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Robert A. Taft was widely viewed as a comnservative duripg his

political career. Toward the end of his life he indicated an absence

of interest in the emerging New Conservatism evidenced in Russell Kirkfs
Conservative Mind. Certainly, there was little similarity betwsen Taft's
political philSophy and the New Conservatism. Taft was defined as a
conservative by the média in referernce to his acceptance or rejection
of the New Deal. lLarge numbers of people were defined as conservatives
due to their opposition to the New Deal, Yet in many cases before the
New Deal they were not viewed as conservatives, The 0ld Biéht opposition
to the New Deal which came into being by the late 1930%'s was composed

~largely of non-comservatives, The conservatives had shot their volley

during the early New Deal and retired to their castles., These conserv-
atives were the leaders of big business and banking interests which
since the late nineteenth century had benefited from government privil-
eges and subsidies in the form of tariffs, railroad grants, utility
monopolias, money and banking legislation, etc.

The 01d Right which emerged in the late 1930!'s, if it could be
said to be defined by any other position other than opposition to the
New Deal, was defined by not having given political support to business
and banking subsidies and monopolies bifore the New Deal, In addition
to lack of support for pre-New Deal conservatism, the 0ld Right was
defined by its non~interventionism and violent criticism of the New
Deal Doreign policy before and during and after the second world war,
Since the early New Deal election victories eliminated most of the
business-monoply conservative Republicans, the Republican Party in
Congress in the later 1930's was composed of moderate Republicans and
of Republican progressives wno criticised the New Deal from the left.
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That BRepublicanism was congenial to those non-kastern congressmen
wnose constituencies were Progressive, Farmer-Labor, Non-Partisan League
and perhaps even prairie socialist. In the Middle West and HWest, these
became from the late 1930's the constituencies of the 014 Right and of
the Republican Party in the context of the two party systep. It was that

Middle West and Western Progressive, Farmer-labor, Non-Partisan league,
| and perhaps even prairie socialist constituency, which Eastern advertis-
ing, newspapers and radio in support :6ftthe New Deal labeled conservative.
Robert Taft's enterence into national politics in 1938 occured as the

01ld Right came into being and he bacame its natural leader.

However . true :or apocryphal the statement attributed to Taft -

"I am charged with moving in on foreign policy; the truth is that
foreign policy has moved in on me" - the fact remains that while his
semate forte was domestic policy, from the moment he entered the Senate
he was involved in debate over foréign policy. His participation in
debate over foreign policy lasted to the final weeks of his life in
mid-1953., Indeed,for Taft, it can be said that there was no real dist-
iction between domestic and foreign policy because each influenced the
other, They both:derived from the basic principles which characterized
his political philosophy. ‘

To understand more fully Taft's critique of the Cold War, I
undertook a more thorough examination of his foreign policy positions
during the second world war, There were no great foreign policy issues
curing the war comparable to pre-war neutrality legislation. lend-lease
or war-entering diplomacy, oOr to postuwar'Truman Doctrine, Nato, Korean
war or Great Debate of 1951. During the war Taft concentrated upon broad
foreigh policy concepts, especially regarding international organization.
Taft's frequant lengthy speeches regardind the formation of a new League
of Nations or United Nations made me uncdﬁfortable. Until I gained a
fuller understanding of Taft's concepts they seemed much separated from
his ordinary focus. I did not expect Taft!s straight non-interventionism
diluted by the branch water of any kind of internationalism. He used
favorably terms such as coilective security and I was struck espscially
that he was speaking favorably'on Woodrow Wilson and of his fight for
the Ieague of Nations, I then realized how far removed on foreign policy
Taft had been from the Senatels 'Battalion of Dsath?! of 1919 or the
Isolationist !'Sons of the Wild Jackass,!



Before U. S. intervention in the first world war Taft hoped for
victory for England and its allies, while he supported the campaign for
American military preparedness. In 1917 he agfeed with Wilson's breaking
of divlomatic relations with German, and as James Patterson discovered
he joined in calling on Wilson to take action regarding Germanyts inter-
ference with American supplies for England and to undertake a "permanent
and democratic system of defense, based upon Universal Military Training
and service under direct and exclusive federal control." Rejected for
military service, Taft requested a position with Wilson's Food Czar,
‘Herbert Hoover., Taftz» entered the Wilson administration as assistant
counsel in the Food Administration, William Leuchtenburg has noted

regarding World War I programs:

Very little in the Populist and Progressive perieds offered a
precedent for massive federal intervention in the economy.

Many of the reforms of the prewar generation were modest vent-
ures in regulation or attempts to liberate business enterprise
rather than ambitious national programs of economic action,
Moreover, in these years, reformers thought the state and the city
more important arenas than the national capital.

World War I marked a bold new departure. It occasioned the abandon-
ment of laissez~faire precepts and raised the federal government
to director, even dictator, of the economy. ... the Feul Administ-
ration fixed the price of coal and imposed Pcoal holidays® on
eastern industry; and the Food Administration controlled the
production and consumption of food. The lLever Food and Feul
Congrol Act of 19i7 gave the President sweeping powers: to take
over factories and operate them, to fix a maximum price for:
wheat, and to license business in necessaries.l :

Taft became Hoover's valued aide in the operations of the Food Administr-
ation. These opsrations have been analyzed by Murray N. Rothbard:

The most thoroughgoing system of price controls durlng the war
was enforced not by the WIB but by the separate Food Administration,
over which Herbert Clark Hoover presided as "Food Czar." The
official historian of wartime price control justly wrote that

the food control program "was the most important measure for
controlling prices which the United States ... had ever taken."
.es The key to the Food administration®s system of control was a
vast net¥ork of licensing, Instead of direct control over food,
the FA was given the absolute power to issue licufses Tor any and
all divisions of the food industry, and to set the donditions for
keeping the license.2

In November, 1918 Taft went to Paris with Hoover as legal advisor
of the American Belief’Administration. Close to Hoover, Taft not only
set up and sdministeredthe Relief Administration's Paris office, he
represented Hoover on the Permanent Committee of the Supreme Council of
Supply and Relief. Concentrating on Eastern Europe, and espscially Poland;
Taft accompanied Hoover to Warsaw in August, 1919. Taft like Hoover

felt that Bolshevism was the natural result of the dirlocation of war,



.and they shared the fear that intrigues of the European Allies would

- sustain that dislocation and permit a wider appeal for Bolshevism, Taft
found the Paris peace treaties and the ILeague of Nations Covenent
reflecting both the too wide ideals of Wilson's speeches and Wilson's
accomodation to the power politics of the European Allies. Regarding
the League, Taft wrote William Howard Taft in late 1918:

I am not convninced that an international police force or executive
would work but a League without an agreement to use force, military
or economic, again$t anyone who makes an aggressive war, would be
worse than useless, ‘ :

