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INTRODUCTION

AN ERA OF PERSONAL DIPLOMACY

“I placed a high priority on personal diplomacy,” former President George W. Bush
wrote in his memoir. “Getting to know a fellow world leader’s personality, character, and
concerns made it easier to find common ground and deal with contentious issues.”' Bush’s
fascination with personal diplomacy manifested itself in his post-presidential painting passion,
leading him to craft portraits of over two-dozen world leaders. In 2014, the paintings were
featured at his presidential library in an exhibition, “The Art of Leadership: A President’s
Personal Diplomacy.” Thus for Bush, the essence of global leadership is personal engagement
with world leaders.

Compare that to his successor Barack Obama. In 2011, a reporter for Politico wrote, “in
terms of the one-on-one relationship building [with foreign leaders] that can be a potent
diplomatic lever for any president, the Democrat is practically an introvert compared with his
world-class schmoozing predecessor.”> From the Bush perspective, Obama has failed the
leadership test, as his personal relationships with foreign leaders—with a few exceptions—are
not particularly warm. However, to say that Obama does not engage with his foreign
counterparts would be wrong. In his first year in office he welcomed over sixty world leaders to
the United States, compared to a little over seventy for Bush. And Obama visited over twenty
countries his first year—a record for first year presidential travel—doubling Bush’s eleven.’

But if one accepts the notion that personal diplomacy is key to global leadership, the

! George W. Bush, Decision Points (New York: Crown Publishers, 2010), 195.

? Carrie Budoff Brown, “Obama’s no-schmooze diplomacy,” Politico, June 8, 2011, http://www.politico.com/story/
2011/06/obamas-no-schmooze-diplomacy-056470.

? Figures for number of foreign leader visits and travels of the president can be found at https://history.state.gov.



question then becomes, how much did Bush’s emphasis on the practice help him? An NBC/Wall
Street Journal poll taken a little over a month before he left office showed 63% of Americans
disapproved of his handling of foreign policy. In contrast, a poll taken in May 2016 showed 48%
of Americans disapproved of Obama’s handling of foreign policy. Neither presidents’ numbers
are great, but they show that Obama’s perceived lack of personal diplomacy has not necessarily
led to a more negative assessment of his foreign policy leadership.* And the focus on the warmth
of Obama’s relationships with world leaders obscures the fact that while he might not relish
engaging with them, he has done it frequently. In doing so, he follows in the footsteps of other
modern presidents. Since Franklin Roosevelt, all White House occupants have engaged in
personal diplomacy. They have met with foreign leaders at home and abroad, used surrogates,
correspondence, talked on the telephone, and in more recent times used videoconferences.’

Why did presidents in the second half of the twentieth century engage in personal
diplomacy? Today the practice is frequent and commonplace, but the first hundred and fifty
years of the nation’s history saw little presidential personal diplomacy. In the mid-twentieth
century the propriety of personal diplomacy and even legality of it were unclear. The practice
marked a sharp departure in presidential conduct and the way the nation carried out its foreign
affairs. Prior to FDR, the management of U.S. foreign policy was most often the province of the

secretary of state. There were some exceptions, such has Theodore Roosevelt, who played a

* NBC/Wall Street Journal Poll, December 4-8, 2008; CBS News/New York Times, May 13-17, 2016, iPOLL
Databank, Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, https://ropercenter.cornell.edu.

> The term personal diplomacy often conjures images of world leaders forming personal bonds that can then impact
policymaking. It brings to mind a type of intimacy, perhaps even friendship. While this definition is not wrong, I use
the term personal diplomacy more broadly. Any interactions that involve the president and another foreign leader, be
it face-to-face, through correspondence or some other means, I consider personal diplomacy. Even if the intent was
not to gain closeness and familiarity, any time the president is engaged in leader-to-leader contacts it is necessarily
personal. There is a reason an administration decides to send a presidential message rather than one from the
Department of State. There is a reason why at times a president meets with another world leader rather than the
secretary of state. To have the president personally involved—even if they were not the ones to draft a letter or come
up with the idea to meet another leader—matters. If it did not, then presidents would rarely engage with other world
leaders. Thus, regardless of the warmth or intimacy involved, any time the person of the president is involved with
other heads of government and state—even if in name only—I label it personal diplomacy.



personal role in ending the Russo-Japanese War in 1905. Woodrow Wilson marked an even
greater departure from his nineteenth-century predecessors, traveling to Paris after World War I
to negotiate a final settlement with other world leaders. It was not until FDR, however, that
presidents took increasing control over not only the creation of foreign policy, but also its
execution. And personal diplomacy became central to that endeavor.

In the twentieth century technological advances in communication and transportation
made frequent personal diplomacy possible. These developments facilitated the practice. Alone,
however, they were insufficient to make interactions between world leaders commonplace.
Reasons were needed. Whereas previous scholars have emphasized these changes in technology
or the personality of presidents and their natural inclinations toward personal diplomacy, this
dissertation explores a set of factors that drove modern presidents toward the practice.
Regardless of their personalities or desire to engage with foreign leaders, all presidents in the
second half of the twentieth century used leader-to-leader diplomacy. The practice was a tool
that presidents came to believe advanced a myriad of objectives: it could provide a boost to U.S.
foreign policy, serve the national interest, improve their domestic political standing, and burnish
their legacy.

What specifically, then, drove White House occupants toward personal diplomacy? This
development was not linear. The backlash generated by the move toward personal diplomacy
was at times fierce, and throughout the second half of the twentieth century strident critics of the
practice existed. But as the postwar period progressed, leader-to-leader diplomacy became
ingrained in the American presidency and its conduct of foreign affairs. This dissertation posits

that a set of forces operated on the modern presidency that led holders of the office to act in a



similar fashion. It was personal diplomacy, but it was not personal. Rather, a set of four factors
was central in driving presidents toward diplomacy at the highest-level.

The first is the challenge of the international environment. The United States emerged
from WWII a superpower. But as one war ended another began, as the nation quickly became
entangled in a decades long struggle with the Soviet Union. Throughout the period, world crises
were frequent and most often connected to the Cold War, or quickly became ensnared by it. As
leader of the Western bloc, presidents had to personally respond, either by mediating a dispute
between rival nations, consulting with allies, or negotiating with an adversary. Even without the
U.S.-Soviet struggle, global emergencies would have frequently involved American presidents,
even if the United States was not originally party to events. As the dominant power, other
countries looked to the White House for leadership, as it was often the only entity with the
political, military, and economic clout to effectively intervene. Sometimes presidential personal
diplomacy was successful, other times not. But the key is that presidents often felt obliged to
become involved.

The second factor is domestic political incentives. Melvin Small, one of the leaders in
examining the relationship between public opinion, domestic politics, and foreign affairs, argued,
“domestic components lurk behind virtually every American international interaction.”® While

perhaps an overstatement, the notion that domestic concerns influence presidential action abroad

% Melvin Small, Democracy and Diplomacy: The Impact of Domestic Politics on Foreign Policy, 1789-1994
(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996), xix. On the nexus between foreign policy and domestic
politics, see also Thomas Alan Schwartz, “‘Henry,... Winning an Election Is Terribly Important’: Partisan Politics in
the History of U.S. Foreign Relations,” Diplomatic History 33, no. 2 (April 2009) 173-190 and “Henry Kissinger:
Realism, Domestic Politics, and the Struggle Against Exceptionalism in American Foreign Policy,” Diplomacy &
Statecraft 22, no. 1 (March 2011): 121-141; Robert Dallek, The American Style of Foreign Policy: Cultural Politics
and Foreign Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1983); William Quandt, “The Electoral Cycle and the
Conduct of Foreign Policy,” Political Science Quarterly 101, no. 5 (1986): 825-837; Julian E. Zelizer, Arsenal of
Democracy: The Politics of National Security—From World War Il to the War on Terrorism (New York: Basic
Books, 2010); Helen V. Milner and Dustin Tingley, Sailing the Water’s Edge: The Domestic Politics of American
Foreign Policy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2015).



is accurate. Presidents, of course, would rarely admit that domestic politics affected a foreign
policy decision. That would seem crass, self-serving, and opportunistic. But presidents are
politicians, and as such they seek every opportunity to enhance their political clout, standing
among the public, reelection prospects, and legacy.

In the second half of the twentieth century, personal diplomacy assisted in these
endeavors. For much of the post-WWII era, presidential meetings with foreign leaders received
widespread coverage. The pomp and ceremony that often accompanied such meetings allowed
presidents to look statesmanlike, a world leader par excellence. And leader-to-leader contacts
simultaneously provided presidents the opportunity to portray themselves as apostles of peace
and buttressed their image as Commander in Chief. During the Cold War, when the world lived
in the shadow of nuclear conflict, the American president was often seen as the person who
controlled the world’s fate. Personal diplomacy allowed presidents to be seen as sagacious
wielders of that power. They may have had their finger on the proverbial nuclear button, but
engaging other world leaders in the cause of peace showed them wise stewards of that
responsibility, thus reinforcing their role as wartime leader. And personal diplomacy could send
other signals to the public as well. It could serve as a visual manifestation of a president’s foreign
policy. For a public often uniformed on the intricacies of foreign affairs, interactions between
leaders sent messages about the state of relations between the United States and particular
countries. Who the president met with—or did not meet with—and the atmosphere of the

meeting was sometimes the extent of what the public knew.’

7 This factor is centrally concerned with the idea of diplomacy as theater or a spectacle and its influence on the
public, as well as the role of symbolism. All of which could strengthen a president’s domestic political position. For
diplomacy as theater, see Raymond Cohen, Theatre of Power: The Art of Diplomatic Signalling (London: Longman,
1987); Andreas W. Daum, Kennedy in Berlin (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008). For politics as
spectacle, see Murray Edelman, Constructing the Political Spectacle (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988);
Bruce Miroff, “The Presidential Spectacle,” in The Presidency and the Political System, 7th ed, Michael Nelson, ed.
(Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 2003), 278-304; Arthur Miller, On Politics and the Art of Acting (New York: Viking,



Third is the desire of foreign leaders for presidential time. As the presidency became the
center of the American political universe, foreign leaders increasingly sought out the holder of
that office. They saw the presidency as the best means to receive American assistance, most
often in the form of military and economic aid. Thus, foreign leaders increasingly placed
demands on presidential time. They sought invitations to visit the United States, urged presidents
to visit their countries, and initiated correspondence. Foreign leaders also pursued presidents for
more personal reasons. As the head of a superpower and widely seen as holding the most
powerful office in the world, the prestige of meeting with an American president was often a
political boon for a foreign leader and elevated his or her status back home. And for adversaries,
particularly the Soviet Union during the Cold War, summit meetings with the president gave the
impression of equality and respect.

The final factor is presidential desire for control. Throughout the second half of the
twentieth century the demands and expectations placed on the presidency were often greater than
the ability of presidents to meet them. As the central political figure both domestically and
internationally, the presidency came under increased pressure and scrutiny. With little room for
error, presidents searched for every conceivable means to implement their policies and
accomplish their goals.® In the realm of foreign relations, this often took the form of direct

engagement with foreign leaders. Personal diplomacy allowed a president more control over his

2001); Thomas E. Cronin, “*All the World’s a Stage...” Acting and the Art of Political Leadership,” The Leadership
Quarterly 19, no. 4 (2008): 459-468. For presidential symbolism, see Wilfred E. Binkley, “The President as a
National Symbol,” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 283 (September 1952): 86-93;
Barbara Hinckley, The Symbolic Presidency: How Presidents Portray Themselves (New York: Routledge, 1990);
Murray Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1964).

8 For works on presidents’ desire and need for power/control and methods used to achieve it, see Andrew
Rudalevige, The New Imperial Presidency: Renewing Presidential Power after Watergate (Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan Press, 2005); William G. Howell, Thinking About the Presidency: The Primacy of Power
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2013); Terry Moe and William Howell, “Unilateral Action and Presidential
Power: A Theory,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 29, no. 4 (December 1999): 850-873; Andrew Rudalevige, Managing
the President’s Program: Presidential Leadership and Legislative Policy Formulation (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2002); David E. Lewis, The Politics of Presidential Appointments. Political Control and
Bureaucratic Performance (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008).



administration’s foreign policy. In theory, the Department of State is the executive branch’s
official instrument of diplomacy and foreign policy. Yet every modern president, during at least
one moment in their administration, eventually ends up frustrated by the State Department. Much
of this has to do with the general nature of large bureaucracies, and presidents’ troubles with the
State Department are similar to their complaints about other executive branch departments.
McGeorge Bundy, National Security Adviser to John F. Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson, once
remarked that the executive branch “more nearly resembles a collection of badly separated

*? Thus, accomplishing anything in the

principalities than a single instrument of executive action.
executive branch can be difficult, and in order to avoid distortion of their views, leaks, or
bureaucratic stagnation, presidents often turned to personal diplomacy to better communicate
with foreign governments and assert control.

Additionally, this dissertation posits that in their interactions with foreign leaders,
modern presidents most frequently came to play the role of a counselor. Psychological elements
were central to almost every leader-to-leader encounter. The crises and pressures of international
politics in the second half of the twentieth century—not to mention the specter of nuclear war
ever present during the Cold War—caused fears and insecurities throughout the world.
Presidents and their advisers saw the need to address these concerns. Whether it was security
worries or anxiety over political fortunes back home, presidents sought to ease the minds of their
foreign counterparts. In the process they became a sort of counselor. Though this was not a role

foreign leaders necessarily saw the president playing. Rather this was a function that the White

House saw itself performing.'’

’ McGeorge Bundy, The Strength of Government (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1968), 37.

' For works dealing with emotions and psychology in politics and international affairs, see Fred Greenstein,
Personality and Politics: Problems of Evidence, Inference, and Conceptualization (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1987); Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton, NJ:



After WWII, the United States essentially became a status quo power. It sought global
stability, thus tending to other leaders psychological needs was a way to settle them and forestall
actions that might cause volatility in the international sphere. And this role of therapist was
connected to the larger issue of credibility. Though intangible, credibility was central to U.S.
world leadership. Allies and adversaries had to believe the United States would act when
necessary to protect its interests. There was a psychological component to this. As Robert
McMahon argued, in “an inherently dangerous and unstable world” American presidents
believed that “peace and order depend[ed] to a great extent on Washington’s ability to convince

! Interaction with

adversaries and allies alike of its firmness, determination, and dependability.
world leaders played a central role in sending these signals. And projecting credibility extended
not just to other worlds leaders but to the American people as well. A president’s credibility
abroad influenced his credibility at home.

As personalities and emotions interacted at the highest-level, it occurred within the
institution of the presidency. When presidents acted as counselor, it was not necessarily because
they felt affinity for their interlocutor. Some presidents did form genuine friendships with other
world leaders and wanted to help them as much as possible. But the breadth and depth of a

president’s role as counselor meant he would deal with leaders he did not feel personally close

to. Rather, he tried to soothe and bolster morale because, as the individual responsible for the

Princeton University Press, 1976); Irving L. Janis, Groupthink: Psychological Studies in Policy Decisions and
Fiascoes, rev. ed (Boston: Wadsworth, 1982); Margaret Hermann, “Explaining Foreign Policy Behavior Using the
Personal Characteristics of Political Leaders,” International Studies Quarterly 2, no. 1 (March 1980): 7-46; Janice
Gross Stein, “Building Politics into Psychology: The Misperceptions of Threat,” Political Psychology 9, no. 2 (June
1988): 245-271 and “Psychological Explanations of International Conflict,” in Handbook of International Relations,
Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse, and Beth A. Simmons, eds. (London: Sage Publications, 2002), 292-308; Marcus
Holmes, “The Force of Face-to-Face Diplomacy: Neurons and the Problems of Intentions,” International
Organization 67, no. 4 (October 2013): 829-861; Frank Costigliola, Roosevelt’s Lost Alliance: How Personal
Politics Helped Start the Cold War (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2012).

' Robert J. McMahon, “Credibility and World Power: Exploring the Psychological Dimension in Postwar American
Diplomacy,” Diplomatic History 15, no. 4 (October 1991): 455.



nation’s foreign affairs, this was often seen as the best way to protect and further American
foreign policy aims. The counselor role, and the personal diplomacy it entailed, was strategic.
And when successful it had more to do with institutional aspects than personal qualities. Being a
counselor was not about who the president was personally, but rather about the position he held
as president.

