Appendix F

The George Marshall Episode

SexaTorR McCarTHY delivered a 6o,000 word speech on the floor
of the Senate, on fune 14, 1951, examining the career c.m General
George Marshall and concluding, on the basis om.m,ﬁ evidence he
presented, that Marshall is “steeped in falsehood,” and that he has
“recourse to the lie whenever it suits his convenience.” McCarthy
concluded his survey of Marshall’s career by asking,

How can we account for our present situation unless we believe that
men high in this Government are concerting to &mrﬁw.. us to disaster?
This must be the product of a great conspiracy, a conspiracy on a scale
so immense as to dwarf any previous such venture in the history .om man.
A conspiracy of infamy so black that, when it is finally exposed, its prin-
cipals shall be forever deserving of the maledictions of all honest men. . .
What can be made of this unbroken series of mmﬂ,ﬁowm and acts con-
tributing to the strategy of defeat? They cannot be mﬁﬁrzﬂm@ to incom-
petence. If Marshall were merely stupid, the laws of probability would
dictate that part of his decisions would serve his country’s interest.

McCarthy has said that he did not call Marshall a traitor. Strictly
speaking, he is correct. And, in fact, a year after making his mwomo.F
McCarthy wrote “If [Marshall] . . . made mistakes, that is no dis-
grace. Only those who do nothing make no mistakes. To prove that
Marshall made mistakes does not indict Marshall of being either
incompetent or of following the Communist cause”; and to the di-
rect question, “Did you accuse Marshall of being a traitor,” McCar-
thy answered, “No.”*

It is, however, unreasonable to conclude, on the basis of the para-
graphs quoted above, that McCarthy was charging Marshall with
anything less than pro-Communism. In doing so, McCarthy aroused
more resentment than with any other single act in his stormy ca-
reer—save, possibly, his attack on Philip Jessup.

Marshall was not a typical “McCarthy case.” McCarthy did not

* McCarthyism, op.cit., pp. 68-6g.
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Impugn Marshall’s loyalty on the ground that he had belonged to
a number of Communist fronts; or that he had been seen at clan-
destine meetings of the Party; or that he had filched secret docu-
ments and turned them over to members of g Soviet spy ring.
Rather, McCarthy impugned Marshall’s loyalty on the grounds
that, over a period of years, his policy decisions advanced the Com- -
munist cause and retarded our own. He reconstructed Marshall’s
public record after delving mmwoiozmq into the memoirs of Leahy,
Churchill, Mark Clark, Sherwood, Stimson, Byrnes, Stettinius,
Welles, Hull, Arnold, Deane, Chennault, and Daniels—almost all of
them highly vocal admirers of General Marshall. McCarthy moved
from their reconstruction of wartime strategy and wartime and
postwar diplomacy to an analysis of Marshall's role in shaping
allied policy. He concluded that, on those issues in which the inter-
ests of the western powers and those of Russia conflicted, Marshall
consistently sided with the policy urged by Russia. McCarthy there-
fore inferred that Marshall was pro-Communist.

On McCarthy’s showing, the crucial matters in Marshall’s record
were:

(1) his inordinate anxiety to launch a second front at a time
when we were manifestly unprepared to do so;

(2) his insistence that the Russians be allowed to reach eastern
Europe ahead of the Allies;

(3) his insistence that we appease Russia at Teheran and Yalta
in order to woo her help in the Far East;

(4) his siding with Stalin at Teheran on the strategy of the war;

(5) his directives to his subordinates that the Russians be in-
dulged in their refusal to make available to us statistics on their
“forces, their weapons, and their plans”;

(6) his allowing the Communists first access to Berlin and
Prague, and his failure to provide for a western corridor to Berlin;

(7) his insistence at Yalta that we make territorial and other
concessions to Stalin:

(8) his role in formulating our anti-Chiang Far Eastern policy;

(9) his personal impact on that policy while in China;

(10) his pressure on Truman to extend further lend-lease aid to
Russia;

(11) his suppression of the Wedemeyer report which warned
against our China policy;

(12) his proposal that we withhold military aid from Nation-
alist China,
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(13) his “sabotage” of the military-aid program with which we
finally went to China’s assistance; o .

(14) his fixing of the thirty-eighth parallel as a dividing line
between free and Communist Korea;

(15) his refusal to prosecute vigorously the war against the
North Koreans;

(16) his advocacy of a European security pact which excludes
Western Germany, Spain, Greece or Turkey;

(17) his backing of American demobilization.