L 2 - N 4

There is the greatest haziness about the Ieague of Nations,
bezause Wilson has never made clear what he has in mind,.. it
seems to me that any league of Nations concerned with economic
control would soon fall to pieces ,..it ought to be confined
strictly to preventing war and defining what comstitutes an
aggressive war,3

As James Patterson has emphasized, the more than two years Taft served
with Hoover in Washington and Paris left a strong mark. Hoover'!s think-
ing and policies paralleled those of Taft, and Hoover was
a model and mentor as a policy-maker.,

' During 1919-1920 Taft undertook leadership of a campaign to
nonminate Hoover for president. Taft had inisted:

It is necessary to nominate a moderate progressive who will
defend the existing system but work out such constructive changes
as will keep the Republican pariy a perty of progress.h

After making speeches and raising campaign funds, Taft went to New York
in Mardh,-1920 to press Hoover to anmounce his availabllity for the
Republican nomination. Five days later Hoover made his announcemént.
Taft increased his activity and carried the Hoover campaign through~”

to the convention. What was the moderate progressive program of Hoover
which would keep the‘Republican Party "a party of prbgrgfs" rather than
the reaction Taft feared from the nominating convention{ Rothbard has
summarized the Hoover program which Taft was campaigning for:

When Herbert Hoover returned to the United States in late 1919,
fresh from his post as Relief Administrator inifurope, he came
armed with a suggested ®YReconstruction Program® for America. The
gzbgram sketched the outlines of a corporate state; there was to

e national planning through “voluntary" cooperation among businesses
and groups under "central direction." The Federal Reserve System
was to allocate capital to essential industries and thereby elimin-
ate the industrial "waste" of free markets. Hoover's plan also
included the creation of public dams, the improvement of waterways,
a federal home-lan banking system, the promotion of unions and
colkective bargaining, and governmental regulation of the stock
market to eliminate '"vicious speculation.! ...
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Hoover was appointed Secretary of Commerce by President Harding
under pressure by the Progressive wing of the party, and accepted
under the condition that he would be consulted on all the economic
activities of the federal government, He thereupon set out deliber-
ately to "reconstruct America."

.o+ Hoover organized the various federal, state, and municipal govern-
ments to increase public works....

Hoover called for these interventionist measures with an analogy
from the institutions of wartime planning and collaboration, -
urging that Americans develop "the same spirlt of spontaneous
cooperation in every community for reconstruction that we had

in war, “5

Many Progresslives supported the Harding candidacy in 1920 as the best
mezthod to gain United States adherence to the lLeague concept. Hoover
- campaigned for Harding on the basis of support for the League; in
Indianapolis on October 9, 1920, Hoover declared:

The Republican party has pledged itself by its platform,

by the actions of its majority inthe Senate, by the repeated
statements of Senator Harding, that they undertake the fund-
amental mission to put into living being the principle of an
organized association of nations for the preservation of peace,b

Although neither the Republicans nor the New Deal achieved adhsrence

to the Ileague, it was Herbert Hoover during his administration which
craated the closest cooperation between the United States and the
Ieague and numermous lLeague agencies, Hoover's strong support for
dlisarmament, first, his demand for an absolute prchﬁbition on offensive
weaponry, and then, his call for a thirty percent reduction in arms,
were among the policies recalled by Taft in contrast to the New Dealls
lack of record in international cooperation or disarmament,

Moderate Progressives of _whom Hoover was the leader prefered to use
the power of the federal government to pﬁ%sure either industrial units
or local governments into commitments and into organizations to carry
gut federally determined purposes, Thus, they believed that the state
and local governments were the suitable units to implement the economic
goals set by the federal government. In the facé of Democratic opposition
to increased government and high taxation by the Republicans, Hoover
encouraged increased state and municipal sending as well as private
inventment in public works infrastructure: construction of roads, urban
railroad terminals, municipal airports, etc. Taft continued to espouse
this philosophy of Hoover during the 1930%'s; he held: “There should be
a long term public works program which could be carried out more
intensively in hard times and less actively in times of prosperity.“7



Journalist Mark Sullivaﬂsnesponse (December 8, 1922, Sullivan MSS,
Hoover Institution) to Josephus Daniel's complaint about excessive
Republican bond issues for road building indicates the new level of
Progressivism in the post-war period. The pre-war objectives of
Progres&ives were achieved in the post-war pariod;lﬁoovez,fwho had
been a supporter of Theodore Roosevelt in 1912, was in the forefront.

Sullivan said:

yppens that this is just the point /bond issues as
ggwéhighhipgelt troubled in my mind abgut some of our progrvss-

" ive friends. Some of the leaders of this new progresiive ?ov§~
ment in the Republican Party think of progressivism arggiyo ?t
terms of taking more money out of the taxpayers and_spin ng o
more widely., I am decidely disturbed by a conceptioz gitprogrﬁith
ivism which includes high taxation and prodigal}expvg ures with
the public money. ... It is because this new progr83a1vet?ove 2
within the Republican Party-is so touched by this conce;gh onao
the public revenueé, that I hestitate to go along with emivz
wholeheartedly as I did with the o0ld insurgent and progress

movemendt in 1912,.8 ‘ _

Taft undertook an important role in thiS“an progessive movenent
in the Republican Party" of which Herbert Hoover was the principal
national figure, Since state and municipal governments were the focal
points £8r undertaking the infrastructure construction and provision
of government facilities for economic growth it was necessary to reform
local governmments so they would have the inereased taxing powers to
achieve these goals. To insure the efficiént uses of these revenuss it
was necesséry to change the structures and introduce gontrols on local
governments, Taft!s role in this regard has been clearly drawn by Janmes
Patterson, ' .

On his feturn to Gincinnati Taft helped form in 1920 a municipal
reform group composad mostly of Republican professional people., Taft
became vice-president and wrote the constitution of the Cincinnatus Ass-
ocation, Taft was also engaged in the prasidential cafpaign of Hoover
against the local and state Republican leaders, Finally, Taft ran for
~the Ohio assembly becuifse, as he explained it, the mayor indicated need
for legislation to permit increased city taxation;.After the close of the
first session in 1921 Taft complained: "The spirit of the legislature
partic¢ularly those from the rural districts toward the state government
is one which can be criticized for niggardliness rather than extravagance,
Taft supported the new Republican governor's reogranization of the state
government to achieve efficienty, In later sessions Taft sought elechion
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"of judges on nonpartisan ballots, opposed prohibition enforcement, movie
censorship and the Ku Klux Klan (supporting the bill that secret organ-
izations file their membership lists with the state), and supporting
minimum wages for women and children, workman'’s compenaation, and the
federal constitutional amendment against child 1abor.9

But, Taft's principal consern was to increase taxation, Reformers
had sought the amendment of the Smith Act which limited property tax