Throughout the dissertation these four factors and the role of counselor are further
elucidated and their influence on presidential behavior explored. Combined they provide a
portrait of an institution resorting to personal diplomacy for a myriad of reasons to accomplish
multiple objectives. And they demonstrate how regardless of presidential personality, postwar
holders of the office behaved similarly when it came to personal diplomacy. Clark Clifford, an
adviser to multiple presidents, wrote that the presidency is “like a chameleon. To a startling

9912

degree it reflects the character and personality of the President.” © But in deciding to engage with

world leaders, modern presidents were remarkably of one color.

Personal Diplomacy and the Modern Presidency: A Brief Overview of the Scholarship

Personal diplomacy between world leaders is not new. Examples exist from ancient times
of emperors and monarchs sending messages and meeting face-to-face. But as nation states
developed and with them foreign ministries, diplomacy became more bureaucratized and less the
personal province of a nation’s ruler. But even as professional diplomats became the key figures
in the conduct of diplomacy, leaders still found room for personal diplomacy—except in

nineteenth century America, where presidents’ correspondence with foreign leaders was minimal

"2 Clark Clifford, “The Presidency As I Have Seen It,” in The Living Presidency, Emmet John Hughes, ed. (New
York: Coward, McCann, and Geoghegan, 1973), 315.



and face-to-face interaction almost non-existent. > Woodrow Wilson would depart from this
model in the aftermath of WWI. But his diplomatic handiwork was rejected, and many viewed
presidential personal diplomacy with suspicion. Yet, Franklin Roosevelt would go even farther
during WWII, and though his actions would also come under attack, he ushered in an era of
personal diplomacy.

The change represented by FDR (and others) got the attention of scholars. After WWII,
much was written about the increasing face-to-face encounters between world leaders, and the
word “summit” became fashionable. Personal diplomacy represented a prominent feature in the
transition from “old” or “traditional” diplomacy to what scholars called “new” diplomacy.
Whereas in an earlier time trained diplomats conducted most of a nation’s foreign affairs, world
leaders now increasingly met to negotiate and practice the art of diplomacy themselves. This
change drew much attention, but as the “new” diplomacy itself became old, scholarly interest
waned.'* Today, the evolution of diplomacy is still written about, though mainly by social
scientists in diplomacy textbooks."

One aspect of the “new” diplomacy that has received particular attention is summitry,

though this too is an area where historians are frequently absent.'® When we turn our attention to

" David Reynolds, Summits: Six Meetings That Shaped the Twentieth Century (New York: Basic Books, 2007), 11-
24,

' For example of early works, see Andre Geraud, “Diplomacy, Old and New,” Foreign Affairs (January 1945): 256-
270; E. L. Woodward, “The Old and New Diplomacy,” Yale Review (March 1947): 405-422; Harold Nicolson, The
Evolution of the Diplomatic Method (London: Cassell, 1954); Richard Worsnop, “Heads-of-State Diplomacy,”
Editorial Research Reports 2 (December 5, 1962): 873-892; Stephen D. Kertsez, The Quest for Peace Through
Diplomacy (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1967), 51-61.

1 Sasson Sofer, “Old and New Diplomacy: A Debate Revisited,” Review of International Studies 14, no. 3 (July 1988):
195-211; Keith Hamilton and Richard Langhorne, The Practice of Diplomacy: Its Evolution, Theory and
Administration, 2d ed. (London: Routledge, 2010), 61-228.

'® One of the most recent historical works on summitry is Reynolds, Summits. Other historical works include Charles
L. Mee, Jr., Playing God: Seven Fateful Moments When Great Men Met to Change the World (New York: Simon &
Schuster, 1993); Keith Eubank, The Summit Conferences, 1919-1960 (Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma
Press, 1966); David Stone, War Summits: The Meetings that Shaped World War II and the Postwar World
(Washington, D.C.: Potomac Books, 2005). Studies of summitry by political scientists include Johan Galtung,
“Summit Meetings and International Relations,” Journal of Peace Research 1, no. 1 (March 1964): 36-54; David H.
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personal diplomacy in the context of the American presidency, however, historical works are
much more abundant. Most scholarship has centered on single administrations, focusing either
on the personal characteristics of an individual president, a specific region, or a particular
event.'” It has also gravitated toward a president’s relationship with a particular foreign leader,
such as the British prime minister."®

Studies such as these, while valuable for individual episodes, do not provide a larger
framework to think about personal diplomacy as a practice that transcends individual

administrations. There are a few studies, however, that do explore personal diplomacy broadly

Dunn, ed., Diplomacy at the Highest Level: The Evolution of International Summitry (New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1996); G. R. Berridge, Diplomacy: Theory and Practice, 5th ed. (London: Palgrave, 2015), 184-197.

' For example, FDR’s WWII diplomacy has received much scholarly attention. A sample of these works include,
Herbert Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt, Stalin: The War They Waged and the Peace They Sought (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1957); Robert Nisbet, Roosevelt and Stalin: The Failed Courtship (New York: Regnery
Gateway, 1988); Robin Edmonds, The Big Three: Churchill, Roosevelt & Stalin in Peace and War (London: Hamish
Hamilton, 1991); Keith Sainsbury, Churchill and Roosevelt at War: The War They Fought and the Peace They
Hoped to Make (New York: New York University Press, 1994); Warren Kimball, Forged in War: Churchill,
Roosevelt, and the Second World War (New York: William Morrow, 1997). Jimmy Carter’s effort at Middle East
peace and Ronald Reagan’s personal diplomacy at the end of the Cold War are other scholarly favorites. See
Kenneth W. Stein, Heroic Diplomacy, Sadat, Kissinger, Carter, Begin and the Quest for Arab-Israeli Peace (New
York: Routledge, 1999); Lawrence Wright, Thirteen Days in September: Carter, Begin, and Sadat at Camp David
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2014); Daniel Strieff, Jimmy Carter and the Middle East: The Politics of Presidential
Diplomacy (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015); Jack F. Matlock, Jr., Reagan and Gorbachev: How the Cold
War Ended (New York: Random House, 2004); James Graham Wilson, The Triumph of Improvisation: Gorbachev’s
Adaptability, Reagan’s Engagement, and the End of the Cold War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2014);
Ken Adelman, Reagan at Reykjavik: Forty-Eight Hours That Ended the Cold War (New Y ork: Broadside Books,
2014). Other works focusing on personal preferences or particular moments include Margaret Macmillan, Paris
1919: Six Months That Changed The World (New York: Random House, 2003); Giinter Bischof and Saki Dockril,
eds., Cold War Respite: The Geneva Summit of 1955 (Baton Rouge, LA: Louisiana State University Press, 2000);
Philip E. Muehlenbeck, Betting on Africans: John F. Kennedy’s Courting of African Nationalist Leaders (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2012); Giinter Bischof, Stefan Karner, and Barbara Stelzl-Marx, eds., The Vienna
Summit and Its Importance in International History (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2014); Margaret Macmillan,
Nixon and Mao. The Week That Changed The World (New York: Random House, 2007).

' FDR and Winston Churchill’s relationship has been a favorite of scholars. See the works cited above. Another
president-prime minister relationship that has received attention is that of Reagan and Margaret Thatcher. For
example, see Geoffrey Smith, Reagan and Thatcher: The Inside Story of the Friendship and Political Partnership
that Changed World Events from the Falkland War to Perestroika (New York: W.W Norton & Co., 1991); Nicholas
Wapshott, Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher: A Political Marriage (New York: Sentinel, 2007); Richard
Aldous, Reagan and Thatcher: The Difficult Relationship (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2012). Other
works in this genre include Bruce E. Geelhoed and Anthony Edmonds, Eisenhower, Macmillan and Allied Unity,
1957-61 (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003); Jonathan Colman, 4 ‘Special Relationship’?: Harold Wilson,
Lyndon B. Johnson and Anglo-American Relations “At the Summit,” 1964-1968 (Manchester: Manchester
University, 2004); Christopher Sandford, Harold and Jack: The Remarkable Friendship of Prime Minister Harold
Macmillan and President Kennedy (New York: Prometheus Books, 2014).
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across time, but political scientists, rather than historians, have written them, and they are not
usually based on archival research.

The most prolific scholar of presidential personal diplomacy is Elmer Plischke."” He was
one of the first to study the ways in which presidents acted as their own diplomatist, and also one
of the last to explore the subject in-depth. Plischke’s most recent work is now over twenty years
old, and since, few have systematically examined personal diplomacy in the presidency.*’ In
multiple works he looked at how presidents conducted their foreign policy, the methods they
used, and the results of their endeavors. He provided great detail about individual meetings
between presidents and their foreign counterparts, listed a myriad of activities that he considered
part of personal diplomacy, and analyzed the practice’s advantages and risks. Yet, Plischke
provided little information about why presidents resorted to the practice in the first place. While
he commented that in the years after WWII presidential engagement with other leaders had
increased, he provided minimal analysis as to the factors involved in causing this change,

devoting only four pages (of a five hundred page book) to the matter.*' In contrast, this

' Plischke’s most complete and thorough meditation on presidential personal diplomacy is Diplomat in Chief: The
President at the Summit (New York: Pracger, 1986). His other works on the subject include Summit Diplomacy:
Personal Diplomacy of the President of the United States (College Park, MD: University of Maryland Press, 1958);
“Eisenhower’s ‘Correspondence Diplomacy’ with the Kremlin—Case Study in Summit Diplomatics,” The Journal
of Politics 30, no. 1 (February 1968): 137-159; “International Conferencing and the Summit: Macro-Analysis of
Presidential Participation,” ORBIS 14, no. 3 (Fall 1970): 673-713; “The President’s Right to Go Abroad,” ORBIS 15
(Fall 1971): 755-783; “Summit Diplomacy: Its Uses and Limitations,” The Virginia Quarterly Review 48, no. 3
(Summer 1972): 321-344; “The New Diplomacy: A Changing Process,” The Virginia Quarterly Review 49, no. 3
(Summer 1973): 321-345; “Rating Presidents as Diplomats in Chief,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 15, no. 4 (Fall
1985): 725-742.

% An example of a recent work, which explores the factors involved in the timing of foreign travel by presidents and
secretary of states, is James H. Lebovic and Elizabeth N. Saunders, “The Diplomatic Core: The Determinants of
High-Level U.S. Diplomatic Visits, 1946-2010,” International Studies Quarterly 60, no. 1 (March 1, 2016): 107-
123.

*! Plischke listed six developments that changed diplomacy in the twentieth century: 1) growth in the family of
nations; 2) the expansion of issues discussed between governments; 3) technological improvements in transportation
and communication; 4) changes in the objectives of the diplomatic process; 5) the democratization of many nations;
and 6) the creation of permanent multilateral diplomatic institutions. See Plischke, Diplomat in Chief, 9-10.
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dissertation provides a thorough, archival-based examination of the causes that led presidents to
diplomacy at the highest-level.

Additionally, Plischke and others have failed to recognize and comment on the way in
which personal diplomacy not only altered the conduct of American foreign policy, but also
became embedded in the institution of the presidency. According to presidential scholar Fred
Greenstein, with Franklin Roosevelt “the presidency began to undergo not a shift but rather a

metamorphosis.”**

Unlike their predecessors, modern presidents were increasingly active in the
legislative arena, prone to unilateral action (especially in foreign affairs), dealt with rising public
expectations, increasingly sensitive to public opinion, and had at their disposal a vast executive
branch bureaucracy. This dissertation argues that presidential personal diplomacy should be
conceptualized in terms of the modern presidency. The use of leader-to-leader contacts fits into
this larger pattern, where presidents have been more assertive, active, and using any tool possible
to meet the rising expectations of the office. And its growth and use corresponds with the rise of
presidential power in the second half of the twentieth century.

With the Reorganization Act of 1939 the foundations for a vast presidential bureaucracy
were laid. It created the Executive Office of the President (EOP), which came to house a
multitude of offices designed to help presidents govern. In 1947, the National Security Act
created the National Security Council (part of the EOP), providing presidents with an additional
lever to manage and eventually control foreign policy. As the executive branch grew and
accumulated power, expectations for the office rose. And with the onset of the Cold War, the

American public looked to the White House even more. For critics, this aggrandizement led to an

“imperial presidency.” As Arthur Schlesinger Jr. wrote, the institution “came to conceive of itself

*? Fred L. Greenstein, “Change and Continuity in the Modern Presidency,” in The New American Political System,
Anthony King, ed. (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute Press, 1978), 45.
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as the appointed savior of a world whose interests and dangers demanded rapid incessant
deployment of men, arms, and decisions, new power, reverence and awe flowed into the White
House.””

Personal diplomacy was part of this story. Presidents’ ability to deploy arms and the
power and reverence of the office were the most significant resources a president brought to their
engagement with foreign leaders. And those resources help explain why foreign leaders sought
out American presidents. Also, on a basic level, the growth of institutional resources made
personal diplomacy function. The resources needed to handle voluminous correspondence with
world leaders, to provide analysis, to prepare briefing material for face-to-face meetings, and the
handling of logistics for presidential trips abroad were all made possible by the growth of the
office. At the same time, the rise of personal diplomacy contributed to this very growth, as its
increasing use required more resources. Thus, the expansion of the institution and increased use
of personal diplomacy were self-reinforcing.

But all these resources and power had a downside, as the expectations and demands of
the office outstripped the ability of the president to meet them. Holders of the office, then, sought
a variety of ways to meet the challenges they faced. In foreign affairs, personal diplomacy was
one such method. The practice was both an outgrowth and contributor to the growth of the
institution, yet at the same time was used by presidents to help overcome the challenges and
burdens of their burgeoning office.

Views on presidential resources and how holders of the office can best fulfill their duties
have changed throughout the postwar period. In the mid-twentieth century, scholars such as

Edward Corwin and Clinton Rossiter wrote important works examining presidential authority by

> Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Imperial Presidency, with new epilogue (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1989
[1973]), 206.
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focusing on constitutional sources.”* While emphasizing limits on the institution and the ability
of other power centers like Congress and the Courts to restrain the office, both saw the
presidency as a powerful institution with a wide range of possibilities. Rossiter described
presidents as “a kind of magnificent lion who can roam widely and do great deeds...he will feel
few checks upon his power if he uses that power as he should.”* In 1960, however, when
Richard Neustadt asked what the foundations of presidential power were, rather than see
constitutional sources he argued that presidential power was personal. According to him, the
presidency is a weak institution. Holders of the office have little formal power and cannot
possibly meet the demands placed on them. Thus to accomplish their goals, presidents had to use
their personal skills of persuasion and bargaining. “Presidential power is the power to persuade,”
and “the power to persuade is the power to bargain,” he argued.”

While Neustadt’s behavioral approach had an enormous influence on the field of
presidential studies, critics arose. Those with an interest in institutions challenged the focus on
personal qualities and argued that though the president is a single individual, he is also an
institutional actor with “a role well specified by law and expectations...Some portion of
presidential behavior, then, and perhaps a very large portion, is quite impersonal. All presidents,

whatever their personalities or styles or backgrounds, should tend to behave similarly in basic

** Edward Corwin, The President: Office and Powers, 1787-1957, 4th ed. (New York: New York University Press,
1957); Clinton Rossiter, The American Presidency (New York: Harcourt Brace and Company, 1956).

2 Rossiter, The American Presidency, 59.

*® Richard E. Neustadt, Presidential Power and the Modern Presidents: The Politics of Leadership from Roosevelt to
Reagan (New York: The Free Press, 1990 [1960]), 11, 32. For other examples of works utilizing a behavioral
approach, see Erwin C. Hargrove, Presidential Leadership: Personality and Political Style (New York: Macmillan,
1966); James David Barber, The Presidential Character: Predicting Performance in the White House, 4th ed.
(Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1992); Fred Greenstein, The Presidential Difference: Leadership Style from
FDR to Barak Obama, 3d ed. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University, 2009). Rather than persuasion, others have
argued that presidents “go public.” See Samuel Kernell, Going Public: New Strategies of Presidential Leadership,
2d ed. (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press, 1993). Still others see presidential power as contingent on
outsides forces and the historical context a president is in. See Stephen Skowronek, Presidential Leadership in
Political Time: Reprise and Reappraisal (Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 2008).
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respects.””’ This is the approach of this study. Personal diplomacy became one of the roles the
president, as an institutional actor, came to perform, regardless of his personal characteristics.
As this brief sketch of scholarship makes clear, this dissertation engages the fields of
history and political science. It is a historical examination of the growth and use of personal
diplomacy in the conduct of U.S. foreign relations. At the same time, it argues that the practice
became part of the institution of the presidency and profoundly changed that institution. By
examining the use of personal diplomacy across administrations, this study provides a clearer
view of how the United States engaged with the world in the second half of the twentieth
century, offering a fuller, richer understanding of America’s role in the world and of the exercise

of presidential power.