The evidence that Marshall made common cause with the Rus-
sians on these vital issues is, as McCarthy claimed, indeed over-
whelming; but it does not, as McCarthy claimed it did, add up to
party-lining of the sort that raises reasonable doubts as to loyalty.
Almost all Marshall’s decisions were backed by other military men
and other diplomats whose attitude toward the Soviet Union (how-
ever appalling it may seem, especially in retrospect) cannot be
described as treasonable. Every one of Marshall’s actions is explain-
able in terms of the deeply imbedded premises that were being
acted upon by many non-Communists of the day: (a) the Ger-
mans must at all costs be diverted from their attacks on Soviet
Russia, whose capitulation would prolong the war indefinitely;
(b) Soviet Russia must at all costs be placated lest she make a
separate peace; (c) the best means of assuring peaceful postwar
international relations is to indulge Soviet Russia in all or, at any
rate, most of her territorial ambitions; (d) Soviet Russia’s entry
into the Pacific War is indispensable to a quick victory over Japan;
(e) peace in China can result only from American pressure on
Chiang to “broaden the base” of his government to include the
Chinese Communists.

Marshall, then, is obviously not in the same class with a John
Service, or a John Vincent, whose duties and qualifications called
for expert reporting and shrewd interpretation of facts on which
policy-makers like Marshall were to rely.

The most—and perhaps the least--that can be said of Marshall is
that the premises he acted upon, the decisions he made and clung
to so stubbornly, and, finally, his short-sightedness, probably merit
him the title of America’s most disastrous general, And if McCar-
thy had excised two paragraphs from it, his 200-page speech would
have added up to some such statement as that—and a very impres-
sive statement to boot.

McCarthy'’s conclusions about Marshall differed from the con-
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clusions which he normally draws concerning his targets in that
they were based on a dangerous and unusual brand of reasoning
which, followed to its logical conclusions, would also brand Roose-
velt and Truman as disloyal. In assessing a man’s primary loyalties,
we cannot base our deductions on the effects of that man’s behay-
ior. Thus, while the impact of Marshalls career did, beyond any
doubt, decisively aid the Communist cause, one has no grounds,
given all the evidence, for concluding that Marshall wished it to
do s0. As we have pointed out, every one of Marshall’s decisions
between 1942 and 1946 is explainable in terms not necessarily pro-
Communist. It is true that put together they become progressively
more disturbing as a pro-Soviet pattern emerges. But only the
observer who postulates rationality as the generator of every hu-
man decision, who overlooks the element of irrationality in human
action, sees purpose lurking behind every pattern. In studying the
record of George Marshall, McCarthy failed to take into account
man’s irrationality; he forgot that more often than not men stumble
into patterns.” He also missed the main point: a balanced and
rational observer would not fix attention on the question whether
Marshall intended to aid the Soviet Union; his concern would be
whether he had helped Communism consistently, and if so,
whether, given his demonstrated ignorance or incompetence, it
makes sense for an anti-Communist society to retain such a man
as its master global strategist.

McCarthy’s critics have insisted that his method is not only bad
in itself, but entails disastrous consequences for those on whom it
is visited, e.g., in terms of wrecked reputations, social and economic
ostracism, etc. It is therefore in point to ask whether Marshall has
been damaged by McCarthy’s assault.

Marshall’s loyalty is not doubted in any reasonable quarter. On
the other hand, Marshall no longer rides as high as he once did in
the esteem of his countrymen. This is in part because of McCar-

® It is interesting that two famous societies, one imaginary, one real,
adopted this approach in this area. In exercising their prerogative of ostra-
cism, the question that interested the ancient Greeks was not so much wheth-
er a leader had intended to damage Athens, but whether, in their opinion,
he had damaged it or threatened to do 50; in which case he was exiled for
ten years. In his Thoughts on the Government of Poland, Rousseau proposed
that the Polish parliament meet upon the death of the king to determine
whether or not, while ruling, he had satisfactorily served the nation. If the
king lost out in this post-mortem, his memory was to be publicly disgraced
and his family’s goods confiscated.
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A but mostly because of America’s growing disillu-
MWMMMMWOMMMW the mrmmmw& the new world its wartime Homamw.mv
among them Marshall, forged for it. To .H_ro extent that goO.E.. um
through his careful analysis of Marshall’s record, has contribute
to cutting Marshall down to size, he has mmﬂmoﬁ.bmm.m <mw¢mwc_m mmEM
ice. For McCarthy is quite right in saying that “if the ﬁﬂmwoﬁa om
[the past ten years] . . . is to be understood, Marshall’s recor

rstood.”

B_.MM WM@MMMM his imputation of treasonable .Eom<mm wovgmwmwmzm
McCarthy deserves to be criticized, even if ?wmﬂ..mrm:m mmb%um
reputation for loyalty did not suffer. McCarthy 5 __wmmdbuwww ere
was bad. It is in a class with Winston Churchill’s mmw.bamnm of
Stalin (“Personally I cannot feel anything but ﬂwm most HEmH%:mHW
miration for this truly great man, the father of r._m country. ...”).

Neither estimate is typical of the judgment of either man.

i i iously, he
® t that Churchill should be forgiven because, obviously,
did UMW MGNMWWMMW% what he said about Stalin, érmm.mmm .Enom:&r% Ecmw M@
condemned because he probably did believe what he implied about Marshall,

rests on an interesting code of morality.
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