.rates to 10 mills of assessed valuation., Anti-reformers lasisted that-iv
state and local governments cut expenditures instead of seeking tax
increases, Taft managed legislation through’the legislation which suspende
the Smith law so that cities might levy an additiomal 5 mill tax, In 1922
an economy Demograt, "Honest Tic! Donahey, was elected to the first of his
three terms as govefnar, and Taft as chatrman of the taxation committee
and then as majority leader of the Ohio assembly was to be at odds with
"Jeto Vie." Taft sought an incfase of the tax Zimit to 17 mills and
exenption from the 1imit of taxes to cover sinking funds and interest;

'he presaed for legislation to enforce prosecution of false returms.
Donahey xetoed Taft's bill as an encouragement to extsavagance and high

- taxes. When the legislature passed Taft's bill over Donahsy's veto a
referendun was undertaken in which Taft and Donshey comp@ignéd across
the state, Taft!s taxing bill losing two to one in the referendum. In
Dscember, 1926 Taft as chairman of a committee on economics and taxation
supported incrsased taxation for state expenditures, reorganization and

efflciency of local government and increme of their debt limits.

Taft returned to the question of increass state taxation when he

was elected to the Ohio state senate in 1930,. He headed a joint légis-

lative committee on taxation. Thére - Taft favored an income tax with
its effects centered on income from investments rather than salaries,

and gained enactmeant of a tax on income from stockk*andibbnaé. He
supported an act to outlaw yellow-dog contracts, state bond issues to
support state agencies and a state fund to whic counties could transfer
their bonds. Taft approved authority for limiﬁ;dividend housing companies
to get funds for slum clearance from Hoover!s administratidn.10 :

Taft's re~entry into the state legislature may again have reflected
the wider pmrposes of the Hoover Progressives in the Republican Party.

Taft visited and advised Hoover in the White House after leading in the

Hoover nomination and election cagpaign of 1928, As soon as the 1929
Depression occured Taft insisted that government units, federal and state,

take actions rather than waiting for the market to coriect itself, In

late 1929 Taft was in Washington to influence the Fede.ral Reserve Board



to take a very active policy of buying securities, Taft worked cloSely
on this with another Hoover associate, George Harrison, governor of the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York,.Ta?t also actively supported the
Federal Home ILoan Bank and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act

of 1932; he shared the feeling of Hoover that Congress had bzen too
limited in its granting of powsers, However, Hoover later could claim

with pride to having caused local govermments to increase public works

by 1.5 billion dollars. As Hoover's New Deal made the transition into

" Roosevelt!s New Deal, Taft continusd his support of Progressive Republican
meagyes continued by Roosevelt. James Patterson has indicated Taftts views

The oot of the trouble, he said, was "a slowing down in the circul-
ation of purchasing power, or the economic cycle.,.. More money must
go into directly consumable goods, and the only way to do that is
to increase the share of the wage and slary earner." He also
acquiesced in some early New Deal measures, Thus he conceded the.
naed to control the price of oil and coal, favoreds the expenditure -
of $3 billion in federal funds for public works, and admitted that
debts had to et some kind of relief. ...
And sometimes’he grudgingly approved of it, urging Congressman
Hollister and Senator Fess not to oppose relisf and public works,
accepting the establishment of minimum wages under the National
Recovery Administration, ... and cautiously endorsing federal
unemployment insurance and old age pensions. ... he apflauded the
SECY's effort to control the buying of stocks on margin'and to regul-
. ate new issues., In public speeches he vas careful always to support
some New Deal measurss, and he even commented, "I do not agree with
the stateme-mt frequently made that we should postpone reform until
we have secured recovery."
.+» but when Boosevelt began to criticize the wealthy in 1935,
Taft reacted sharply., 11

e Taft did not perceive himself as a spokesman for privilege.

On the contrary, he reflected a pervasive mldwestern suspicion of
idle speculators and eastern financial interests, and he was almost
as critical of monopoly as were Borah and some of the older American
Progressives, .o. : ~

Taft did not believe in laissez-faire, he recognized that the
‘national government must play an important role, and like his father
he called for a strong presidency. .. Yet leaders must rule accord-
ing to established principles of law, ...

"when I started out in politics,* he said revealingly in 1939,

I was strong for centralization on the theory that it would
produce greater efficiency. The longer I have been in politics

the more I have come to doubt the premise of thet conclusion," 12

Thus, in the late 1930's Taft seemed to have moved to the Wilsonian
"New Freedom" individualist and competitive social view from the Bull
Moose "New Nationalist" Progressivism which Hoover had evidenced when
_ in office. The Seoond New Dsal of 1935 with its sense of class conscious-~
ness and conflict in place of the First New Deal's emphasis on national
interest and unity, so cherished by Progrsessives, caused many Progressives
to diminish or end their support of the New Deal. slthough the nature



"of Progressivism during the period from 1917 to 1933 has tended to
remain undefined, Otis Graham's An Encore for Reform, The Qld Progress-
ives and the New Deal confirmed my conclusion that Robert Taft fitted
himself directly in the post-war "new progressive mowement in the
Republican Party.“13

‘The New Deal's 'nationalism® or power politics basdd on alliances
conflicted with Republican Progressivism's empnha$is upon international
- law, arbitrétion, arms limitation and disarmament. The League to Enforce
Peace was founded in 1915 mainly by Republicans with William Howard
Taft as pfesident. It aimed at a world organization in which all dis-
putes among nations would be submitted to a world court. The following
year Wilson lent it his prestige by speaking at its first National
&ssembly. Wm, H. Taft and other leaders of the Ieague to Enforce Peace,
Charles Evans Hughes, George W. Wickersham and Herbert Hoover, supported-
Harding as more likely to achieve Amesrican entry into the lLeague of Natid
With the end of the league to Enforce Peace, George Wickersham, who had
been Taft's attorney general, became chairman in 1923, of the League of
Nations Non-Partisan Association which includéd many leading Republicans
and maintéin?g commitment to international justice to settle disputes.14

The appesarance in July, 1943 of Walter Lippmann's U. S. Foreign
Policy: Shield of thes Republic was a brecad assault on the cherished faith
of the Progressives: thelir belief in the expansion of the ideal of legal
procedures and the rule of law and justice, of arbitration and conciliat-
ion, from the area of domestic conflicts to foreign conflicts. Robert
Divine notes: "John Chamberlain called it "brilliant," hailing Lippmann
for having '"tossed overboard the last vestige of well-meaning but
essentially futile Wilsonianism," .;. Only the internationalists
dissented, objecting to Lippmann's refusal to champion a new world
organization,“lsiw1lson had gained American support for the intervention
in the first world war through his emphasis on legality and principles
of peace although the entry was based on state interests and the war was
carried out as national security management. Lippmenn felt that Toreign
policy should be Justified to the public on its resal objectives and not
on vapue idealisms, and that the reaction of post-war America had been
due to a failure to be frank with the American p=zople.