Project Overview

This dissertation has seven chapters. Chapter One examines Franklin Roosevelt and his
role in establishing a pattern of personal diplomacy. Like many aspects of the modern
presidency, FDR’s conduct and behavior influenced his predecessors. As William Leuchtenburg
has argued, since 1945 all presidents have been in his “shadow.” While most discussions of
FDR’s personal diplomacy focus on the war years and his interaction with Winston Churchill
and Joseph Stalin, the chapter shows his extensive use of personal diplomacy both before and
during the war with leaders all over the world. Throughout, the four factors influencing
presidential personal diplomacy, as well as the role of counselor, are evident.

Chapter Two covers the administrations of Harry Truman and Dwight Eisenhower. It

7 Terry Moe, “Presidents, Institutions, and Theory,” in Researching the Presidency: Vital Questions, New
Approaches, George C. Edwards III, John H. Kessel, and Bert A. Rockman, eds. (Pittsburgh, PA: University of
Pittsburgh Press, 1993). See also Terry Moe and William Howell, “Unilateral Action and Presidential Power: A
Theory,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 29, no. 4 (December 1999): 850-873.
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shows the weakening of personal diplomacy during the late 1940s and early 1950s, and its
eventual resurgence by the 1960s. In the immediate years following FDR’s death, his wartime
dealings—particularly at the Yalta Conference in 1945—caused the practice to fall into disrepute
and become a political liability. Thus Truman and Eisenhower were hesitant to engage in FDR
style personal diplomacy. The demands of managing U.S. foreign relations, however, led both
men to utilize the practice. While Truman did so to a lesser degree, by the midpoint in
Eisenhower’s second term the practice had been revived. Yet, as Eisenhower prepared to leave
office personal diplomacy again had a pall cast over it as a result of the failed Big Four summit
in Paris. Nevertheless, he re-legitimized the practice, and there would be no retreat from it like
there was after FDR’s death. Eisenhower’s successor John F. Kennedy plunged into personal
diplomacy with vigor.

The remaining chapters explore the four factors and the role of counselor in-depth. Each
focuses on a single administration to examine how a particular factor influenced the presidency.
Though the emphasis of each of the remaining chapters is on a single factor, the other elements
discussed are evident in each chapter as well. Chapter Three uses the Kennedy Administration to
illustrate how the presidency played the role of therapist. This is demonstrated using JFK’s
relations with three leaders: West Germany’s Konrad Adenauer, Egypt’s Gamal Abdel Nasser,
and the Shah of Iran. These three leaders provide a wide scope in which to examine the role of
counselor, as they represent a Western ally, neutral nation, and non-Western ally. In each
instance Kennedy acted similarly, attempting to tend to psychological needs by reassuring all
three leaders of American support and goodwill.

Chapter Four explores the challenges of the international arena and global crises. Using

Lyndon Johnson, it looks at his attempts at personal diplomacy to mediate flare-ups in Cyprus
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and Yemen, as well as his engagement with Soviet leader Alexei Kosygin. Johnson provides an
example of a president who was not eager to engage in personal diplomacy and often had to be
coaxed into it by his advisers. He still did it, however, because the imperatives of the global
system made it seem necessary and the best way to advance U.S. foreign policy objectives. At
the same time, Vietnam overshadowed much of what LBJ tried to do, adversely affecting his
personal diplomacy. As much as crises led presidents to the practice, turmoil in the world could
also render their attempts ineffective.

Chapter Five focuses on domestic political incentives. Using Richard Nixon, it shows
how the use of personal diplomacy could be leveraged for political gain. The chapter centers on
Nixon’s attempts to use high-profile summits with China and the Soviet Union to bolster his
reelection bid in 1972. Throughout, his attempts to maximize media coverage and portray
himself as the “peace” candidate are emphasized. The limits of personal diplomacy are also
shown, as Nixon’s use of summitry with the Soviets in 1973 and 1974 failed to save him during
Watergate.

Chapter Six examines the way foreign leaders sought presidential time by exploring how
a succession of Japanese prime ministers and Egyptian President Anwar Sadat maneuvered to be
close to Jimmy Carter. While Carter would have engaged these leaders of his own volition, the
scope and timing of these interactions was often not up to the president. In the late 1970s, as
Japan’s growing economic might made it an increasingly important international player,
Japanese prime ministers consistently angled for presidential time—both privately and
publically. This often frustrated Carter, who bristled at their constant requests. In contrast,
Sadat’s push to form a relationship with the president was welcomed. A Middle East settlement

was a main objective of the Carter Administration, and the Egyptian leader was the central figure
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advocating peace, thus the president was eager to engage. But Sadat’s maneuvers steered Carter
toward one of the most extraordinary episodes of presidential personal diplomacy ever—a
thirteen-day summit at Camp David—something the president could never have imagined at the
start of his term.

Chapter Seven shows a president using personal diplomacy to gain greater control over
his foreign policy initiatives. It focuses on Ronald Reagan and his engagement with the Soviet
Union. To avoid bureaucratic stagnation and maneuver around hardliners in his administration,
Reagan attempted to engage directly with a succession of Soviet leaders. Throughout his first
term his endeavors were unsuccessful, as he confronted an aging Soviet leadership unwilling to
make concessions. It was not until Mikhail Gorbachev came on the scene that his personal
diplomacy had any positive results.

In exploring presidential personal diplomacy over a fifty-year period not every aspect
could be covered. Many examples could have been used, but those chosen are particularly salient
and best illustrate the various aspects of the practice that this dissertation covers. The same
reasoning applied when deciding which president to focus on for each factor. One may ask, for
example, why was Richard Nixon chosen to demonstrate domestic political incentives? Why
Ronald Reagan to show the desire for control? Indeed, I could have used different presidents for
each of the factors. Nixon and Reagan could have been easily swapped, for example. But I chose
the ones that best illuminated the particular factor under discussion. Throughout each chapter,
however, multiple elements are clearly evident, thus helping to show how presidents across time

were influenced by each of the factors.”®

*¥ Stephen Skowronek, addressing selection criteria in an influential work of his on the presidency, encapsulates my
thinking: “My object has not been to exhaust the examples that might illuminate any of these categories, but to
select the examples which seem to me best to highlight the characteristic tensions and dynamics in each and to
prompt readers to see similar dynamics at work in kindred cases.” See Skowronek, The Politics Presidents Make:
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It should also be noted that there is a hierarchy of personal diplomacy. Certain acts have
more value and salience than others. For example, meeting face-to-face carries more weight than
a letter. The difference between the various types of personal diplomacy and the desirability and
significance of each appear throughout the dissertation. But rather than an extended discussion of
the distinctions and various features between trips abroad, invitations to visit the United States,
correspondence, and surrogates, the focus here is to demonstrate the growing and wide-ranging
use of personal diplomacy in the presidency, regardless of the forms it took.

Personal diplomacy in the second half of the twentieth century was a global phenomenon.
Leaders of countries from all over the world engaged in the practice. This dissertation tells one
part of that story, though a particularly important part given the United States’ role in
international affairs after World War II. Over the course of the postwar period the practice
became a feature of the presidency, a key aspect of a president’s job. And it became a prominent
tool used to promote America’s global interests, as well as presidents’ political interests.

But how should we evaluate these developments? What did presidential personal
diplomacy mean for U.S. foreign relations? What techniques and methods did presidents use in
their engagement with foreign leaders? How has personal diplomacy affected international
politics? Perhaps more fundamentally, has the practice been a positive development? Is U.S.
foreign policy well served by personal diplomacy? Has it been good for the institution of the

presidency? For American democracy?

Leadership from John Adams to Bill Clinton (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1997), 473, n. 5.
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CHAPTER 1

“NOW YOU AND I CAN TALK TO EACH OTHER AS OLD FRIENDS”:
FDR’S WIDE-RANGING PERSONAL DIPLOMACY

The man of steel seemed nervous. As Soviet leader Joseph Stalin waited to meet
American president Franklin Roosevelt for the first time in 1943 he made sure every detail was
perfect. His clothes were neatly pressed, his boots polished, inserts in his shoes to appear taller,
and the seating arrangements decided in advance. Stalin wanted to hide his pockmarked face,
thus did not want to sit too close to the light. His interpreter had never seen him act this way.
When the meeting finally occurred both leaders turned on the charm. They appeared to get along
well and furthered their bond over dinner by riling up British Prime Minister Winston Churchill.
When they met again a year and half later they greeted each other as old friends.'

Roosevelt hoped this relationship would prove beneficial not only during the war but also
after. In light of future developments, however, his embrace of Stalin may seem naive and
nearsighted.” But despite criticism, FDR’s personal diplomacy mattered. Tehran and Yalta have
become immortalized as sites where three larger than life figures met to discuss military strategy
and shape the postwar world. The images of Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin side by side at
those conferences are iconic. For many these meetings, along with others Roosevelt had at

Casablanca and Cairo, are prime examples of his penchant for personal diplomacy. As one

! Valentin Berezhkov, “Stalin and Franklin D. Roosevelt,” in FDR and His Contemporaries: Foreign Perceptions of
an American President, Cornelis A. van Minnen and John F. Sears, eds. (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1992), 45-
47.

* This was a view that many of FDR’s contemporaries shared. For example, see William C. Bullitt, “How We Won
the War and Lost the Peace,” Life 25 (August 30 and September 6, 1948): 83-97, 86-103; Winston S. Churchill, The
Second World War, 6 vols. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1948-1953); Robert Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An
Intimate History (New York: Grosset & Dunlap, Universal Library, 1950). The perennial question is, would the
postwar period have been different if FDR had lived? Could his personal relationship with Stalin have prevented, or
at least tempered, the Cold War? For a recent study that answers in the affirmative, see Frank Costigliola,
Roosevelt’s Lost Alliance: How Personal Politics Helped Start the Cold War (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 2012).
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diplomatic historian has described, FDR “took special pleasure in his direct contact with world
leaders such as the sinister and Sphinx-like Joseph Stalin and the bulldog Churchill.”” While
accurate, the statement overlooks a variety of forces that also led FDR to such engagement. He
did not interact with world leaders simply because he enjoyed it. Rather he used personal
diplomacy because he believed it was a tool that furthered American interests.

Much attention is given to Roosevelt’s engagement with Churchill and Stalin. But the
focus on wartime diplomacy with those two men has obscured FDR’s contact with other world
leaders. The totality of his personal diplomacy has been overlooked.” It is true that his wartime
encounters were more consequential and had a more desperate quality than his prewar contacts
with foreign leaders. But when the pre and postwar periods are viewed together we see the wide-
scope of FDR’s personal diplomacy. The importance of recovering his leader-to-leader contacts
goes beyond simply deepening our understanding of how he conducted foreign affairs. Rather,
FDR’s extensive engagement with heads of state and government had implications for the
institution of the presidency. He established a pattern of behavior that postwar presidents would
imitate, and in the process the use of personal diplomacy became a feature of the modern

presidency.’

? George C. Herring, From Colony to Superpower: U.S. Foreign Relations since 1776 (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2008), 545.

* Rather than cover the same terrain as so many others, this chapter will explore FDR’s connections to other world
leaders to show that his use of personal diplomacy was not confined to just the British and Soviet leaders.
Scholarship on the wartime conferences and Roosevelt’s relations with Churchill and Stalin is voluminous. Some
examples include Herbert Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt, Stalin: The War They Waged and the Peace They Sought
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1957); Joseph P. Lash, Roosevelt and Churchill, 1939-1941: The
Partnership That Saved the West (New York: W. W. Norton, 1976); Robert Nisbet, Roosevelt and Stalin: The Failed
Courtship (New York: Regnery Gateway, 1988); Robin Edmonds, The Big Three: Churchill, Roosevelt & Stalin in
Peace and War (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1991); Keith Sainsbury, Churchill and Roosevelt at War: The War
They Fought and the Peace They Hoped to Make (New York: New York University Press, 1994); Warren Kimball,
Forged in War: Churchill, Roosevelt, and the Second World War (New York: William Morrow, 1997).

> William Leuctenberg has argued that presidents after 1945 have been in FDR’s “shadow.” Whether it is in the
policy they pursue, the way the present themselves, or the coalitions they form, comparisons to Roosevelt have been
unavoidable. As Leuctenberg writes, FDR “created the expectation that the chief executive would be a primary
shaper of his times—an expectation with which each of his successors has had to deal. He bequeathed them not only

22



Diplomacy at the highest-level, while not completely new to Roosevelt, became a
prominent feature of American foreign policy during his time in office. His delight in engaging
with world leaders is part of the story, but there were larger developments that precipitated this
move and made leader-to-leader contacts an integral part of the presidency. As discussed in the
introduction, a volatile international environment, domestic political incentives, the push by
foreign leaders, and a desire for control drove presidents toward the practice. These factors did
not develop all at once and in equal proportion during the Roosevelt years, but they took on
greater significance during his Administration and would continue to do so in the postwar period.
And in the process, presidents also came to take on the role of counselor for foreign leaders.

This chapter explores Franklin Roosevelt’s wide-ranging use of personal diplomacy both
before and after the outbreak of war. The four factors and their influence on Roosevelt are
evident throughout. In various regions of the world with different leaders, certain factors took on
more prominence and importance than others. Most often, however, there was a confluence of
factors. Overall, the chapter demonstrates how Roosevelt ushered in not only the modern

presidency, but also the extensive use of personal diplomacy.

Roosevelt in the World

When Roosevelt came to the presidency in 1933 foreign policy was not a priority. In the
midst of the Great Depression, domestic economic concerns took precedence. He made this clear
in his inaugural address, stating that the most pressing problems were “a host of unemployed

citizens [who] face the grim problem of existence, and an equally great number toil with little

the legacy of the New Deal but that of a global foreign policy...The age of Roosevelt set the agenda for much of the
postwar era.” Though all wrestled with this legacy, with some embracing it and others pushing back, all postwar
presidents, even Republicans, somehow sought identification with Roosevelt. See, Leuctenberg, In the Shadow of
FDR: From Harry Truman to George W. Bush, 3d. ed. (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2001), ix.
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6 . .
”” This did not mean, however,

return.” Thus, the “greatest primary task is to put people to work.
that he had no thoughts on foreign affairs. In the 1920s he was a strong internationalist and
supporter of the League of Nations. Upon accepting the Democratic nomination for vice
president in 1920 he stated, “‘We must see that it is impossible to avoid, except by monastic
seclusion, those honorable and intimate foreign relations which the fearful-hearted shudderingly
[sic] miscall by that devil’s catchword ‘international complications.””’

Roosevelt understood that the United States could not withdraw completely from the
world. It needed to be involved in some manner. He also believed that a president needed to have
public support for his foreign policy.® Those two views were at odds throughout the 1930s.
While FDR may have wanted the United States to take a more active role in world affairs, he
knew the public had little desire for such a course. He was also concerned that battles over
foreign policy would alienate members of Congress whose votes he needed to pass his economic
program. As Roosevelt biographer James Macgregor Burns stated, during his first term he was
“more pussyfooting politician than political leader. He seemed to float almost helplessly on the
flood tide of isolationism, rather than seek to change both the popular attitudes and the apathy

that buttressed the isolationists’ strength.”

As FDR struggled to improve the economy and battled Americans’ desire to turn inward,

6 “Inaugural Address,” March 4, 1933, The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt (hereafter PP),
Volume 2: The Year of Crisis, 1933 (New York: Random House, 1938), 11, 13. Roosevelt’s sole mention of foreign
affairs during his first inaugural was the notion of a “good neighbor.”

7 “Roosevelt Calls For A Real Peace With The League,” New York Times, August 10, 1920. Though his main focus
was domestic issues, Roosevelt came into office with a great interest in foreign affairs. Just four years before his
election he wrote an article in Foreign Affairs that illustrated his knowledge and awareness of international
developments. As one scholar has written, “Aside from his cousin Theodore, Franklin D. Roosevelt was the most
cosmopolitan American to enter the White House since John Quincy Adams.” See Robert Dallek, Franklin
Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 1932-1945 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995 [1979]), 3.

