing and
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The 27 May exchange marked the beginning of aroughly 18-month period of
administration efforts to keep the influential columnist—if not completely on board—
at least mollified. For along whileit worked. Severa weekslater Lippmann told
readers that though there existed a strong faction of advocates for bombing in the U.S.
government, they did “not, not yet at least, speak for the Administration.” Lippmann
would come to believe that among the Vietnam principles, McNamara and Rusk were
far more pro-war than Bundy or Johnson. While it was “not our intention to
withdraw and wash our hands,” officials were building military strength in Saigon
solely to allow the U.S. to negotiate from a position of strength. “Unless | have been
grossly and continuously misled,” he reassured readers, “our objectiveisto create a
balance of forces which favors and supports a negotiated settlement in Southeast
Asia”'® The president, Mac Bundy, and Ball reiterated that message in virtually
every subsequent meeting with the journalist, even after the decision to send in

ground troops was taken in July 1965.

V.

The presidential election displaced Vietnam from Lippmann’s agenda soon after the
late-May meeting at the White House. With the exception of one T& T column on the
Tonkin Gulf crisis, he did not devote any sustained attention to problems in Southeast
Asiaduring the summer and through late-November 1964. Partly, Lippmann did not

want to provide Republican presidential candidate Barry Goldwater with foreign

it' s the hazard in what some other people are suggesting. | wouldn’t mention them, but you can look
‘emright in the eye.
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policy issues to bludgeon Johnson. Vietnam policy, he believed, could not be made
on the campaign stump. The administration welcomed Lippmann’s unqualified
support, aswell as hisrelative silence on Vietham. His value in deflecting domestic
criticism from the Republican right temporarily offset administration concerns with
his open advocacy of neutralism. Indeed, officials sought his advice and, more
significantly, considered ways in which they might more visibly associate candidate
Johnson with Lippmann’ s status as the doyen of American commentators.

Punctually, Walter and Helen Lippmann left Washington in mid-June for their
annual summer retreat to a vacation house in Southwest Harbor, Maine. Cloistered
from his capital sources for nearly three months on the New England coast, Lippmann
nonethel ess followed campaign devel opments with growing interest.

Arizona Senator Barry Goldwater became an easy target for Lippmann in
these months. Lessthan aweek before the Republican Party Convention convened in
San Francisco, Lippmann wrote a column deriding “ Goldwaterism.” He described
the presumptive Republican nominee as an “ardent anti-Federalist, who would like to
reduce sharply and deeply the national power” to marshal the economy, resources,
transportation system, and industry. Such decentralization, he warned, would
provoke “social disorder” and throw the modern nation-state into a“loose 19"
century social order.”'% Applied abroad, “ Goldwaterism” portended even greater
problems; specifically, the senator’ s enthusiasm for facing down Russia and China

without fully contemplating the risk of war. Goldwater was so “obsessed by the

1041 ippmann, T&T, "The Shake-Up in Saigon," 25 June 1964. See also Steel, Walter Lippmann and
the American Century, 550. Itisentirely possible that Lippmann knew the Administration would not
dare expand the war less than six months before the presidential election.

195 ippmann, T&T, "Goldwaterism at Home and Abroad," 9 July 1964.
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delusion of American omnipotence that he sees no contradiction between aforeign
policy which would risk great wars and a domestic policy which would dismantle the
national power,” Lippmann wrote. “For in the realm of delusion, nothing is
impossible.” 1%

The North Vietnamese “attack” on the American destroyers Maddox and C.
Turner Joy in the Gulf of Tonkin on 4 August 1964 caught Lippmann off guard.
Three days before the Maddox had engaged North Vietnamese torpedo boats in, or
near, North Vietnamese territorial waters. On the stormy night of the Al
accompanied by the C. Turner Joy, the Maddox made a provocative foray off the
North Vietnamese coast—and, according to conflicting and ultimately unverified
reports, the ships came under fire from North Vietnamese vessels. President Johnson
retaliated, authorizing an air strike that decimated 25 torpedo boats at a North
Vietnamese port and an oil storage dump at Vinh.*>" Four days later, in a brief
column, Lippmann described the episode as confirmation of the fact that American
naval power was supreme in the Pacific Ocean. The importance of American sea
power was afavorite theme of Lippmann’s and one which he believed U.S. officials
minimized. Earlier that summer he’'d complained to Elizabeth Farmer that he “could
find almost no one who thought about sea power” and its relation to the problemsin
Asia Headded, “I’'m very interested in this because | was raised on Mahan, you
know.”*®® Lippmann interpreted the Tonkin incident as a“demonstration that the
United States can remain in Southeast Asia without being on the ground,” he

ventured. American naval power, as his now familiar argument went, would ensure a

1% | pid.
197 Herring, America’s Longest War: 120-121.
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major part for the U.S. in any future settlement. “The more firmly thefact is
established that our presence in Southeast Asiais primarily a sea-and-air power, the
safer it will be to enter the negotiations which is the only alternative to an endless and
indecisive war in thejungle,” he concluded.’®

What Lippmann did not address turned out to be far more troubling. A day
after that column appeared, Congress passed the sweeping Tonkin Gulf Resolution
with unanimous approval in the House of Representatives and just two dissenting
votesin the Senate. It gave Johnson a blank check, authorizing him to “repel any
armed attack” against U.S. forces. Legislators further stipulated that the president
could “prevent further aggression” and take “all necessary steps’ to protect any
signatory of the SEATO Treaty, an umbrella defense pact which included South
Vietnam. LBJlater bragged that the resolution was “like grandma’ s nightshirt—it
covered everything.”*'° If Lippmann had objections to the far-reaching powers
Congress forfeited to Johnson, he did not raise them at the time.***

Severa weeks after the attack, on the eve of the Democratic Convention in
Atlantic City, NJ, Lippmann seemed eager to believe that having demonstrated its
strength, the administration would move toward negotiations. Two eventsin late-
August convinced him a change might be at hand. On 21 August 1964, Lippmann
phoned McGeorge Bundy from Maine. He had heard that Henry Cabot Lodge, who

had recently been replaced as Ambassador to Vietnam, had been quoted as saying that

198 Eljzabeth (Farmer) Midgley Diaries, 1 June 1964.

19 ippmann, T&T, "In the Gulf of Tonkin," 6 August 1964.

119 see Walter LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945-1990 (New Y ork: McGraw Hill,
1991): 240-241; and Dallek, Flawed Giant: 143-156.

! He strongly criticized a similar resolution, granted by Congress to Eisenhower, during the first
Quemoy and Matsu crisisin 1955. See Lippmann’'s T& T, “The Off-Shore Entanglement,” 12 April
1955.
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the sol