Lippmann's criticism of the Progressive concepts of international
legality and of arbitration struck at Robert Taft's deeply held principle
From the time the book appeared Taft centered his criticism upon Lipomann
analysis and the concluslion that instead of“seeking an international .

syster based on law and justice advocated by Taft the post-war world




-should be ruled by a Great Power Alliance of the United States and -
Britain, and probably Russia., Lippmann felt that American and BEuropean
states formed an Y“Atlantic Community" which would become the secondary
security system. Taft noted that Lippmannt!s position clashed with Wilson-
ian ldeals. He considered it a continuation of the concept of manifest
destiny which would appeal to suportars.of MNew Deal foreign policy such
as Henry Wallace and Henry Luce, of whom Taft said: "The ideg may appeal
_also’"to the nationalistic sentiment of those Americans who picture America
dominating the alldance and the world.," For Taft, Lippmann's analysis
“proceeds on the assumption that wars cannot be prevented by the educat-
ilon of the human race to a rule of law snd order or by any intermational
arrangement, but ohly by the armed forces of America, England and Russia.
Fundamentally this is imperialism."lé-

Taft especially attacked Lippmannt's historical conception that in
the twentieth century US foreign policy was bankrupt due to the smallness
of the army and navy. Taft felt Americal's foreign a2nd naval policies under
Theodore-Roosevelt, Taft, Wilson, Harding, Coolidge and Hoover were
basically correct. Taft supported Coolidge and Hoover in their attempts
to gain Amarican adherence {06 the world court. Hoover had sought to
achieve his objective which he stated in his nomination acceptance speech
in 1928: "to cooperate with the :Ieague in its endeavors to further
scilentific, economic and social welfare and to secure the limitation
of armaments," and he did send a full delegation to the conference on
arms limiation :in Geneva in 1932, as well as extending the Washington
treaty of 1922 at the London conference of 1930, It was during the New
Deal Taft felt that American foreign polidy became bankrupt which re-
affirmed his strong disagreement with Lippmann over U S intervention in
the second world waf. But, for the post~-first world war period, Taft said:

The disarmament treaties so divided naval strength that again

we had adequate protection against any combination of countries
which did not include England., Again the Philippines were re-
garded as indefensible and were to be made independent shortly.

It was only after the expiration of the naval treatiss that

our foreign policy became bankrupt. ce..

Nor was there anything isolationist about our foreign policy in -
the twenties after the first reflml to join the lLeague of Nations,
The disarmament treaties, the Eight-Powsr Pact in the Pacific,

the Kellogg treaties were all efforts to work with other nations.,
We were willing to go further than the British in the imposition
of sanctions against Japan and Italy, In the Dawes and Young Plans
we attempted to help in solving the economic trouble brought on
Europe by the Versailles treaty. One of President Hooverts last
acts was to secure thz postponement of reparations and the freez-
ing of the German short-term credits. Our foreign policy was
never bankrupt. In his eagerness to support a pre-conceived thesis,
Mr. Lippmann seems t» me to have distorted historical fact.1?



Taft continued his attack on Lippmann: and his followers in an
address in New York on September 24, 1943:

It is amusing to me to see so many advocates of an international
state, as well as those who bslieved in an association of free
nations in a2 free world, suddenly abandoning all those ideals
to adopt a policy which proposes a psace maintained by the armed
forces of America, BEngland, and Russia, It is ubtérly inconsistent
both with the ideals of Woodrow Wilson and with Secretary Hull's

- tsystem of international relations, based on rules of morality,
law, and justice."

Taft emphasized the destructivenss and expsnse of modern war, The
question of arms limitation was particularly important from Taft's

point of view:

Involved in this policy there is one modification of sovereignty
which I should be willing to make. Such an association as I have
outlined must prevent an armament race by nations and by alliances, -
or in time it will fail, It must undoubtedly seek a reduction of
armaments and 2 limitation of armaments, imposed upon the Axis
nations and voluntarily agreed to by the other natios. ... I
believe we should bs willing as part of a general plan to agree

to limit our own armament; and should be willing to permit an
international body to inspect our armed forcss just as they inspect
the armed forces of Germany or Japan, to see that there is non
violation of treaty obligations, We should be willing to have the
construction and maintenance of excess araments as itself an

ect of aggression., The limitation of armaments would, of course,
have to be the subject of a voluntary treaty in the first instance.18

In the debate on the Connally Resoluticn, Taft on November 4, 1943 -
reaffirmed his consistent support of the ILeague of Nations: "I was in
favor of jdining the ILeague of Nations in 1920, and I have besen in favor
of doing so ever since.* Taft continued: '

Back in 1910 and before that, we submitted our rights to arbitrat-
jon treaties, and agreed that we would abide by the decision of an
arbitrator, After all, that is the first step, and the fundamental
step, in any international organization. In 1920 President Woodrow
Wilson, as well as my father and many other leaders of the Republican
Party, were in favor of going beyond that traditional policy of

the United States, 19 . '

Like most Progressives Taft had a strong sentiment favorable to
international cooperation and the settlement of disputes between nations
on the basis of international Xkaw rather than conflict. Ardbitration,
mediation and conciliation were drucial parts of the Progressives! faith
in peaceful settlements of disputes whether international or domestic.



‘William Howard Taft'!s arbitration treaties of 1910 and 1911 with France
and England were viewed by Progressives as models for international
conciliation., The treaties provided that disputes not settled by diplomacy
be submitted to arbitration, but before submission to arbitration the
parties would establish a joint high commision of inquiry to investigate
the dispute and establish the facts but not report a decision. Secretary
of State VWilliam Jennings Bryan's 1914 Conciliation treaties were
modeled on the Taft Arbitration treaties which were withdrawn from
senate considebration when strong reservations were introduced. Taft
harkened back to the internationalism of the Republican 1920's where
Washington was the formal diplomatic center for such everits :as.the
Washington Arms Limitation Conference df 1921-22 with its prohibitlon
on the use of poison gas, and depositing of the Kellog-Briand Pact,

On the Washington Conference, Taft said:

Certainly, 'mo nation which engaged in the disaraament conference
of 1922 and the subsequent treaty could possibly be called an
tsolationist nation, I think the people who are criticizing that
disarmament conference and theaty or who are saying they had any-
thing to do with bringing on the present war are making a great
mistake. One of the best sections of the Moscow agreemmnt is the
section which makes it perfectly clear that we now recognize
the nescessity for z disarmament agreement very similar to the
disarmament agreemsnt of 1922, because regardless of what kind
of an international organization we may have, certainly there
will have to be a limitation on armaments, or we are nbdt going
to secure p2ace, The seventh clause of the Moscow agreament
provides-
That they will confer and cooperate with one another and
with other members of the United Nations to bring about a -~
practicable general agreement with respect to the
~regulation of armaments in the post-war world.20

Taft emphaized his concern that the destructiyeness of war had ' :
become unacceptable, War could destroy the material and cultural
civilization of a thousand years., War destroyes the institutions
which guaranteed freedom; and the cost of war undermined the future
standard of living. As the context for diarmament, Taft saw a league
of Nations as still the most viable means and opposed whnat he viewed
as the Roosevelt administration's emphasis on the Big Three or Big
Four alliance, Taft denounced a post-war alliance of the major powers

as imperialism and militarism.