¥ For FDR’s foreign policy outlook and use of public opinion, see Dallek, Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy;
Richard W. Steele, “The Pulse of the People: Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Gauging of American Public Opinion,”
Journal of Contemporary History 9, no. 4 (October 1974): 195-216.

% James MacGregor Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanonvich, Inc., 1956),
262.
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he was left with little room to maneuver in the international arena. At the World Economic
Conference of 1933 in London, Roosevelt chose economic nationalism over global cooperation,
dooming the last real international attempt to deal collectively with the worldwide financial
crisis. His rejection of the conference’s proposals was a “bombshell.”' Prior to the gathering he
had given indications that the United States would work with other countries and be amenable to
the conference’s proposals. In the days leading up to the London talks, the New York Times noted
optimistically that the country was coming out of its isolationist shell.'' When this proved false,
conference attendees fumed, coming close to formally denouncing the United States. In a letter

to Secretary of State Cordell Hull, British Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald would not even

99912

(113

call Roosevelt by his name, referring to him instead as “‘that person.”” ~ This sabotaging of the
World Economic Conference, followed two years later by the first Neutrality Act and
accompanied throughout the 1930s by an apparent ambivalence to aggression by fascist dictators
in Europe and a militant Japan, led to the perception of a weak America. As one reporter
described it, “never within memory...has American prestige and American influence been at a
lower ebb...In international affairs there can be noted an increasing tendency to forget at times
that the United States exists at all.”"

But to characterize Roosevelt’s foreign policy in the 1930s as simple isolationism and

weakness would be a mistake. Members of Congress and public opinion truly confined his

options. Roosevelt could have been a bold, daring leader in the international arena, but there

' William E. Leuchtenburg, Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal, 1932-1940 (New York: Harper & Row,
1963), 200-203; David M. Kennedy, Freedom From Fear: The American People in Depression and War, 1929-1945
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 155-157. For the text of the bombshell message, see “A Wireless to the
London Conference Insisting upon Larger Objectives Than Mere Currency Stabilization,” July 3, 1933, PP, Vol. 2:
1933, 264-265.

" Raymond B. Fosdick, “America Quits Her Shell of Isolation: She Takes Her Place Among the Nations When
Cooperation Is Most Needed,” New York Times, June 4, 1933.

12 Leuchtenburg, Roosevelt and the New Deal, 202.

" Frederick T. Birchall, “America’s Influence Wanes in Europe: Our Policy of Isolation Is Reflected in the Manner
in Which Our Diplomatic Admonitions Have Been Received,” New York Times, July 28, 1935.
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would have been consequences. As long as the American economy remained dismal, an intrepid
foreign policy would have alienated large segments of the population. Isolationist elements in
Congress would have been incensed and threatened the economic recovery that Roosevelt
needed in order to make the public more receptive to international engagement.'* In sum, if FDR
had pursued an internationalist foreign policy during his first term it is quite possible he would
have been a one-term president. He could not pursue the New Deal at home and internationalism
abroad.

But too often FDR’s foreign policy throughout his twelve years in office is simplified to
this: throughout most of the 1930s he was aimless, only changing his ways toward the end of the
decade as he saw the world headed toward war, and then only after Pearl Harbor did he provide
imaginative and courageous global leadership. While partly accurate, this narrative obscures
what FDR did do during the Depression. Contrary to popular perception, Roosevelt’s use of
personal diplomacy preceded his wartime correspondence and summitry. From the beginning of

his Administration he actively engaged with foreign leaders.

“The President Has Remarked That the Prime Minister is an ‘Old Friend,” Who Would Vastly
Prefer to Deal Personally With Him”: Roosevelt, Europe, and Canada

In February 1933, a little less than a month before Roosevelt was sworn into office,
British Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald wrote the president-elect. “I am making bold to write

you this letter explaining some of our difficulties here, so that you may understand them at first

' The battle to join the World Court in 1934-1935 was an example of Congressional hostility toward any type of
international engagement. Supported by previous administrations and having strong backing in Congress, most
expected the Senate to approve U.S. membership. However, the Roosevelt Administration could not overcome
fierce isolationists. Spearheaded by Senators Hiram Johnson and William Borah, anti-World Court forces led a
successful campaign that gave Roosevelt only his second Congressional defeat since his election. See “White House
Today to Ask Court Entry: Special Message to Be Sent to Senate by the President,” Washington Post, January 16,
1935; “Borah Lambasts World Court As A Snare For U.S.: Says It’s Political. Not Judicial,” Chicago Daily Tribune,
January 22, 1935; “Senate Beats World Court, 52-36, 7 Less than 2/3 Vote; Defeat For The President,” New York
Times, January 30, 1935.
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hand. It is in no sense official. I repeat that this is purely a personal communication which I have
been emboldened to make,” the prime minister said. “You will therefore please not use this letter
in the official communications which must pass between our respective Governments.”'” Thus
began FDR’s extensive communication with foreign leaders.

In the prime minister’s letter it is clear that personal communication of this sort between
world leaders was out of the ordinary and not usual practice in the 1930s. And though it was
MacDonald who initiated the correspondence, Roosevelt was “delighted” with the letter and
quite comfortable with the backchannel communication. He told MacDonald he hoped the
informal contact would continue and made clear his desire to meet soon. He believed that such a
meeting would be beneficial for Anglo-American relations and that the two men “would not find
it difficult to establish a personal relationship of absolute confidence...which I believe may be of
the utmost importance for the future relations of our countries.”'°

Roosevelt would meet MacDonald a few months later. In April, the prime minister spent
a week in the United States discussing economic issues related to the upcoming gathering in
London. Considering the World Economic Conference ended in failure, the long-term benefits of
these talks are questionable. But that does not mean the talks were of no value, at least for FDR,
who benefited politically. Press interest in the prime minister’s visit was high and the coverage
laudatory. The president was portrayed as a wise sage whom MacDonald came to learn from. As

one paper wrote, Roosevelt’s “aid and counsel for attacking troublesome European and world

problems with the swift and decisive action he has applied to American affairs, will be sought by

15 Letter, Ramsay MacDonald to Franklin D. Roosevelt, February 10, 1933, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File,
Diplomatic Correspondence, MacDonald, J. Ramsay: 1933-1937; Box 38: Great Britain: King & Queen, June 1938-
1939 thru Great Britain: Winant, John G.; President’s Secretary’s File (hereafter PSF)-Diplomatic Correspondence;
Franklin D. Roosevelt Presidential Library (hereafter FDRL).

' Letter, Roosevelt to MacDonald, February (n.d) 1933, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic
Correspondence, MacDonald, J. Ramsay: 1933-1937; Box 38: Great Britain: King & Queen, June 1938-1939 thru
Great Britain: Winant, John G.; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.
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[the] Prime Minister.”'” This early venture in personal diplomacy also allowed the president to
contrast himself favorably with his predecessor. “Repeatedly, since he was elected,” the New
York Times noted, “the President has remarked that the Prime Minister is an ‘old friend,” who
would vastly prefer to deal personally with him and was entirely willing to wait for effective
negotiations until the Hoover administration expired.”'®

After meeting with MacDonald a joint statement was released praising the talks. “In these
talks [we] found a reassurance of unity of purpose and method,” the two men proclaimed."” As
the London Economic Conference almost two months later made evident, however, this “unity of
purpose and method” proved fleeting. The limits of personal diplomacy were further made clear
about a month before the conference when Roosevelt sent a message to over fifty heads of state
appealing for peace and resolution of the economic ills confronting the world. “I was impelled to
this action,” he told Congress, “because it has become increasingly evident that the assurance of
world political and economic peace and stability is threatened by selfish and short-sighted

policies, actions and threats of actions.”*’

This message garnered wide acclaim in the press,
which portrayed FDR as a great statesman. He received twenty-one replies to his appeal, but the

impact of his words was negligible.”' Nothing in the international system was altered.

Though nothing tangible necessarily came from Roosevelt’s early use of leader-to-leader

17 Associated Press, “Seeks President’s Advice and Aid in Attacking World Problems,” Washington Post, April 6,
1933.

'8 Arthur Krock, “M’Donald To Visit Roosevelt Shortly On World Issues,” New York Times, April 6, 1933.

19 «A Fifth Joint Statement by the President and Prime Minister MacDonald Announcing Accord of Purpose and
Method,” April 26, 1933, PP, Vol. 2: 1933, 148.

20 «“The Congress Is Informed of the President’s Appeal to the Nations of the World,” May 16, 1933, Ibid., 192. For
the message Roosevelt sent to world leaders, see “An Appeal to the Nations of the World for Peace by Disarmament
and for the End of Economic Chaos,” May 16, 1933, Ibid.,185-191.

2! For the replies, see “The Nations Answer,” May 17, 1933, Ibid., 193-201. The irony, of course, is that shortly after
this appeal FDR himself would act in a “selfish” manner when he broke up the London Economic Conference. And
though the impact of Roosevelt’s message was minimal, the positive press was extensive. MacDonald, who would
soon loath FDR, had effusive praise: ““The declaration this afternoon, I am perfectly certain, will be regarded in
time to come as one of those great monuments, one of those great landmarks, which will show how human progress
has been made through the years of time.””” See Associated Press, “Warning to Critics and Hitler,” New York Times,
May 17, 1933.
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contacts, it demonstrates how he used personal diplomacy from the beginning of his
Administration and the various factors involved. Roosevelt met with a foreign leader eager for
contact. The visit of MacDonald and FDR’s appeal to world leaders generated significant press
coverage that portrayed Roosevelt positively, thus burnishing his domestic political image. And
these early contacts showed a president who liked to centralize matters. FDR’s communication
with MacDonald was outside official diplomatic channels and his invitation to other world
leaders was done without input from Congress.** They also show the changing role of the United
States in world affairs. Many newspapers at the time described how Europeans viewed the nation
with admiration and believed the only way to deal with the world’s maladies was consultation
with, and guidance from the United States. Roosevelt’s appeal also illustrates America’s self-
image, as a leading nation above the petty squabbles of other countries.

These dynamics were at play in FDR’s other contacts as well. During WWII he engaged
with numerous European leaders. The heads of Poland, Greece, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, and
Iceland all visited the White House during the conflict, and Queen Wilhelmina of the
Netherlands, King Peter of Yugoslavia, King Leopold of Belgium, and King George of Britain
frequently corresponded with the president.> FDR also engaged with Churchill’s predecessor
Neville Chamberlain, a fact often overlooked. From the beginning of the prime minister’s tenure

in 1937, Roosevelt and Chamberlain wanted to meet face-to-face. As the situation in Europe

** As one journalist noted, “Congress is out of the international picture.” See Arthur Krock, “Herriot Visit
Suggested: Delegates From Italy, Germany and Japan to Be Welcome Later,” New York Times, April 7, 1933.

¥ Roosevelt considered all three kings “friends.” And he became quiet close to Wilhelmina’s family, with her eldest
daughter referring to him as “Uncle Franklin” and naming him godfather of her third daughter. To Leopold and
Wilhelmina, the president offered shelter to their children once WWII began. King George also offers a prime
example of the symbolic power of leader-to-leader diplomacy. The first British monarch to visit the United States,
George’s visit in 1939—on the eve of war in Europe—allowed the two nations to show solidarity without being
overly political. For the relationship with Wilhelmina, see Albert E. Kersten, “Wilhelmina and Franklin D.
Roosevelt,” in FDR and His Contemporaries, 85-96; For the visit of King George, see Benjamin D. Rhodes, “The
British Royal Visit of 1939 and the ‘Psychological Approach’ to the United States,” Diplomatic History 2, no. 2
(1978): 197-211; David Reynolds, “FDR’s Foreign Policy and the British Royal Visit to the USA, 1939,” Historian
45 (1983): 461-472; Peter Bell, “The Foreign Office and the 1939 Royal Visit to America: Courting the USA in an
Era of Isolationism,” Journal of Contemporary History 37, no. 4 (October 2002): 599-616.
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deteriorated in the late 1930s, the president increasingly sought to comfort the prime minister,
especially after war broke out. He not only offered kind words, but also encouraged Chamberlain
to write to him outside official diplomatic channels.**

Roosevelt also sought to engage the leaders of the Axis powers. Before war erupted, and
even after the United States entered the conflict, he communicated directly with both Adolf
Hitler and Benito Mussolini to try to ease tensions and avoid conflict.*> As early as 1933, his first
year in office, he wrote Mussolini, “I only wish that I might have the opportunity to see you
myself, to give you my greetings and to talk over many things in which you and I have a

9526

common interest.”” By the time of Roosevelt’s reelection three years later their correspondence

had trailed off, a development the Italian leader “regretted,” but he was hopeful going forward
that their relationship would “not undergo any further interruption.””’

These early contacts were not based on affection, but rather a realization that they might
benefit American interests, and though nothing concrete came from their communication, it did

establish a certain amount of goodwill and held the potential for possible cooperation. Thus, even

as Italy became increasingly aggressive throughout the 1930s, Roosevelt never sharply

** For example, a little over a week after Germany invaded Poland, Roosevelt wrote to Chamberlain, “I need not tell
you that you have been much in my thoughts during these difficult days and further that I hope you will at all times
feel free to write to me personally and outside diplomatic procedure about any problems that arise.” See Letter,
Roosevelt to Chamberlain, September 11, 1939, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence,
Great Britain: 1937-1938; Box 32: Germany October 1944-45-Great Britain 1939; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence;
FDRL.

* According to prominent Roosevelt biographer James MacGregor Burns, FDR engaged with abhorrent dictators
like Hitler and Mussolini because he believed in mankind and himself: “There was something pathetic and yet
almost sublime in the way that Roosevelt sent message after message to Hitler and other dictators; Partly, of course,
it was for the record; but even more it was an expression of Roosevelt’s faith in the ultimate goodness and
reasonableness of all men. His eternal desire to talk directly to his enemies...reflected his confidence in his own
persuasiveness and, even more, in the essential ethical rightness of his own position.” See Burns, Roosevelt: The
Lion and the Fox, 476.

26 Letter, Roosevelt to Benito Mussolini, May 14, 1933, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic
Correspondence, Italy 1933-38; Box 41: Italy 1933-1938-Mussolini-Hitler; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence;
FDRL.

27 Letter, Mussolini to Roosevelt, November 19, 1936, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic
Correspondence, Italy 1933-38; Box 41: Italy 1933-1938-Mussolini-Hitler; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence;
FDRL.
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condemned Mussolini or cut ties. Rather, according to one Italian historian, “Until the eve of
Italy’s entry into the war, Roosevelt tried to build a personal relationship with Mussolini as a
way to distance the Italian dictator from Germany.”*® Indeed, months before WWII broke out,
Roosevelt met with the Italian ambassador and said “he regretted that he himself had not had the
opportunity of personally meeting and of talking with Mussolini because he believed that such an
opportunity for discussion between the two might be useful and because he believed that they

2 Byen after war broke out, Roosevelt sent a

would find that they ‘spoke the same language.
letter through his personal envoy Sumner Welles. He reported that Mussolini was very pleased
with the president’s message, particularly mention of wanting to meet. The dictator said he had
had the same desire for a long time.*”

Similarly, though to a different degree, Roosevelt communicated with Hitler to try to
prevent war.”' In September 1938, as conflict seemed eminent between Germany and
Czechoslovakia, Roosevelt appealed to the German leader to continue negotiations.”” Bloodshed
was delayed, as a month later Hitler met with Mussolini, Chamberlain, and French Prime

Minister Edouard Daladier. The result of the gathering was the infamous Munich Pact, which

averted war by sacrificing Czechoslovakia. Though now seen as a dark chapter in world

¥ Maurizo Vaudagna, “Mussolini and Franklin D. Roosevelt,” in FDR and His Contemporaries, 158. According to
Vaudagna, in 1933 and 1934 “a feeling of sympathy and confidence developed” between the two men. This served
as the basis for FDR’s attempts to try to detach Mussolini from Hitler.

¥ Memorandum of Conversation, Franklin Roosevelt, Don Ascanio dei Principie Colonna, and Sumner Welles,
March 22, 1939, Foreign Relations of the United States (hereafter FRUS), 1939, Volume II: General, The British
Commonwealth and Europe (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office (hereafter GPO), 1956), 622. The
president also mentioned that the Italian leader should “bear in mind the fact that Europe could not contain two
overlords at the same time and that if Hitler persisted...he would undoubtedly throw over Mussolini at any moment
that seemed to him expedient.”

30 Telegram, Sumner Welles to Roosevelt and Hull, February 27, 1940, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Italy;
Box 3: Germany: May 1941-1944 thru Marshall, George C.: 1941-4/14/42; PSF-Safe File; FDRL.

3! For Hitler’s view of FDR and America, see Detlef Junker, “Hitler’s Perception of Franklin D. Roosevelt and the
United States of America,” in FDR and His Contemporaries, 145-156.

*? For Roosevelt’s initial appeal for peace on September 26 (which he also sent to Britain, France, and
Czechoslovakia), Hitler’s reply of September 27, and Roosevelt’s second peace appeal on September 27, see PP,
1938: The Continuing Struggle for Liberalism (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1941), 531-537.
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diplomacy, initially the agreement was praised, and according to American diplomat Joseph
Davies—the ambassador to Belgium at the time—“The President’s energetic timely action
immediately preceding the Munich Conference is accepted among those here who are well
informed as having been the deciding factor in the Fuhrer’s decision for peace at that time.”
While Hitler refrained from using military force in 1938, the following year would be different,
but not before Roosevelt again tried to persuade him otherwise. In an April message FDR
pleaded for peaceful discussions, volunteering to serve as mediator. Additionally, he implored
Hitler to pledge not to attack a list of over thirty countries. Roosevelt ended with an emotional
plea: “I think you will not misunderstand the spirit of frankness in which I send you this
message. Heads of great Governments in this hour are literally responsible for the fate of
humanity in the coming years. They cannot fail to hear the prayers of their peoples to be
protected from the foreseeable chaos of war. History will hold them accountable for the lives and
the happiness of all—even unto the least.”*

Unlike the message sent in September 1938, this message received no direct reply.*> But
Hitler responded two weeks later in a virulent public speech before the Reichstag where he
mockingly rejected Roosevelt’s proposal point by point. The rebuff came as no surprise, and
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many were critical of the president’s action. Italy viewed Roosevelt’s message as “‘the most
incredible document in the whole history of diplomacy.” This was not a compliment. Italians

considered it a diplomatic “faux pas,” and if it “were not attributable to Mr. Roosevelt’s

33 Telegram, Joseph Davies to Roosevelt and Hull, March 21, 1939, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File
Correspondence, Belgium: 1938-41; Box 24: PSF Diplomatic, Belgium: 1938-41 thru Bullitt, William C.: 1941-43;
PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

% «“A Message to Chancellor Adolf Hitler and Premier Benito Mussolini,” April 14, 1939, PP, 1939: War—And
Neutrality (New York: Macmillan Company, 1941), 204-205

** In the days immediately following Roosevelt’s message the view in Nazi circles was that ““it was hardly to be
expected that...Hitler will reply to President Roosevelt’s note. The Fuehrer has no time to study such a long winded
document.”” See Sigrid Schultz, “Hitler To Scorn Roosevelt: Nazis Declare Fuehrer is Too Busy To Reply,”
Chicago Daily Tribune, April 16, 1939.
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36 .
> Even elements in

inexperience in foreign affairs his message would be positively insulting.
friendly nations were critical. One British paper reported that some nations were “puzzled” by
Roosevelt’s message because they “were unable to see any sound policy in the tactics of abusing
the heads of other governments and then proposing to act as intermediary between them and their
opponents.™’ Others in Europe, however, greeted his message with praise. It “acted like a tonic
upon public opinion,” one newspaper noted, while Davies reported, “the spontaneous
expressions of gratitude to you in connection with your note...which have come to me from all
classes of people, are extraordinary in their warmth and depth of feeling.”*®

Domestically, Roosevelt’s plea for peace also received mixed approval. Critics in
Congress derided it as simply the president “seeking publicity” and stated it would lead the
United States into war. Especially disparaging was the conservative Chicago Daily Tribune,
which compared Roosevelt to Woodrow Wilson: “Mr. Wilson played the same kind of game and
wrote better notes. They cost us 50,000 American lives and 20 billion dollars of debt.” The paper
argued that on the surface such a plea for peace seemed moral and harmless. But it would only

lead to war, something it claimed the president wanted, not only to continue Wilson’s “messianic

mission,” but also to satisfy his desire for “dictatorial powers” that war could bring.*” Not all

3¢ Camille M. Cianfarra, “Roosevelt’s Plea Resented In Italy,” New York Times, April 16, 1939. The article went on
to report, “The idea of asking two responsible governments, it is argued, whether they intend to attack their
neighbors is like asking a gentleman whether he intends to crack the safe in the apartment next door.”

*7 David Darrah, “Britons Wonder If U.S. Note Will Prove Appeasing: Cite Previous Roosevelt Attacks on
Dictators,” Chicago Daily Tribune, April 16, 1939.

¥ «Roosevelt’s Plea Held Bound to Fail: But Message Has Acted Like a Tonic on European Powers Opposing
Aggression,” New York Times, April 17, 1939; Letter, Davies to Roosevelt, May 11, 1939, Folder: President’s
Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence, Belgium: 1938-41; Box 24: PSF Diplomatic, Belgium: 1938-41 thru
Bullitt, William C.: 1941-43; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL. European nations were not the only ones to
praise Roosevelt’s initiative. Within days of his message he received notes of acclaim and support from fifteen
Western Hemisphere nations. See Memorandum, Department of State to the President, “Symposium of Replies
Received By 12 Noon April 16, 1939,” Folder: President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence, Italy:
Mussolini-Hitler; Box 41: Italy 1933-1938-Mussolini-Hitler; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

3% “Capitol Hill Comment on Roosevelt Plea for Peace: Legislators Hope President Will Forestall War,” Washington
Post, April 16, 1939; Willard Edwards, “Leaders Assail President Peace Plea as Step Toward War: Congressmen
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were so critical. Many in Congress were supportive, and a Gallup poll found that Roosevelt’s
message aligned with the majority of American thought. Seventy-three percent supported a peace
conference comprised of the world’s leaders.*

In August, Roosevelt again tried to engage Hitler. He sent the Fuehrer two messages
seeking peace.*' A week later Hitler invaded Poland. Yet, months later through an informal
emissary, the president was still making overtures to the German leader. “I started out the
discussion by presenting to the Chancellor your personal respects and greetings to which he
responded warmly,” the emissary reported. “I then told the Chancellor that the President had felt
that by keeping the discussion on an informal basis that heads of governments could better
understand each other and what they wanted to get at. The President wanted to be informed as to
what the leaders in various countries in Europe really and actually had in their minds. In this way
preliminaries could be developed for the formalities that must be arranged.”*?

While expected that FDR would disagree and have poor personal relations with

adversarial leaders, it could also happen with allies. France’s Charles de Gaulle is a prime

Oppose Taking Up Allies’ Fight,” Chicago Daily Tribune, April 16, 1939; “Toward War,” Chicago Daily Tribune,
April 17, 1939.

40 «Capitol Hill Comment on Roosevelt Plea for Peace: Legislators Hope President Will Forestall War,” Washington
Post, April 16, 1939; “Appeal To Hitler Backed In Survey: Roosevelt Message Found to Express the Feelings of
Majority of Americans,” New York Times, April 23, 1939. In many ways, Roosevelt’s message was as much for
Hitler and Mussolini as it was for domestic consumption. The message allowed FDR to not only appear as the
peacemaker, but also to show how belligerent the two fascist leaders were, thus slowly preparing the American
public for war. See Henry Kissinger, Diplomacy (New York: Touchstone, 1994), 384.

*! For the two messages, see “The President Again Seeks the Way to Peace in the New Crisis Over Poland,” August
24,1939 and “A Further Attempt for Peace in the Polish Crisis,” August 25, 1939, PP, 1939, 444-445, 449-450.

42 James D. Mooney to Roosevelt, March 17, 1940, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Safe File, Germany: Sept.
1939-Mar. 1941; Box 2: PSF Safe, Australia thru Germany: Sept. 1939-Mar. 1941; PSF-Safe File; FDRL. Clearly
Roosevelt’s attempts to persuade and reason with Hitler failed. The personal touch did not work, and if anything
antagonized the German leader. In his speech declaring war against the United States, Hitler took time to personally
attack FDR. “I will pass over the insulting attacks made by this so-called President against me. That he calls me a
gangster is uninteresting,” The Fuehrer said. “I cannot be insulted by Roosevelt for I consider him mad, just as
Wilson was...First he incited war then falsifies the cause, then odiously wraps himself in a cloak of Christian
hypocrisy.” See “Hitler’s Declaration of War Against the United States,” in Historical Dictionary of the 1940s,
James G. Ryan and Leonard Schlup, eds. (London: Routledge, 2006), 470.
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example.® As leader of the Free French Forces during WWIIL, his international stature rose as the
war progressed. By the time the fighting was over, everyone recognized that de Gaulle would be
a force in French politics. Roosevelt and others in the American government, however, were not
keen on the Frenchman. They saw him as arrogant, anti-American, a demagogue with an
authoritarian streak, and an overall pain. For de Gaulle’s part, he was always displeased that the
United States did not break ties with Vichy France sooner and that he had not been included
more in political and military planning. He also believed that the United Stats wanted to keep
France weak after the war, and initial U.S. support for his main rival was something he never
forgot.*

Whatever issues Roosevelt had with the de Gaulle, however, he had to engage with him.
In June 1944, the head of the Office of War Information wrote Roosevelt saying, “The De Gaulle
situation seems to us in this Office the most currently dangerous point in American foreign
policy—dangerous because of reactions at home as well as abroad.” The problem was that de
Gaulle successfully portrayed any U.S. issues with his leadership as a personal matter, one of

299

“‘De Gaulle and France versus Roosevelt.””” This view was not only disseminated in France, but
also in the United States, “with the President pictured as a stubborn man waging a feud against
De Gaulle because of personal dislike.” The Office of War Information recommended that

Roosevelt go on the offensive and urged a propaganda plan. The president needed to change

public perceptions and show he was “a man exercising the greatest possible patience with

43 For more on Roosevelt and de Gaulle’s relationship, see Claude Fohlen, “De Gaulle and Franklin D. Roosevelt” in
FDR and His Contemporaries, 33-44; Raoul Aglion, Roosevelt and de Gaulle: Allies in Conflict, A Personal
Memoir (New York: Free Press, 1988).

* In 1943, Roosevelt tried to convince Churchill that the Allies should dump de Gaulle. He told the prime minister
that he was “‘fed up’” with the Frenchman and that he was “‘absolutely convinced that he [de Gaulle] has been and
is injuring our war effort...that he is a very dangerous threat to us...and that he would double-cross both of us at the
first opportunity.”” See Dallek, Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 406. Though also not personally fond of de
Gaulle, Churchill would not take that step. More so than FDR, he realized how popular the general was among the
French, and on a variety of issues like colonial possessions, the two men held similar views. For Churchill and de
Gaulle’s relationship, see Francois Kersaudy, Churchill and De Gaulle (London: Collins,1981).
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General De Gaulle because of his service as a rallying point of resistance.”*’

Even though de Gaulle was a headache, the Roosevelt Administration had to work with
him. This was necessary on two levels. First, he was genuinely popular. From a public relations
standpoint Roosevelt had no choice. France was also an ally, and the projection of unity—
especially in the context of war—was imperative. Second, a cantankerous relationship with de
Gaulle could have real world consequences. It was in U.S. interest to have stability in France,
and as Ambassador Jefferson Caffery told Roosevelt, “While perfectly willing to call deGaulle
[sic] all the names in the devil’s calendar, I would like to say that it is essential for us, with so

% By 1945, de Gaulle was seen as

many troops at the front, to have order maintained in France.
the person best able to deliver.

One final aspect of Roosevelt’s personal diplomacy with Western leaders that should be
noted is his relationship with Canadian Prime Minister Mackenzie King. Throughout the course
of his presidency, FDR met with King over thirteen times and they carried on a vast
correspondence full of warmth and friendship. Like most presidential relationships, however,
their first contact was for political reasons. In November 1935, shortly after winning election in

August, King visited the White House to try and finalize a trade agreement (which was one of his

campaign promises) that had been in negotiation for sometime but had recently stalled. The visit

*> Memorandum, Elmer Davis to Roosevelt, June 22, 1944, Folder President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic
Correspondence, France: De Gaulle, Charles: 1944-45; Box 31: France: Bullitt: Sept.-Dec.1939 thru Germany: Jun.-
Sept.1944; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL. In his battle with Roosevelt, de Gaulle did not always have
public opinion on his side. In February 1945, the president stopped in Algiers as part of his trip to the Yalta
Conference. He invited de Gaulle to meet, but the French general declined. He was criticized for it, and the U.S.
ambassador to France reported to FDR, “how much the French people are worried about it was shown in the fact
that as soon as I got back here the press began playing up a story that you are to come here in the spring.” See Letter,
Jefferson Caffery to Roosevelt, February 26, 1945, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence,
France: Aug 1944-45; Box 30: France: Aug. 1944-45 thru France: Bullitt, William C.: July-Aug. 1939; PSF-
Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

4 L etter, Caffery to Roosevelt, February 26, 1945, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence,
France: Aug 1944-45; Box 30: France: Aug. 1944-45 thru France: Bullitt, William C.: July-Aug. 1939; PSF-
Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.
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was a success and soon after an agreement was reached.”’ The meeting proved to both men that
they could work together, and as one Canadian historian describes, this period was the “turning
point” in Canadian-American relations.*®

Roosevelt and King met again the following year in Canada. Substantive issues were on
the agenda, but symbolism was also important, as the visit was a gesture of American
friendship.* In February 1937, Roosevelt sent King a handwritten letter inviting him again to the
White House. The president told the press that he and the prime minister would discuss
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“‘everything.””””" Though both leaders remained rather vague about the exact contents of their

discussions, the Washington Post noted, “One thing is certain... Whatever these problems were,

*" Though only a modest trade agreement, FDR was still concerned about how this venture into foreign affairs might
be perceived at home. Occurring during his first term when his interest was still primarily domestic and some saw
any foray into the international realm as suspect, Roosevelt worried that the agreement would hurt his reelection
chances in 1936. As he wrote to King, “‘we both took our political lives in our hands’” by signing the trade pact.
Quoted in Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox, 263.

* C.P. Stacey, “The Turning Point: Canadian-American Relations During the Roosevelt-King Era,” Canada 1
(1972): 1-10. As Stacey argues, the relationship that Roosevelt and King established prior to WWII proved an asset
when hostilities began. Interestingly, King had a quite negative opinion of Roosevelt in the years before they met.
While he would later sing his praises, in 1933-1934 King wrote in his diary that FDR was a ““dictator’” and that he
““greatly disliked”” him. He also wrote that the president’s policies were “‘absolutely wrong, amateurish, half-baked
and downright mistaken.’” Quoted in Marc T. Boucher, “The Politics of Economic Depression: Canadian-American
Relations in the Mid-1930s,” International Journal 41, no. 1 (Winter 1985/1986): 9, 10. According to another
Canadian historian, King had an “obsequious relationship” with FDR. Though perhaps somewhat true, King’s use of
flattery and submissiveness were, if anything, done strategically. During the late 1930s, though Canada still had
strong ties with Britain and Europe, it drew closer to the United States, mainly over hemispheric security. As Britain
became weaker both economically and militarily, the United States was the best bet. Indeed, even in the prewar
period, the British realized that Canada was in the American sphere. Thus though King might have felt the need to
ingratiate himself with FDR, he did not do it absentmindedly. See Denis Smith, Diplomacy of Fear: Canada and the
Cold War, 1941-1948 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1988), 13; Norman Hillmer, “Defence and Ideology:
The Anglo-Canadian Military ‘Alliance’ in the 1930s,” International Journal 33, no. 3 (Summer 1978): 588-612;
Warren Kimball, The Juggler: Franklin Roosevelt as Wartime Statesman (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1991), 111-112.

* John MacCormac, “America’s Eyes Upon Canada: The President’s Visit to the Dominion Is a Symbol of
Friendship Between Neighbors Not Wholly Alike but Increasingly Sympathetic,” New York Times, July 26, 1936.
Roosevelt was a master of stagecraft both domestically and internationally. Meeting foreign leaders gave FDR the
actor a bigger stage, and he mastered it beautifully. He knew the importance of appearances and how they were just
as, if not more, important than reality. And he managed photo-ops and the press skillfully. As journalist Marquis
Childs observed, FDR had “‘the quality of the actor, the man who could be photographed and who could speak
always with just the perfect camera angle. Partly this was the politician, but it was partly a great actor.”” Quoted in
Jon Meacham, Franklin and Winston: An Intimate Portrait of an Epic Friendship (New York: Random House,
2004), 27.