This theory can only lead to vast national armaments in all - - -":
.parts of the world; every nation must be able to control the
sea, which msans control the wopld, It has long been recogniz-
ed that mllltarisn, the very existence of huge araments potent-
ially aggressive, is a cause of war., They are a tinder box which
any spark may ignite. Thos<who control them unconsciously desire
to see them in actlon. They create a profession of militarists,
The policy which is advocated in this alliance theory would have
promoted war in the past and it would promote war in the fubure.
I have pointed out that it would promote militarism, one of

the causes of war. But it has other dangerous results, A milit-
ary alliance presupposes an enemy threatening war., A military
alliance is always an alliance against someone else. It arouses
the antagonism of the world and leads to the formation prompily
of a counteralliance

.« Onnce the whole WOrld is lined up in two opposing camps
anothsr world war will be only a question of time. To avoid

that condition is the very purpose of all the ideals and

plans for any kind of world federation for peace.

Of course, this would be hilitarism. Our fingers would be in every
pie, Our military force would work with oupr commércial force to
obfain as much of the world trade as we could lay our hands on.
We would occupy all the strong, strategic points in the world
and try to maintain a force so preponderant that no one would
dare to attack us.

eee If we did succeed in becoming imperialists abroad it would
be likely to change our whole attitude at home.21

Taft proposed:

Mr. President, I believe that the only practical line on which

we can succeed is one based substantially on the same principles

as were representated by the League of Nati n3 of 1920, First of
all, what we are seeking to establish - and I am sorry the resolut-
ion does not contain some of the language that was contained in .
the Mackinac resolution adopted by the Bﬁpublican Party - is a

rule of law and order in international roles

It seems to me that we have allowed ourselves to be led astray a
little bit by the question of how we are to enforce that law and
order, but the basic principle is that we shall have an internat-
ional law, that that law shall be worked out in detail to detér-
mine the relations between nations, and that there be a body, a
court, if you please, to decide what the law is if some dispute
arises with regard to its meaning. ...

Unless we do have such a law as I have suggested, unless we clearly
define what the duties and obligations of nations are, there is no
use talking about a force to carry it out, ...the first step is

the writing of a law so clear as to the obligations of nations

that public opinion can be marshaled behind that law, and ean

be marshaled against any nation whéch breaks the law,

eeel envision a league in which the nations will all agree that
they will submit all disputes to arbitration or conciliation, or
whatever other means of settling disputes pay be made available,
The ILeague of Nations sent disputes o the Council of the League.

I question whether that is the right place to which to refer them,
It seems to me the body to which disputes could be submitted should
be a wholy impartial one, and I see no abandonment of sovereignty in
agreeing to abide by its decision, provided we write an exact law
so that we may ¥now what our obligations are,22



For Taft, the League of Nations concept offered a precise and
defined alternative to the imperialism and militarism of an alliance
and balance of power system. It was important for Taft that the new
ILeague of Nations fulfill the tight precepts he presented for otherwise
it/%ggéﬁe 1ike the original League of Nations a mechanism in which the
- alliance of the great powers operated. Already in 19&3 Taft criticized

any attempt-to make the new Ileague's council the determinant of aggress
-3on or settler:of dispiutes’ Lacking the concepts he described, Taft
feared that an alliance-based League of Nations might be "more likely
to produce again a world war of the character of the present war." Taft
saw the application of armed force by or through a League of Nations as
potentially a major cause of another world.war. He ruled out entirely
an internatiomal police force, as well as immediate United States
military action against any aggressor, Powers from outside these areas
would intervene only at the request of a large ma jority of the states
of the area after their military was failing. Burope, South America, or
North America for example would each form such councils. Taft added:

Tt seems to me we should go into another continent only if we are
invited to by a considerable majority of the people of that cont-
inent, so that we come at their request and only after they have

exhausted their efforts. ... ‘

The South Americans themselves should attempt to handle the situat-
jon.first, and we should go in only if we are invited by practically
all the other nations of South America to punish the aggressor.

That is the kind of league of natims I hope may be worked out.23

To limit any immediatefmerican intervention outside North America
Taft insisted on the Congress® constitutional powers of making war
and peace, He protested apy infringement on Congress' psace-making

- power represented by the Big Three's undertaking not to make a separate

peace for "only Congress can say that we will not under any circumstances
make peace except with the consent of bther nations.® Taft emphasized
that any agreement to use American armed forces against an aggressor
state could never be implemented in particular cases without a declar-
ation of war by the Congress according to its constitutiomal powers,.

During early 1944 Taft took the forefront in Republican foreign
policy statements and spseches, and repeated his stand: '

The refusal to enter the league of Nations was based on the theory
that our association with the quarrels of EBuropse would be more likely
to produce war than to prevent it. I never agreéd that such an argue-
ment justified a refusal to join in an attempt to outlaw war.

In my opindon the conditions which we face after the war are -
substantially different, and do require a dz:parture from our
tradisional policy. I, myself, believe that those conditions

had changed twenty-five years ago. ... :

It may be pointed out that this was not th: question with which

wers were Paced in 1940 and 1941.24



With a view to the San Francisco Conference, Taft in May, 1945
drew together his observations on the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals for
a United Nations., Taft centered on the fact that although a league of
nations in form, the United Nations would be dominated by the great
powers. He quoted the Federal Council of Churches: "The organization
proposed has many of the characteristics of a military alliance of a
_few great powers. Certain provisions seem to envisage a dvision of the
world into regional sph res of influence, dominated by one or anothar
of the great powers." 25 Rather than based on the role of law, Taft found
the United Nations based merely on force. Justice and lawVere hardly
mentioned, "and the Court is given a wholly interior postion, unable to
act unless the Security Council chooses to refer some question to it for
decision. The nations enter into no obligation to abide by international
law ... no affirmative method of settling disputes, except through the
action of the security Council, which i1s a political and not a judicial
'body,“26 Just as he had opposed the powers given to the Council of the
Ieague wnich he believed should have been vested in the world court,
T2ft emphasized his opposition to the role given to the Security Council,
During the post-war foreign policy debates Taft would repeatedly raise
his objections to the power-politics approach of the Security Council
and oppdse a foreign policy based on it.