*% “Mackenzie King, Roosevelt Talk on Varied Topics,” Chicago Daily Tribune, March 6, 1937.
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they were discussed in the very friendliest spirit.” °* Indeed, after their meeting King wrote

Roosevelt, “I cannot begin to say how much I enjoyed my visit to the White House. The talks we
had together...will live in my memory always. I am sure they will prove to be of great value.”*
During the rest of Roosevelt’s Administration, King came to the United States to visit every year
but one. The two men also met four times in Canada. Throughout that time a close relationship
developed, one that obviously focused on significant world problems, but also one that seemed to
be a genuine friendship. If Roosevelt and Churchill could be said to have had a warm

relationship that transcended politics and moved into the realm of the personal, then so could

FDR and King.”

“The One Bright Spot in the Troubled World Today”: A Good Neighbor in Latin America
If there was one area of prewar foreign policy where Roosevelt had a coherent plan, it
was relations with Latin America. Roosevelt’s Good Neighbor Policy was one of his only clear
foreign policy successes during his first two terms.>* As the U.S. ambassador to Mexico said
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upon retiring in 1941, the Good Neighbor Policy was “‘the one bright spot in the troubled

ST «“premier King’s Visit,” Washington Post, March 6, 1937.

32 Letter, King to Roosevelt, March 8, 1937, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence,
Canada: 1936-37; Box 25: Burma thru Chile: Mar.-June 1941; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

>3 Throughout their relationship, their correspondence was often characterized by affection and concern for each
other, with King’s messages being particularly emotional and sentimental. For example, a month before FDR’s
death King wrote, “I can only add that this latest visit to the White House seemed to bring home in a very real way
how large a part of the memories I shall ever most cherish have had their associations with my visits to the White
House, or Hyde Park, or to Warm Springs, and how large a part of my interest and thought is wrapped up in all that
pertains to your life and work and the friendship so intimately shared with you over so many years.” See, Letter,
King to Roosevelt, March 15, 1945, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence, Canada: 1944-
45; Box 25: Burma thru Chile: Mar.-June 1941; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

>* In his inaugural address in 1933, Roosevelt described his vision of a “good neighbor.” “In the field of world
policy,” he proclaimed, “I would dedicate this Nation to the policy of the good neighbor—the neighbor who
resolutely respects himself and, because he does so, respects the rights of others—the neighbor who respects his
obligations and respects the sanctity of his agreements in and with a world of neighbors.” See “Inaugural Address,”
March 4, 1933, PP, Vol. 2: 1933, 14. This was to be a change from prior U.S. engagement with Latin America. The
good neighbor was going to replace diplomacy of the dollar and gunboat variety. Even before taking office, Latin
America was an area where Roosevelt was interested. In his 1928 Foreign Affairs article, over half of it was devoted
to the region. See Franklin Roosevelt, “Our Foreign Policy: A Democratic View,” Foreign Affairs 6 (July 1928):
573-586.
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world.””>® Some argue that it was not so much an active strategy as much as it was a detachment
from the region, but that simplifies Roosevelt’s desire to adjust relations with that part of the
world.”® While European affairs were important during the 1930s, the build up to war
overshadows how much attention was also placed on the Western Hemisphere in that decade.
Because of its proximity, engagement with Latin America was often seen as more legitimate than
involvement in Europe prior to WWIL. In charting this new course with America’s southern
neighbors, Roosevelt used personal diplomacy to great effect. During his first term, of the eight
foreign leaders that came to visit half were from Latin America, and in that same period he also
visited six Latin American countries.

Roosevelt’s first meeting with a Latin American leader came six months after his talks
with British Prime Minister MacDonald. In October 1933, Panamanian President Harmodio
Arias came to Washington to discuss matters relating to America’s presence in the Canal Zone.
He was an official guest, staying at the White House and having a state dinner held in his
honor.”” When Arias left for Washington, the Panamanian press described his trip as “the most

important since the birth of the republic.”®

Indeed, the archbishop of Panama issued a decree
urging the nation’s Catholics to pray daily for Arias’ success.” Whether it was the Faithfull’s

prayers at work or something else, Arias’ visit was deemed a triumph. Upon completion of their

> “Mexican President Greets Roosevelt: Daniels Brings His personal Message and Voice Hope for an Oil
Settlement,” New York Times, November 19, 1941.

> As Roosevelt conceived of it, the Good Neighbor Policy was not passive. Rather, the goal was “to remove from
their [Latin American] minds all fear of American aggression-territorial or financial...to take them into a kind of
hemispheric partnership in which no Republic would obtain undue advantage.” See Bryce Woods, The Making of
the Good Neighbor Policy (New York: Columbia University Press, 1961), 131. For more on the Good Neighbor
Policy, see Irwin F. Gellman, Good Neighbor Diplomacy: United States Policies in Latin America (Baltimore, MD:
John Hopkins University Press, 1979); Henry Raymont, “Latin America and Franklin Roosevelt,” in FDR and His
Contemporaries, 111-125.

37 «Arias, Panama Ruler, Is Guest In White House: Arrival to Discuss Vital Problems Marked by Much Ceremony,”
Washington Post, October 10, 1933.

>% «“Panaman President Off For Washington: Papers Say Arias Hopes to Obtain Concessions From Roosevelt by
Explaining Conditions,” New York Times, October 3, 1933.

59 “People of Panama Pray For Arias’s Success Here,” New York Times, October 4, 1933.

39



“most friendly and cordial” talks, the two presidents agreed to general principles to guide the
American-Panamanian relationship.” These were well received by Arias’ fellow citizens, and he
returned to a hero’s welcome. Tens of thousands of Panamanians filled the streets, cheering and
waving flags to greet to him. In addressing the crowd of supporters, he praised the American
president, calling him a “good neighbor.”®!

Less than a year later Haitian President Stenio Vincent visited Roosevelt to discuss the
nation’s finances and the American Marines stationed on the island. Prior to his arrival, U.S.
officials believed he would leave America content, much like Arias did.®* These predictions
proved correct, as the Haitian president and Roosevelt reached an understanding. Vincent got
assurance that Haiti would control its own finances without U.S. interference, and FDR agreed to
withdraw the Marines by the end of the year and improve trade relations.” A few months later
FDR solidified the goodwill on a brief visit to Haiti in July 1934. Traveling aboard the U.S.S.
Houston to Hawaii for vacation, the president stopped at the island nation to bolster the
agreement on Marine withdrawal. Vincent received him warmly and thousands of Haitians lined
the street to greet the American president. In speeches by both men—part of FDR’s was

delivered in French—friendship between the two nations was emphasized.®* Four days later on

his 10,000 plus mile vacation, Roosevelt stopped in Colombia—still not over the U.S. role in

89 «Joint Statement Issued by the President and President Arias on Panamanian-American Relations,” October 17,
1933, PP, Vol. 2: 1933, 407.

%! Gerald Martin, “Panama Cheers Aid From U.S., and Then Gasps: Canal Zone Business Rivalry Ended,” Chicago
Daily Tribune, October 31, 1933; “Panama Welcomes Arias: Returning President Praises Roosevelt as ‘Good
Neighbor,”” New York Times, October 31, 1933,

62 Kendall Foss, “Haitian Chief Arrives Here Amid Fanfare: Confers With President Today Seeking Financial
Control Revisions,” Washington Post, April 17, 1934. Roosevelt had baggage when it came to Haiti. As the
Democratic vice-president candidate in 1920 he claimed to have written the Haitian constitution. As Assistant
Secretary of the Navy he boasted, “I have had something to do with the running of a couple of little republics. Facts
are that I wrote Haiti’s constitution myself, and, if I do say it, I think it a pretty good constitution.” See “Declare
Wilsons ‘Put One Over’ on Lloyd George,” Los Angeles Times, August 19, 1920.

83 «“Vincent Goes Home After Favorable U.S. Visit: Executive of Haiti Receives Promises From Roosevelt,”
Chicago Defender, April 28, 1934.

6% «“Roosevelt Visits Haiti: President’s Hope of Mutual Good Will Cheered by Natives,” Washington Post, July 6,
1934; “Roosevelt in Haiti Renews His Pledge To Recall Marines,” New York Times, July 6, 1934.
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Panama’s independence in 1903—where he met with President Enrique Olaya Herrera. The visit
was not only important for Colombia, which was “honored” according to its acting foreign
secretary, but for the region at large. “It is expected to be a great day, and its importance from a
diplomatic standpoint cannot be overestimated,” the New York Times explained. “President
Roosevelt’s action in making this visit of friendship to Colombia will be accepted by all the
republics of South and Central America as a cordial gesture, the importance of which cannot but
be considered as the greatest ever made by the Executive of the United States in the interest of
closer relations and deeper amity between them.”®

Indeed, Roosevelt’s visit—the first by a sitting U.S. president to South America—was a
public relations success. Cheering crowds greeted him as he rode through the streets of
Cartagena with the Colombian president, and his brief remarks were widely praised, as were his
words on his next stop in Panama where he rededicated the Panama Canal to “all Nations in the

»06 [ ocals again hailed FDR as he drove to the presidential palace

needs of peaceful commerce.
for a state dinner hosted by President Arias. By the end of the trip, Roosevelt and America’s
image south of the border were both on the rise.

After reelection in November 1936, Roosevelt again headed south in another highly
visible act of personal diplomacy. Less than a week after winning a second term he announced
that he would attend the Pan-American Peace Conference in Argentina, as well as make stops in
Brazil and Uruguay. Roosevelt’s impending visit became headline news in Buenos Aires. Even

an Argentine paper that had been anti-American was supportive, writing, “‘President Roosevelt’s

visit to our country will be the most eminent distinction the United States ever has extended to

83 «yVisit Elates Colombia,” New York Times, July 4, 1934; “Cartagena Is Modernized: President Will Find One
Skyscraper, Latest Steamship Wharves,” New York Times, July 8, 1934.

8¢ «“president Hailed in Colombia; Pictures ‘Live and Let Live’ Era,” New York Times, July 11, 1934; “Rededicates
the Canal,” New York Times, July 12, 1934.
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. 6
Argentina.”®’

For all the fanfare and press coverage, though, Roosevelt’s role at the Pan-American
Peace Conference was quite limited. Other than deliver the opening address, his three days in
Buenos Aires consisted of meals with Argentine President Agustin Justo and sightseeing. Yet,
the symbolism of the visit was extremely important. In many ways it was the culmination of the
Good Neighbor Policy. Through word and deed FDR had already gone far in improving relations
between the United States and South America. What the Argentina trip did was cement these
developments. To many, Roosevelt’s visit symbolized the equality of all in the Western
Hemisphere. In his speech before the conference he opened by referring to all the nations of
region as a “family.” When he and Justo meet for the first time, he greeted the Argentine
president as “‘mi amigo,’” to which Justo responded by hugging Roosevelt before the two men
could even complete formal introductions. A similar scene marked their departure, with
Roosevelt this time initiating the embrace.®® For America’s southern neighbors, after years of
feeling inferior, being referred to as family and friend made the Colossus of the North less
menacing.

Of all the Latin leaders Roosevelt engaged with, one of the closest relationships formed
was with Mexican President Manuel Avila Camacho. The two men were not destined to have a
strong bond. In 1940, the year Avila Camacho was elected, Mexican-American relations were

tepid. His predecessor had expropriated foreign oil and mining properties in 1938, some of which

57 John W. Whites, “Argentina Invites Roosevelt to Visit,” New York Times, November 8, 1936.

% Harold B. Hinton, “Ovation is City’s Biggest: Multitudes Break Police Lines-Flower Are Rained on President,”
New York Times, December 1, 1936; Associated Press, “Roosevelt Departs for Home Amid Cheers: Argentine
President Accompanies Party to Dock for Farewell Ceremonies,” Los Angeles Times, December 3, 1936. Justo was
not the only South American leader FDR hugged. A similar scene played out with the Uruguayan president, Gabriel
Terra. See Harold B. Hinton, “Roosevelt Hailed In Uruguay At End Of His Peace Trip,” New York Times, December
4,1936.
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were owned by U.S. companies.®” Though Mexico said it would provide compensation, two
years later the United States was still unsatisfied. In the 1940 election, Avila Camacho was the
candidate of the incumbent’s party and supported the policies of the outgoing president.”” After a
disputed election which some feared might lead to upheaval, Avila Camacho emerged victorious
and showed himself to be a moderate. He quickly attempted to alleviate the fears of his political
opponents on the right who worried he was a radical leftist. Shortly after the election he
announced his intention to visit the United States. “‘It is my ambition to make relations between
the United States and Mexico better than they have ever been,’” he said. “‘I hope that the United
States and Mexico will be closer, more friendly, more firmly bound than ever before.””’! Though
the proposed visit was cancelled, Avila Camacho’s words set a tone for improved relations. Soon
after his positive proclamation, the Roosevelt Administration reciprocated by announcing that it
would send Vice President-elect Henry Wallace to attend Avila Camacho’s inauguration. Acting
as the president’s surrogate, Wallace’s visit was symbolically important, seen as the start of a

new era in Mexican-American relations.

%9 The expropriation of foreign owned oil property was really just the latest development in a thirty-year span of
rocky U.S.-Mexico relations. In 1911, the U.S. ambassador to Mexico plotted with locals to overthrow the country’s
president and in 1914 Marines occupied Veracruz for nine months to prevent a shipment of German arms. Two
years later, Woodrow Wilson sent more than ten thousand troops into Mexico to find Pancho Villa. For almost a
decade (1913-1917, 1920-1923) the United States did not have diplomatic relations with Mexico. The most pressing
issue before the seizure of foreign oil properties was the expropriation of American-owned agricultural land between
1935-1938.

7% Robert Kleiman, “Camacho and Almazan Wind Up As Mexico Prepares to Choose President,” Washington Post,
June 30, 1940.

" John Gunther, “Camacho To Visit U.S., He Announces: Mexican President-Elect Plans to Study Our Problems
and Sound Public Opinion,” New York Times, October 6, 1940; Timothy G. Turner, “Mexican Revolt Impulses
Under Patriotic Restraint: Camacho’s Right Swing and Fear Rebellion Would Disturb World Cools Tendency,” Los
Angeles Times, October 20, 1940; “Moderate Cabinet Pledged in Mexico: Advocates of Collaboration With U.S.
Reported Slated for Foreign Ministry,” New York Times, November 28, 1940.

> As the New York Times reported, Wallace’s visit was “hailed here [Mexico] with almost complete unanimity as
the most significant evidence of the American Administration’s continued good-will toward Mexico. The fact that a
personage second only to Mr. Roosevelt himself has been chosen is interpreted not only as a very special honor paid
to Mexico but also as a proof that the ‘good-neighbor policy’ will remain in force as the cornerstone of relations
between the United States and Latin America generally, and Mexico particularly.” This notion of a change in
Mexican-American relationship was evident at Avila Camacho’s inauguration, where the American delegation led
by Wallace received boisterous applause from the Mexican legislature: “There was an immediate burst of
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Once in office Avila Camacho sought to move closer to the United States. As one
newspaper reported, his “foreign program is based squarely on an out-and-out pro-Washington

policy.””

Because of this and Roosevelt’s general inclinations, the two nations set out to quickly
resolve the outstanding issue of compensation for American oil companies.’* Soon after came the
attack on Pearl Harbor and American entrance into WWII. Immediately, Avila Camacho
announced that he stood united with his northern neighbor and sought to coordinate defense of
the hemisphere. Five months later Mexico also declared war on the Axis powers, a move which
Roosevelt praised in a letter to the Mexican president.”