It shoiild be made clear that the primary obligation is to settle

all disputes by the application of international law and to ablde

by such law. I believe that instead of referring the matter to the
Security Council in the first instance, the aim should be to refer

it to the International Court and permit that Court to proceed

with a decision, if the Court finds that the matter is justiciable.Z27

For Taft the central issue of international law and arbitration had
been replaced by emphasis.ontthe use of force. But to Taft's thinking
law was absolutely important and force was not important; without law,
force was criminal, without force, law could be enforced- by other means,

After all, force is not an absolute essential, There was a time
iin.the Common ILaw when juries determined who was right but the
enforcement was left to tne.relatives of the man who h:d been

wrong, If we can establish an international law and a Court to apply
it, the moral force of those decisions may well dominiate in time
public opinion 6f the world, so that no mation dare défy’it.28

Taft repeated this argument during the debate on the United Nations
Charter on July 28, 1945, He presented a strong argument for arbitration:



If we cannot reach an agreement, we should ourselves be willing
to accept arbitration or adjudication, even on the most vital
issues, provided it can be set up in such a manner that the
decisinn is to be based on justice and not on any principle of
expediéncy. It seems to me impossible to hope for peace in the
world unless all the nations ' ultimately come to be :wllling to
submit all their disputes to arbitration or adjudication by an
impartial tribunal. America:must set the example. ... I assert
again that we cannot hope for peace in this world unless we come
to universal arbitration and adjudication, and yet there are
many who shout loudlv for international peace and armed forces
to enforce it, who wi1ll not be willing that we arbitrate every
matter relating to our international relations. The record of
the Senate is none too good in the frequent rejection of treaties
of general arbitzation. ‘
... We, oursleves, can always voluntarily submit our disputes to
ad judication or arbitration. That can be an example to the world.
We can further attempt to build up 2 world public opinion that
disputes between natioms_must be settled, not by war, but accord-
ing to the principles of law and justice. I do not believe we can
hope for peace in the world until all the more powerful nations
are willing to take that course., The principle objection to it
today ¢omes from Russia. We must admit that Russia has some reason
to be suspicious that tribunals made up of foreign nations cannot
be impartial as between Russia and its nelghbors. We can only
hope that the continuous conference provided by thes Charter
and a good example set by ourselves and others may convince
Russis that the people of this world propose to bg guided by
~principles of justice.29. o

Taft noted the role of the, Security Council and the dominance
in the UN that it was granted. Taft believed that there should be
Congressional controls over the voiing by the American representative
on the Security Council since the United States might be asked to
furnish troops to carry out a resolution of the Security Council. The
need for a Congressional declaration establishing the general principles
under which the American representative must act in the Seourity Councid
was emphasized, In the hearings of the Foreign Relations Committee in
early July, Senator Eugene Millikin of Colorado had been told by State
Department witnesses that troops provided by member states for the
Security Council's decisions would require individual treatdéés between
the mdmber nations and the Security Council. Millikin underlined the
desire that Congress have the right to approve each time American troops
were called upon by the Security Council. State Department representatives
and administration spokesmen on the Committee noted that the UN Charter
provided that agreements between the Security Council and member nations
had to be approved by the *constitutional processes” of those nations,
and insisted "it was the view of the entire United States delegation,
that thé agreement which will provide for the Uaited States military

contingent will have to be negotiated and then submitted to the Senate
for ratification in the same way as a treaty? /John Foster Dulles). 30



In the debate regarding the powers of the US representative on the
Security Council Taft strongly advocated a Congressional control over
the use of American forces by the Security Council, at least through
the establishment of clearly defined guidelines. Taft said on December 4,

1945:
My difficulty with the bill is the unlimited power in section 3
to the delegate to vote as he chooses, or rather as the President
chooses, on any question which may impose upon us the obligation
to use troops. I believe that Congress should at least lay down
the rules as to when such a vote shall be taken., I am not at all
sure that Congress should not reserve to itself the right to say
when that vote shall be taken, bescause the vote is not a vote
determined by law, ... It is simply a vote based upon national
policy, which may lead to war; and it seems to me that national
policy leading to war is a concern of the Congress of tle United
States, and not solely of the President of the United Spates,31

Taft proposed an améndment to the bill to place emphasis on an American
combitment to disarament. Although it received only sixteen votes, the
supporters of Taft'!s disarmament amendment not only included Langer,
Whezler and Wherry, but strong internatinnaliéts such as Ball and
Fulbiright; and southefn conservatives, Byrd and Russell. Taft proposed?

The representative of the United States on the Security Council
shall urge uponithe Security Council immediate action under
article 26 looking to a limitation of armaments and of the
prohibition of weapons such as the atomic bomb, rockets, and
poison gas, and effective amendments to the Charter to secure
the enforcement of the undertakings of nations with respect

thereto,32

Taft commentéd:

No suggestion has been made that we adhere to the Internatioconal
Court of Justice. The entire emphasis of the bill is on unlimited
power to use force, a force,which, under the veto power which is
imposed, would be completely and wholly ineffective.33

While Senator Vandenberg opposed Taft's proposal regarding disarament
of atomic weapors, Senator:Fulbright agreed with Taft's statement that

My belief is that the only way we can effectively prevent the
use of atomic bombs is to eliminate the veto power and to provide
authority to limit the development of weapons which may destroy
the world.,
The amendment would provide only an fastruction to our delegate
to start the machinery in behalf of securing some kind of an

- effective limitation of armaments, instead of relying on the
use of force, which, as the Charter is written, I say is
wholly inéffective against the great nations of the world, who
could be the only dangerous aggressors in the world.34 -



During the early post-war years Taft was critical of many administ-
ration meamures on the grounds that: they were violations of-"the UN
Charter. For exsmple, he opposed a bill in 1946 giving the president
authority to send military advisors to foreign nations; he felt it
to be opposed to American commitmants to the UN. Taft criticized the
Trumén Doctrine because it was an action outside of and contraty to
the UN. Taft felt that the administrationts actions by-passing the
UN created an atmosphere in which the Soviet Union would feel less
and less comfortable, and that if the US govermment concentrated 1its
foreign policy upon the UN the Soviet Union might feel less threatened.

In a speech on September 25, 1947, Taft declared:

I believe our foreign policy should be built around the United
Nations, changing the whole emphasis of the organization to the
establishment of law and egqual justice under law. see

Of course, we face a situation in the present Russian attitude
which makes progress along this line difficult. ... But I am
hopeful that in time there may be enough agreement with Russia
to permit effective operation of the present United Nations

in many fields.35

Taftls decades~long commitment to international peace through
jnternational law and justice may not have found perfect expression
in the United Nations, as he admitted, but it was a much more
hopeful development than anything before. However, of great import-
ance for Taft was the facgathat by Senate ratification)the United
Nations Charter was the central comhitment in foreign affairs of
the United.States. For both personal and legal reasons Taft took
seriously the centrality of the United Nations in the constitutimal
framework of the United States., Just as the United States Constitution
must not be violated or abused so the United Nations Charter must not
be violated or abused. Taft became especially outraged by the administ-
ration's'attempts to introdiace Cold War programs as based on the UN,
or as improvements in the UN, or as supportive of the UN. When the
Senate emphasized impfovement in the UN, the administration responded
with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, In its early discussion
Taft had understood Nato to be a regional organization for the settle-
ment of disputes rathéf than a military alliance aimed against the
Soviet Union. Taft noted that this conecept of a regional organization
to settle disputes had been suggested by Hamilton Fish Armstrong in
Foreign Affairs, October, 1948; during the debate on Nato Taft expressed
sympathy for a resolution along those lines by Senator John Sparkman
and ten other senators. Taft therefore criticized Nato as a contradiction




:of thhe UN, and his judgments of Nato centeréd on comparisons with the
UN. In a March 30, 1949 radio address Taft éeclared:

ess it is hard to claim that it is in pursuance of the general
theory of the United Nations.

A pact is permitted to exist and to operate in case the United
Nations machinery fails to work. I had hoped that the pact might
be a small United Nations within the larger one, setting up
much more definite rules for the application of law and justice
between those nations which were prepared to agree within the
pact. I hoped we might have a model on which iniernational
agreements based on law and justice could be developed, which
could later be applied to a2 modification of the United Nations
Charter, But this pact is strictly limited to a supplementary
military alliance for collective self-défense,36

During the @&ebate over Nato Taft on July 11, 1949 elaborated on
this theme that Nato was at variance with its promise ar an 'internat-
jonal association of nations' and violated the aims of the UN., It is
evident that Taft was bitter at the misuse of the opportunity to
create a Nato orientated toward adjudication of disputes.

I believe that alll nations must ultimately agree, if we are to
have peace, to an international law defining the duties and’
obligations of such nations, particularly with reference to
restraint from aggression and war. I believe that there should

be international courts to determine whether natiogns are abiding

by that law, and I believe that there should be gﬁoint armed

force to enforce that law and the decisioas of that court., ...

It is quite true that the United Nations Charter as draftez does
not as yet reach the ideals of internatiéonal peace and justice wui:
which I have described, but it goss a long way in that direction., ...
The North Atlantic Treaty might have been so drafted as to create

a small United Natioans within the larger group, improving upon the
United Nations Charter, eliminating its defects, and furnishing

an example of an improved international organization which could

be followed by tne United Nations itself. It might have established
a law between the nations signing it and a force to prevent aggress-
ion between those nations without veto and with reliance on the
decision of a competent court to administer justice., ...

The Atlantic Treaty as drawn is certainly no improvement over the
United Nations, nor can it by any stretch of the imagination be
regarded as a perfection of or supplement to that Charter. From

the poilit of view of an international organization, it is a step
backward,37 :

For Taft peace was possible if foreign .policy was based on internztional
justice because the tradition of the common law demonstrated that it
could maintain the unity of diverse elements. But, instead of the common
law tradition, Taft saw American foréigh policy dividing the world

into armed camps through Nato which reflected theological militancy, -
Nato would create an arms race condradicting the UN's emphaiis on
achieving peace through the reduction of armaments, Taft declared;



We talked of defense for years before entering World War II
while our preparation was really for offense. The result is,
that no matter how defensive an alliance may be, if it carries
the obligation to arm it means the building up of competitive
offensive armament. This treaty, therefore, means inevitably an
armament race, and armament races in the past have led to war,
The United Nations looks perhaps vainly to the reduction of
armaments. The Atlantié:-Pact proposes toc increasé them, ...

But if Russia sees itselfl ringed about gradually by so-~called
defensive arms, from Norway and Denmark to Turkey and Greene,
it may form a different opinion. It may decide that the arm-
ing of western Europe, regardless of its present purpose,

looks to an attack Upon Bussia. ... In 19481, Secrétary Hull
sent a message to Japan in the nature of an ultimatum which
sizd, in effect, that if Japan did not withdraw from China,
sooner or later they would face a war with the United States,
eos I think this arms program will very likely force the Russians
into an acceleration:of their arms program, so that we face an
armament race, which in the past has seldom failed ultimately
to prowice war,

ceo An undertaking by the most powerful nation in the world

to arm half the world against the other half goes far beyond any
"right of collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs."
It violates the whole spirit of the United Nations Charter.
That Charter looks to the reduction of armaments by agreement
between individual nations. I do not claim that there is any
direct violation of the Chatter, but the Atlantic Pact moves ©
in exactly the opposite direction from the purposes of the
Charter and makes a farce of further efforts to secure inter-
mational peace through law and justice., It necessarily divides
the world into two armed camps. It may be said that the world
is already &6 divided, but it cannot "be said that by enforcing
that division we are carrying out the spibit of the United Nations, 3

The Nato program caused Taft to state a more general critique
of the premises of American foreign policy which he found to be
aggressive and provocative, With rising anger he .opposed the Cold
War measures of the administration as departures from the binding
American commitment to strengthen the Uniﬁed Nations and find peace
through intermational law. On September 22, 1949 Taft declared:

But when we consider what international policy we shall pursue-
in order to advance the cause of peace, in order to stop war

in the world, it seems to me we are now departing from the
course we have heretofore adopted, and are tkaing a course
which is far more likely to lead to war than it ever is to

lead to peace.

Our policy has been to join an international organization,

to which it is hoped that in time all nations will be invited
to join - an international organization to be guided by the
principles of international law and justice, an organization
which should act only collectively and only on its own init-
iative, as might be decided by a majority of ths states which
are members of the organization.

I was in favor of joining the League of Nations. I was in favor
of joining the United Nations. While I do not think that in do-
ing so we entirely carried out the idsals I had in mird, yet I
believe there is only one hope for peace in the world, and that
is to establish a rule of justice, and behind it _to cireate_a
public opinion of the world so strong that it will force all
nations to back up the decisions made in accordance with that



rule of justice. I believe we should agree to an international

law binding nations. I believe we should agree to a2 court able

to decide the gquestion whether any nation has violated such law,
and that we should join in an enforcement procedure against those
who violate it. But the program we are now considering is the
exact opposite of such a program. This is a program to return

to the balance-of-power theory which has orevailed in Zurope

for the past 200 years and which has brough a series of wars,
This is a program to substitute for law and justice the fopce

and the mignt which have heretofore prevailed throughout the
world. This is a program by which we undertake to arm half the
world against the other half of the world., This is a program

under which we start gradually to build up and arm to the teeth
every country in the world which may possibly be opposed to
Russia, as against Russia and her friends and satellites, who
control probably half the tsrritory of the woprld.