The two men corresponded frequently, and tried to arrange a meeting in 1941. In March,
Roosevelt tentatively planned a fishing trip in the Gulf of Mexico and hoped that Avila Camacho
could join him. According to Ambassador Josephus Daniels, upon receiving the invitation the
Mexican president said, “nothing would please him better, and that he sincerely hoped...he could
have the pleasure of welcoming [FDR]...to the waters and shores of his country.”’® While the

proposed fishing trip never materialized, the two presidents would, with great fanfare, meet two

years later.

applause...for several minutes while Senators and Deputies rose to their feet and, turning toward the United States
delegation, clapped and cheered with a cordiality that has seldom if ever been shown to representatives of a foreign
nation by a Mexican legislative body...It was evident from the behavior of the Mexican Congress that something
had materially changed in the official Mexican attitude toward the United States.” See Arnaldo Cortesi, “Mexico
May Offer Bases For U.S. Use: Era of Good Feeling Predicted—No Question in Hemisphere of Cession, Welles
Says,” New York Times, November 14, 1940; Arnaldo Cortesi, “Unity of Americas Is Inaugural Note Of Avila
Camacho,” New York Times, December 2, 1940.

7 Edwin L. James, “War Move By Mexico To Help United States: Entry Into Conflict Seen Stabilizing Political
Position of Camacho and His Pro-Washington Policy,” New York Times, May 24, 1942.

™ With the situation in Europe deteriorating and American involvement in war seeming more likely, Roosevelt was
in part driven by concerns over hemispheric defense and solidarity, and the military desired naval and air bases in
Mexico. These could not be achieved without resolving the oil issue.

3 Letter, Roosevelt to Manuel Avila Camacho, May 30, 1942, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic
Correspondence, Mexico: 1941-42; Box 44: Mexico 1938 thru Netherlands 1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic
Correspondence; FDRL.

76 Letter, Josephus Daniels to Roosevelt, February 4, 1941, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic
Correspondence, Mexico: 1941-42; Box 44: Mexico 1938 thru Netherlands 1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic
Correspondence; FDRL.
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Earlier in 1943, Avila Camacho sent a message to Roosevelt through the American
ambassador, now George Messersmith, saying he greatly hoped FDR would visit Mexico. A visit
would not only be personally gratifying, but symbolically important and would strengthen the
ties between the two countries the Mexican president said. “A visit would give him [Avila
Camacho] great personal satisfaction and would have a great effect in Mexico. He wished me to
say to the President that a great psychological change had taken place among the Mexican
people, whose sentiments towards the United States had very rapidly and very radically
changed,” Messersmith reported. “The [Mexican] President said that such a visit would
consolidate in a most marked way the changed relationship between Mexico and the United
States...[and] such a visit would be more marked, not only in the two countries but throughout
the world.””’

A few months later secret planning began for Roosevelt to visit. As both countries made
preparations, Messersmith frequently brought up three points in his reports. First, Avila
Camacho was thrilled and excited that Roosevelt was coming to Mexico. Second, he
continuously reported how the Mexican president wanted the greatest public impact. From
having FDR wave to crowds from a balcony, to a radio broadcast, to having addresses by
Roosevelt and himself, the Mexican president was keen on getting the most mileage out of the
visit as possible. Lastly, he repeatedly mentioned how significant the trip was for U.S.-Mexico
relations. One word that showed up multiple times denoting its importance was

1 9578

“transcendenta To officials in both Mexico and the United States, this meeting was to be a

" Memorandum, George Messersmith, January 14, 1943, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic
Correspondence, Mexico: 1943; Box 44: Mexico 1938 thru Netherlands 1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence;
FDRL.

8 Letter, Messersmith to Sumner Welles, March 6,1943; Messersmith to Welles, March 8, 1943; Messersmith to
Welles, March 11, 1943; Messersmith to Welles, March 22, 1943; Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic
Correspondence, Mexico: 1943; Mexicol938 thru Netherlands 1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.
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defining moment between their two countries.

Indeed, Roosevelt’s journey to Mexico—and Avila Camacho’s subsequent trip to Corpus
Christi, Texas—was seen as extremely significant. The April 1943 meeting was the first time an
American and Mexican president had met in thirty-four years, and unlike that previous meeting,
rather than simply confer at the border, Roosevelt traveled over a hundred miles into Mexico.
While the two presidents discussed substantial issues of economics and war, the imagery of the
visit and what it represented took center stage. As one Mexican official noted, “President
Roosevelt’s visit to Mexico has done more to improve relations with the United States than any
single gesture on the part of Washington in this century.”” Ambassador Messersmith concurred.
“It is safe to say that there has been no event in Mexican history in many years which has made
so profound an impression on so great a mass of Mexican people,” he reported. “So far as the
press reaction is concerned it was all that could be desired and unusual for the Mexican
press...[which] appreciated particularly the gesture of President Roosevelt not only in coming to
Mexico but to penetrate into Mexican territory...and not merely to meet President Avila
Camacho at the border.”™

The trip had significance beyond U.S.-Mexico relations and was seen to symbolize Pan-
American solidarity as well. By that point in 1943 Roosevelt had met with British Prime Minister
Winston Churchill to discuss war related matters multiple times, and though yet to meet Soviet
primer Joseph Stalin or Chinese leader Chiang Kai-shek, it was well known of his desire to do
so. However, the American president had yet to meet with any Latin American leader since the
start of the war. Thus, his meeting with Avila Camacho helped demonstrate U.S. appreciation of

its southern neighbors and their contribution to the war effort. The visit was also seen as a

" Camille M. Cianfarra, “Mexicans See Ties Cemented By Visit,” New York Times, April 22, 1934,
80 Letter, Messersmith to Welles, April 30, 1943, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence,
Mexico: 1943; Box 44: Mexico 1938 thru Netherlands 1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.
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message to the Axis powers. As one New York Times reporter wrote, “It was, of course realized
that the visit would also take on the character of a gesture to all of Latin America...At the same
time it was felt that the visit would have even a wider significance and influence. It was realized
that Mr. Roosevelt by going to Monterrey...could exercise an influence beyond the borders of

81 Messersmith echoed the same

the Western Hemisphere. He would impress...the Axis powers.
sentiments in his report back to Washington. Though initially concerned that other Latin
American nations would be jealous that Roosevelt honored Mexico with a visit, he found the
opposite. Other nations in the Americas saw the visit as proof of hemispheric solidarity.**

In the months and years that followed Avila Camacho and Roosevelt would often reflect
on their meeting in their correspondence.* And plans to meet again emerged soon after their
initial encounter. Within months the two presidents again discussed getting together for a fishing
trip.** At the time of Roosevelt’s death in April 1945, concrete plans had been made. After
attending the United Nations Conference in San Francisco, Roosevelt planned to drive across the
border and met Avila Camacho.”

“There is no Chief of State in the other American Republics,” the American ambassador

in Mexico wrote, “who is a sounder and firmer and more convinced friend of our country than

President Avila Camacho...what an understanding friend our country has in the President of

8! Bertram Hullen, “Mexico Meeting Viewed As Solidarity Gesture: Desire to Impress Latin America on Spain a
Motivating Factor,” New York Times, April 24, 1943.

82 Letter, Messersmith to Welles, April 30, 1943, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence,
Mexico: 1943; Box 44: Mexico 1938 thru Netherlands 1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

% For example, see Letter, Avila Camacho to Roosevelt, July 9, 1943; Roosevelt to Messersmith, October 25, 1943;
Messersmith to Roosevelt, November 30, 1943, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence,
Mexico: 1943; Box 44: Mexico 1938 thru Netherlands 1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

8 Letter, Roosevelt to Messersmith, October 25, 1943; Roosevelt to Avila Camacho, December 29, 1943, Folder:
President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence, Mexico: 1943; Box 44: Mexico 1938 thru Netherlands
1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL; Memorandum, Messersmith, January 7, 1944, Folder:
President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence, Mexico: 1944-45; Box 44: Mexico: 1944-45; Mexico 1938
thru Netherlands 1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

% “Reveal F.D.R. Planned to Meet Avila Camacho,” Chicago Daily Tribune, April 27, 1945.
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Mexico.”* With WWII raging, Roosevelt no doubt appreciated a friendly leader on the country’s
southern border. Avila Camacho might have been predisposed to this position, but without
Roosevelt meeting him halfway, cooperation between Mexico and the United States would not
have been as smooth. In this sense, personal diplomacy gave Roosevelt one less thing to worry
about during the war, and their highly publicized exchange of visits was a publication relations

boon, as well as symbolically important to U.S.-Mexico relations and the Good Neighbor Policy.

“I Am Sure There Are Many Things That Can Only be Satisfactorily Settled If We Can Meet
Face to Face”: A New Role in Africa and Asia

Unlike in Latin America, the United States’ interests and ties to Africa and Asia in the
1930s were minimal. Though issues of trade and commerce were present, close political
connections were absent. During Roosevelt’s first three terms there was not much need or
concern for America’s political involvement in those regions, nor would the American public
have allowed it. Thus, face-to-face interactions with leaders of Asia and Africa did not occur,
though Roosevelt was in correspondence with some of his counterparts in those areas.®” World
War II changed this. With the United States involved in a global conflict, the extent of the
nation’s interests grew immensely. Both politically and militarily, the United States was no
longer confined to its own hemisphere, and as the country’s international role began to change,
the American public began to accept that its nation would have a global presence, not only
during the war but after as well. As the Washington Post noted, “The knowledge of the world

which this war has provoked among Americans is not the least of its side products. One of the

8 Letter, Messersmith to Roosevelt, June 29, 1944, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence,
Mexico: 1944-45; Mexico 1938 thru Netherlands 1940-41; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

%7 The one pre-war meeting Roosevelt did have with a non-Western head of state was in 1938 with the Sultan of
Muscat and Oman. See, “In Best Clothes, Capital Greets Muscat Sultan: Little Ruler of 500,000 Gets Same
Welcome Accorded Kings,” Washington Post, March 4, 1938; “Sultan of Oman in Washington; Nation’s Guest:
Rules Tiny Patch of Hill in Arabia,” Chicago Daily Tribune, March 4, 1938.
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countries we have become aware of is little Liberia...It went its way in obscurity till war broke

out, and then we realized Liberia’s importance to our Atlantic security.”

Though writing about
Liberia, the sentiment applied to many other nations.

As America’s stature and place in the world community grew, Roosevelt arranged
meetings with multiple leaders from Asia and Africa. Edwin Barclay, president of Liberia, was
one of the first. Traveling back from the Casablanca Conference in January 1943, FDR stopped
at the small nation on Africa’s western coast where he lunched with Barclay and toured a large
Firestone rubber plantation that produced large quantities of war materials. Four months later
Barclay reciprocated the visit, and he became the first black leader to sleep in the White House.®
The fact that the Liberian president received the same welcome that other foreign dignitaries did
was—TIike so many aspects of personal diplomacy—seen as symbolically significant. “The visit
of Mr. Barclay,” a Liberian official noted, “will do much toward creating international and

interracial goodwill.””’

And with U.S. interests and involvement now spanning the globe,
appearances of equality became increasingly important.”!

During Roosevelt’s journey to and from the Tehran Conference in November 1943,

Roosevelt made time to meet with the leaders of China, Turkey, and Iran. In Turkey, Roosevelt

88 “Host To A President,” Washington Post, May 28, 1943.

% In the nineteenth century slaves and free blacks part of the White House staff did stay in the servants’ quarters,
which were either in the basement or the attic. One exception to this was Andrew Jackson’s body servant, who
actually slept in the same room as the president. See William Seale, The President’s House (Washington, D.C.:
White House Historical Association, 1986); William Seale, "Upstairs and Downstairs: The 19th-Century White
House," American Visions (February-March, 1995): 16-20; Margaret Truman, The President’s House 1800 to the
Present: The Secrets and History of the World’s Most Famous House (New York: Ballantine Books, 2005).

% “Barclays’ Visit Stirs Washington: Liberian President Due Here Soon; May Address Congress,” New York
Amsterdam News, May 1, 1943.

*! Issues of appearance and symbolism were especially acute in Roosevelt’s meetings with non-Western countries.
By meeting with nationalist leaders of African and Asian countries, FDR signaled support for decolonization, a
message not missed by these nations or by Europeans. See Kimball, The Juggler, 127-157; Wm. Roger Louis,
Imperialism at Bay: The United States and the Decolonization of the British Empire, 1941-1945 (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1978); Gerhard L. Weinberg, Visions of Victory: The Hopes of Eight World War II Leaders
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 191-193; Jason Parker, Brother’s Keeper:

The United States, Race, and Empire in the British Caribbean, 1937-1962 (New York: Oxford University Press,
2008).
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met President Ismet Inonu for the first time, though the two had exchanged letters. When they
met, Turkey was still neutral, and there was much talk about whether it would finally declare
support for the Allies. Indeed, Roosevelt and Churchill's conference with Inonu was designed to
help persuade the Turkish president to provide greater assistance to the war effort. Though
sympathetic to the allied cause, Inonu was more concerned with Turkey's strategic position and
thus remained noncommittal and would not declare war against the Axis powers until 1945. Still,
the conference allowed Roosevelt and Inonu to get to know each other better and set the stage for
future cooperation. A few months after their meeting, Roosevelt wrote to Inonu saying, “I do not
have to tell you how very happy I was in our talks in Cairo. Now you and I can talk to each other
as old friends.””

Though the meeting with Inonu was more substantive and garnered more attention,
Roosevelt’s encounter with the Shah of Iran Mohammad Reza Pahlavi was in many ways more
interesting and illustrative of how personal diplomacy (or lack thereof) can have important
consequences. As head of the host nation of the Tehran Conference, the Shah called upon the
Allied leaders. Though nothing of strategic importance was exchanged between Roosevelt and
the Shah, this simple courtesy call took on an extra dimension when the American president did
not return the favor and make a reciprocal visit to see the Iranian leader. According to the Office
of Strategic Services (the forerunner to the Central Intelligence Agency), “Because the Shah did
not receive a return visit after his call upon the President at Tehran, it is reported that the Iranians

may not cooperate with American advisers in Iran. Moreover, since the Shah’s visit with the

President was not a[s] long as that with Stalin, the observer reports that the prestige of America

%2 Roosevelt also added, “I wish much that you and I were not four thousand miles apart, for I find that there are
many matters I would like to talk with you about almost every day in the week.” Letter, Roosevelt to Ismet Inonu,
March 10, 1944, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence, Turkey; Box 51: Sweden thru
Vatican: Taylor, Myron C.: 1942; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.
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has been lowered to the level of the British. The prestige of Russia has increased.””® In a memo
to Roosevelt, Secretary of State Cordell Hull added that the Iranian leader was “bitterly
disappointed and even felt humiliated that you were unable to make a return call...and receive

the hospitality and the honor which he was eager to accord you.” >

No long-term damage
occurred in the American-Iranian relationship, however, and soon after the president left Iran he
sent the Shah a very warm and friendly letter, inviting him to visit the United States.”

When Roosevelt traveled to the Yalta Conference in 1945, he again met with a set of
non-Western leaders. Over a two day period, Roosevelt conferred with three monarchs on a
naval ship in Great Bitter Lake near Cairo: Egypt's King Farouk, Ethiopian Emperor Haile
Selassie, and King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia. These meetings were both substantive and
symbolic of the increasing reach of U.S. global interests. They also represented a meeting of
different cultures that fascinated the American public.”®

Of the three kings, Ibn Saud interested the public the most. With his flowing robe and

team of servants—including his bodyguards armed with swords—he most closely conformed to

the American people’s expectations of what an “orient” ruler should look and behave like.”” For

%3 Report, Office of Strategic Services, John Magruder to Col. L. Mathewson, “Reports Received in Office of
Strategic Services, No. 89,” December 21, 1943, Folder: OSS Numbered Bulletins, September-December 1943; Box
72: Map Room, O.S.S. Numbered Bulletins: MR 203 (12) March-December 1943; Map Room-Military Files;
FDRL.

% Memorandum, Hull to Roosevelt, December 23, 1943, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic
Correspondence, Iran; Box 40: Iran thru Ireland; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

%3 L etter, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi to Roosevelt, December 6, 1943, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File,
Diplomatic Correspondence, Iran; Box 40: Iran thru Ireland; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

% These “Kings of the Orient” fascinated the press, leading to colorful commentary: “First to the President’s man-
o’-war came King Farouk, bearded like the pard and topped with a fez. But hark! Who comes now? Batten my
hatches, but unless these old eyes deceive me, yon lean and hungry knight, bearded like the pard, is Haile Selassie,
King of Kings and Lion of Judah, out of the fastness of Ethiopia. But soft, my hearties, who’s that knocking at my
door? Aye, righty ye are, mates. It’s King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia, come from the desert land where the coyotes
howl o’er the long prairie and the sands shift ever to the fickle winds.” See “Ivory, Apes, and Peacocks,” Chicago
Daily Tribune, February 22, 1945.