Mr. President, in the first place it seems to me to be falrly
obvious that this military assistance program will rather tend
toward the incitement of Russia to war than o be a deterrent

to war., It would be a deterrent if we told Russia that if she
should provoke a war of aggression we would bz in the war. I
cannot see anything in such a statement except a deterrent,

But when we undertake to arm numerous countries, all the way

from Norway on Russia's northern boundary, to Iran, on Russia'ls
southern boundary, certainly it will occur to the Russians that

if they wiat until that arming is completed, they may well be
attacked by the countries we have armed. «..

Mr. President, I it is the old armaments race. We nave sesn it
before. ... Sooner or later it has always in the past led to

war, and I think such action is likely to lead to war today.

I think it is completely inconsistent with ths United Nations

and with out obligations under the United NationsS. ...

The mere fact that the greatest nation in théluwbrid- arms:a’

whole series of nations against another nation constitutes a
threat. There is no question about the nation against which

they are being armed. That is itself a threat, and may well

be so regarded. It is necessarily a threat, no matter how
defensive we say the action is, to the territorisl integrity

- of another nation.

Article 51 recognizes the possibility of collective defense. ...
It seems to me that that very clearly refers to an attack which

is actually made., If the United Nations fails to come to the
defense of the nation attacked, article 51 recognizes the right

of individual or collective self-defense. I certainly do not believe
for a moment that it contémplates something entirely contrary to
the spirit of the United Nations, such as the arming by one nation
of half the other nations of the world against the remaining nations
in the world. I think it is a step backward. I think we are entirely
abandoning all the progressive steps we have made toward the ideals
of psace, We are abandoning them simply because Russia has not gone
along. Now we are turning back.

The bill itself seems to me to contain a2 purely hypocritical
adherence to the United Nations. ... I believe that the effort

to show that it is a support for’ the United Nations is utterly
vain, and that in fact it is a complete departure from all the
principles which Congress has affirmed.39



With Truman's intervention in Korea, Taft saw the fulfillment
of the many issues he had been warning about with regard to the
powers of the executive and the legal position of the Security
Council with reference to the use of American forces for UN purposes.
The failure of the administration to negotiate and submit to the
Senate a treaty with the Security Council concerning the bases on
which American forces might be used underlined the important issues
~which Taft had emphasized from the beginning of the United Nations.
Taft immediately challenged Truman's actions sending American air and
haval forces to Korea. On June 28, 1950 Taft said:of Truman's decision:

His action ungquegtionably has brought about a de facto war with
the Government of northern Korea. He has brought about that war
without consulting Congress and without congressional approval,

We have 8 situation in which in a far distant part of the world

one nation has attacked another, and if the Preiident can inter-
vene in Korea without congressional approval, ke can go to war

in Mzlaya or Indonesia or Iran or South America., ...

It is claimed that the Korean situdtion is changed by the obligat-
ions into which we have entered under the Charter of the United
Nations. I think this is true, but I do not tkink it justifies

the President's present action without approval of Congress. ...
Section 6 /Of the bill to implement the UN Charter/, however,

dealt particularly with the time in which armed forces may be

used to support the United NationsS. oces

So, we have enacted the circumstances under wnich the President

may use armed forces in support of a resolution 6f the Security
Council of the United Nations. The first reguisite is that we
negotiate an agreement to determine what forces shall be used

and in what quantity, and that the ggreement be approved by
Congress, No agreement has ever besen negotiated, of course,

and no agreement has ever been presented to Congress, So far as

I can see, and so far as 1 mve studied the matter, I would say
that there is no authority to use armed forces in support of the
United Nations in the absence of some previous action by Congress
dealing with the subject and outlining the general circumstance

and the amount of the forces that can be used.,

Other gquestions arise out of the United Nations Charter which I
think should be explored. At least, they should be &ebated by

this body.

Article 27 provides that decisions of the Security Council on all
matters shall:be made by an affirmative vote of seven members incl-
uding the concurring votes of the permanent members. The word "veto®
was never used in the United Nations Charter. It simply provides
that there must be the concurring votes of the five permanent members
In this case Soviet Russia has not voted.

eso it seems to me, namely, a complete usurpation by the President
of authority to use the Armed Froces of this country. If the incid-
ent is permitted to go by without protest, at least fram this body,
we would have finally terminated for all time the right of Congress
to declare war, which is ﬁranted to Congress alone by the Constitut-
ion of the Unitéd States. 40
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On January 5, 1951 Taft undertook a general re-examination of

" administration foreign policy with special reference to the Korean
war and the sending of troops to Burope. Taft argued strongly that the
perilous nature of America's then foreign policy situation was due to
the exclusive dominance of foreéign policy by the executive and the
exclusion of Congress. Taft in attacking Roosevelt and Truman praised
Wilson for his emphasis upon open covenants openly arrived at and on
opposition to secret diplomacy.

As 1 see it, Members of Congress, and particularly Members of the
Senate, have a constitutional obligation to reexamine constantly
and discuss the foreign policy of the United States. If we permit
appéals to unity to bring an end to that criticism, we endanger
not only the constitutional liberties of the country, but even

its future existence,

vee It is said that such debate and the differences that may occur
give aid and comfort to bur possible enemies. ... Such aid and
comfort can only be prevented by frank criticism before such a
policy is adopted.

..o The President without authority, as I pointed out in my speech
on June 28, 1950, committed American troops to Korea without any
consultation whatever with Congress and, in my opinion, without
authority of law. He did not even tell Congress there was a war
for 2 weeks after we were engaged, The Prasdident claims the right
without consultation with Congress to decide whether or not we
should use the atomic bomb,

We see now the beginning of an agreement to send a specified number
of American troops to Europe without that question ever having
been discussed in the"Capgress of the United States.hl

Taft's emhasis on the constitutiona role of Congress in fcreign.policy
decision-makine was extended to the United Nations and Americals

it <>
relation to it. Taft noted again that the treaty between the United
States and the Security Council for the regulation of the use of any
U. S. troops in the interests of the UN hever_had been negotiated.

How can we best maintain peace? The United Nations was established
as the eat organization to maintain peace. ...

But thedefect of the United Nations lies in the fact that it was
never based on law and justice to be interpreted by an impartial
tribunal, but was based on a control of the world by the power
of five great nations., ...

On June 28, 1950, I questionsd the legality of the United Nations
action, because article 27 of the Charter clearly provides that
decisions of the Security Council on all matters shall bz made
by an affirmative ¥e¢te of seven members including the concurring
votes of the permansnt members. There was no cuncurring vote by
Russia. ... Those who are blaming the United Nations should much
more blame the limitations 8f the Charter and our own Government
for forcing United Nations action beyond its mpermanent power to
perform,