°7 For the persistence of “orientalist” stereotypes in U.S. culture and foreign policy, see Douglas Little, American
Orientalism: The United States and the Middle East since 1945, 3d ed. (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North
Carolina Press, 2008).
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the Saudi king, his meeting with Roosevelt was the first time he had ever left his country. To
facilitate the meeting, the United States sent a naval vessel to pick him up and bring him to Great
Bitter Lake. Once onboard the ship, rather than sleep in a cabin made available for him, Ibn Saud
and his party set up tents on the ship’s deck. They even brought their own food, which included
seven live sheep, and special water for the King that came from two holy wells.”

While these facets of Roosevelt’s meetings most captivated the public, he had serious
matters to discuss with these rulers. Prior to the encounters memos were prepared that provided
biographical sketches of the kings and background information on their countries. Proposed
subjects for discussion were also mentioned. These documents helped FDR prepare, and in the
second half of the twentieth century would become standard. In the Roosevelt Administration
they were more ad hoc, but in the future, as meetings between political principals grew and
institutional resources of the presidency increased, advisory documents became formalized and
institutionalized.”

Roosevelt and Ibn Saud had previously communicated (as had the president with Farouk
and Selassie), discussing issues such as the British presence in the region and the situation in

100

Palestine.” FDR had even sent a special representative to Saudi Arabia in 1943 to sound out Ibn

Saud and investigate the U.S. position in the Middle East more broadly. “As yet the United

% The Saudis originally wanted to bring about fifty or sixty live sheep and goats. They had planned to provide food
for the entire ship, but after the ship’s leader assured the Saudis that the crew had more than enough food, they
settled on seven sheep. For a summary of the naval voyage with Ibn Saud, see Memorandum, The Commander
Destroyer Squadron Seventeen to Roosevelt, “Mission to Mecca,” February 18, 1945, Folder: Naval Aide’s Files:
Crimean Conference A/16; Box 165: Map Room Papers: A16 Warfare-China to Crimean Conference; Map Room-
Military Files; FDRL. For a sample of press coverage of the meeting with the three kings, see “White House
Announcement of New Talks,” New York Times, February 21, 1945; “Kings Of The Orient,” New York Times,
February 22, 1945; “FDR Host to 3 Rulers: One Brings Live Sheep,” Atlanta Constitution, February 21, 1945.

% For the background reports on the three kings, see Folder: Naval Aide’s Files: Crimean Conference A/16; Box
165: Map Room Papers: A16 Warfare-China to Crimean Conference; Map Room-Military Files; FDRL.

1% A central subject in the many letters exchanged between the two men was the issue of Palestine, with Ibn Saud
often using emotional language and Roosevelt playing counselor, constantly trying to reassure him of American
goodwill and intentions. For example, see Ibn Saud to Roosevelt, March 10, 1945 and Roosevelt to Ibn Saud, April
5, 1945, Folder: Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence, Saudi Arabia; Box 50: Russia:
Bullitt, William C.: 1933-1936 thru Spain: 1940-1945; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.
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States does not have a similar [compared to the British and French] coordinated political set-up
in the Middle East,” the envoy reported, “and, as a result, American political interests tend at
times to suffer.” Looking ahead to the postwar period, this was seen as extremely problematic
because the United State was “for the first time developing some fundamental postwar economic
interests of a long-term character in the Middle East and particularly in Saudi Arabia. Primarily,
these consist of our interest in the enormous oil reserves of the Arabian Peninsula.”'’' The
United States, then, needed to increase its organization and influence in the region. Ibn Saud also
sought something from America. He wanted to counterbalance the British, get American support
for the Arabs of Palestine, and receive American assistance for a number of domestic projects.'**
Thus when they finally met, both had goals and objectives they hoped to achieve. The
two discussed important regional issues such as Palestine and the King’s fear that France was
threatening the independence of Syria and Lebanon.'” On a personal level, the two men quickly
formed a rapport. As the American minister in Saudi Arabia noted, “a very friendly relationship
was quickly established. The King spoke of being the ‘twin’ brother of the President, in years, in
responsibility as Chief of State, and in physical disability.” On that last point, Roosevelt offered
one of his wheelchairs to the King so they could truly be “twins.” The minister continued that
since Ibn Saud’s meeting with FDR, he had repeatedly commented, “‘I have never met the equal

of the President in character, wisdom and gentility.”” He went further, comparing Roosevelt to

o1 Memorandum, Harold B. Hoskins to Roosevelt, September 27, 1943, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File,

Diplomatic Correspondence, Saudi Arabia; Box 50: Russia: Bullitt, William C.: 1933-1936 thru Spain: 1940-1945;
PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

102 Memorandum, Hoskins to Roosevelt, September 27, 1943, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic
Correspondence, Saudi Arabia; Box 50: Russia: Bullitt, William C.: 1933-1936 thru Spain: 1940-1945; PSF-
Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL; Letter, Patrick Hurley to Roosevelt, June 9, 1943, Folder: President’s
Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence, Saudi Arabia; Box 50: Russia: Bullitt, William C.: 1933-1936 thru
Spain: 1940-1945; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

1% Memorandum of Conversation Between the King of Saudi Arabia (Abdul Aziz Al Saud) and President
Roosevelt, February 14, 1945, FRUS, Diplomatic Papers 1945, Volume III: The Near East and Africa (Washington,
D.C.: GPO, 1969), 2-3. For a brief overview of FDR’s meeting with Ibn Saud, Farouk and Selassie, see Lloyd C.
Gardner, Three Kings: The Rise of An American Empire in the Middle East After World War II (New York: The
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Churchill. ““The contrast between the President and Mr. Churchill is very great,” the King said.
“Mr. Churchill speaks deviously, evades understanding, changes the subject to avoid
commitment...The President seeks understanding in conversations; his effort is to make two

1% Just as the Shah perceived the

minds meet; to dispel darkness and shed light upon the issue.
United States negatively because Roosevelt did not repay his visit while Soviet prestige
increased because Stalin did, Ibn Saud’s comparison of FDR and Churchill illustrates how
personal diplomacy often involved more than the individuals directly engaged. Presidents often
had to consider not only the leader they interacted with, but also how they measured up to other
world figures.'”

Of all the non-Western leaders Roosevelt engaged with, he had the most contact with
China’s Chiang Kai-shek. Though Churchill and Stalin receive the bulk of attention when
discussing Roosevelt’s wartime relationships, Chiang and FDR’s connection should not be
forgotten. The two men met only once, but they engaged in an extensive correspondence, and
their relationship was the longest of any of the Allied leaders.'

American familiarity with Chiang dated back to the 1920s when China was fractured and

brimming with warlords. He emerged as the key strong man pushing to unify the country.

Referred to sometimes as the “Napoleon of the Far East” and “the Chinese Theodore Roosevelt,”

194 The Minister of Saudi Arabia William Eddy to the Secretary of State, March 3, 1945, FRUS, 1945, Vol. 111, 7,8.
For those who dealt with FDR domestically, this notion that his intentions were clear and he lacked guile would
have been surprising.

1% Roosevelt—as well as his successors—was interested in meetings between other world leaders. In the context of
WWII, anytime Axis leaders met Roosevelt was informed, and when Churchill met alone with Stalin, he was very
keen to know all the details. He was equally well informed about a meeting between Churchill and Ibn Saud. See
William A. Eddy to Cordell Hull, “Conference between King Abdul Aziz and Prime Minister Churchill,” February
22, 1945; Memorandum, Joseph Grew to Roosevelt, “Meeting between Ibn Saud and Churchill,” March 10, 1945,
Folder: President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence, Saudi Arabia; Box 50: Russia: Bullitt, William C.:
1933-1936 thru Spain: 1940-1945; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

1% Ch’i Hsi-sheng, “Chiang Kai-Shek and Franklin D. Roosevelt,” in FDR and His Contemporaries, 27. An
example of their extensive correspondence can be seen in a six-month period between January 10, 1944 and July 6,
1944, when they exchanged over twenty messages. List of Messages January-July 1944, Folder: President-Chiang
Kai-shek 1944; Box 10: Map Room: F.D.R.-Chiang Kai-Shek Messages 1941-April 1945; Map Room-Messages;
FDRL.
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American newspapers gave readers in the 1920s and 1930s frequent accounts of the
developments in China and often wrote profiles of Chiang. He was described in various ways:
young, modern, temperamental, modest, scholarly, and pleasant. But above all he was a
nationalist and seen in the West as the person best able to unify his country. The New York Times
wrote that Chiang “has made a powerful impression on all the Occidental observers who have
met him,” and the Chicago Daily Tribune reported that foreign business interests in China
backed him because they believed he was “all that stands between them and many more years of
chaos or even bolshevism.”'"’

Roosevelt and Chiang’s relationship began in 1937 with the start of the Sino-Japanese
War.'”® After Pearl Harbor, and as the conflict between China and Japan morphed into the larger
Pacific theater of WWII, the volume of communication between the two men increased. In
addition to the various tactical and strategic issues, three main features stand out: Chiang’s
frequent emotional pleas, Roosevelt’s constant reassurance, and Chiang’s desire that China be
recognized as a world power on par with the other Allies.

In many ways Chiang was the catalyst for the relationship. The main component of his
approach to U.S.-China relations and his war strategy was personal diplomacy. The key for
Chiang was forming a bond with the American president. In many of his letters he praised
Roosevelt and tried to ingratiate himself. “I feel impelled to seek your counsel and assistance,”

he wrote to FDR, telling him another time that he held “the key to the solution of all Far Eastern

problems, and consequently other problems of the world.”'* After Roosevelt’s reelection in

197 «Chiang Called Sun’s Heir: Generalissimo, Still Only 39, Has Had Amazing Military Success,” New York Times,

August 15, 1927; John Powell, China Looks to Chiang To Save It From Chaos,” Chicago Daily Tribune, August 10,
1930.

1% Ch’i, “Chiang Kai-Shek and Franklin D. Roosevelt,” in FDR and His Contemporaries, 127.
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1940, Chiang was especially effusive, writing, “It is with the greatest gratification that I learn of
your reelection for a third term...This is good tidings for the cause of human justice and world
peace...rejoicings are shared by all those nations who love freedom and are striving to defend
themselves.”' '’

As we have seen, Roosevelt had a great belief in the power of personal diplomacy, thus
Chiang’s emphasis on the practice suited the president. Months before Pearl Harbor, White
House advisor Lauchlin Currie made a report for the president on the situation in China. “I think
Chiang can be held in line with a little care and attention from America. His attitude toward
America is compounded partly of sentiment and partly of self-interest,” he wrote. The
Generalissimo “admires America, and particularly you [FDR], tremendously, and to be treated as
an equal or ally would mean a great deal to him...I think it most important, in addition to giving
material aid, to go out of your way to say nice things about China and to speak of her in the same
terms now used toward England.”""!

Whether it was because of Currie’s advice or his own instincts, Roosevelt followed that
strategy. He continuously sought to reassure and encourage Chiang and heap praise on him. For
example, in January 1943, Roosevelt wrote that after the war he hoped Chiang could visit the
White House “to accept tribute of the citizens of the United States to your heroic leadership of

9112

the Chinese people.” "~ In another letter he wrote of the Chinese leader’s “far sighted vision,

which has guided and inspired.”'"’

107 etter, Chiang to Roosevelt, November 6, 1940, Folder: President’s Secretary’s File Diplomatic Correspondence,
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Whether Roosevelt truly believed what he wrote is secondary to the aims he hoped to
accomplish. His goal was to bolster Chiang, and by extension Chinese morale, in order to keep
them fighting. He felt it imperative that China stay in the war against Japan. With American
attention focused on Europe, Chinese forces were important in keeping at least some Japanese
troops occupied. But Roosevelt had difficulty getting Chiang to fight, as he was more concerned
with battling his communist rivals than the Japanese. And he was never satisfied with the aid he
received from the Allies. He always wanted more.

Yet for the most part, Roosevelt remained patient with Chiang, unlike some of the
president’s subordinates. Joseph Stilwell, the American general assigned to the China-Burma-
India Theater, interacted with Chiang on a regular basis, but had a poor relationship with him.
Lacking the patience of the president, Stilwell wrote to his superior General George Marshall
that Chiang worried about low morale and had concerns that the prestige of the rival communists
was on the rise. The Chinese leader also said if Japan attacked he would need more assistance.
“He would not listen to reason, logic or argument,” Stillwell grumbled. “He complains about the
little help the United States is giving him. My impression is that it is partly acting, that he is also
getting wind up.” '**

In another letter, Stilwell stated that the United States needed to take a harder line with
Chiang. Roosevelt, however, did not agree. In a memo to Marshall he wrote,

Stilwell has exactly the wrong approach in dealing with Generalissimo Chiang...When

Stilwell speaks about the fact that the Generalissimo is very irritable and hard to handle,

upping his demands, etc., he is, of course correct; but when he speaks of talking to him in

sterner tones, he goes about it just the wrong way...All of us must remember that the

Generalissimo came up the hard way to become the undisputed leader of four hundred

million people...He is the Chief Executive as well as the Commander-in-Chief, and one
cannot speak sternly to a man like that or exact commitments from him the way we might

e Joseph Stilwell to George Marshall, April 23, 1943, Folder: Naval Aide’s File-China, A 16-3; Box 165: Map
Room Papers, A16 Warfare-China to Crimean Conference; Map Room-Military Files; FDRL.

57



do from the Sultan of Morocco.'"
Roosevelt recognized that Chiang needed to be approached in a particular way. Though at times
frustrated, he knew that it was in the United States’ long-term interest to have a friendly leader in
China. Plus, Roosevelt believed that there was no alternative to the Generalissimo. As he told his
son Elliott, “Who is there in China who could take Chiang’s place? There’s just no other leader.

8 If that meant having to play

With all their shortcomings, we’ve got to depend on the Chiangs.
counselor and continually provide a psychological boost, Roosevelt was willing.

However, even as he sought to assuage Chiang’s worries and reassure him of Allied
support, the American president could never completely alleviate the Generalissimo’s concerns.
In letter after letter Chiang constantly described dire situations and his need for more assistance.
In one particularly evocative telegram he appealed for three hundred planes: “In all my life-long
military experience, I have seen nothing to compare with the deplorable unpreparedness,
confusion and degradation in the war areas of Burma...There was an intolerable stench from the
corpses of those killed in the raid and from the carcasses of animals which had not been
removed. The same was the case with the corpses in the houses...The whole scene was therefore
one of desolation and disorder.”''” Though Roosevelt always tried to provide encouragement and
convey how valuable China was to the war effort, these reassurances had limits. In October
1942, Roosevelt sent a letter pledging more aid to China, but it still fell short of what Chiang

wanted. “For your renewed assurance of aid to the Chinese I am deeply grateful,” the

Generalissimo wrote. “However, in order to reach the greatest efficiency in our combined

15 Memorandum, Roosevelt to Marshall, March 8, 1943, Folder: Naval Aide’s File-China, A 16-3; Box 165: Map
Room Papers, A16 Warfare-China to Crimean Conference; Map Room-Military Files; FDRL.

"6 Elliott Roosevelt, As He Saw It (New York: Duell, Sloan, and Pearce, 1946), 154.

"7 Telegram, Chiang to Roosevelt, April 13, 1942, Folder: President-Chiang Kai-Shek 1941-42; Box: 10 F.D.R.-
Chiang Kai-Shek Messages 1941-April 1945; Map Room-Messages; FDRL.
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operations, I am firmly convinced that further action is necessary.”''®

Roosevelt also had trouble—for good reason—convincing Chiang that the other Allied
powers recognized China as an equal. This was because they did not. As the Generalissimo
wrote to his foreign affairs ministers in April 1942, “As you know, I have to fight continually
against demoralizing doubts on the part of my officers, who conclude that American attitude
towards China is in essence no different from that held by other nations, both in the all-important
matters of joint-staff conferences, and war supplies, China is treated not as an equal like Britain
and Russia, but as a ward.” If the situation did not change and China continued to be excluded,

»!19 e and other Chinese

Chiang lamented that his country “would be just a pawn in the game.
officials were also unhappy that as late as 1943, he had not met with the president, yet Roosevelt
and Churchill had met many times. From the Chinese perspective this was evidence that their
nation was not viewed as an equal. When Roosevelt and Churchill met at Casablanca in January
1943, Chiang, while publicly supportive, was privately angered he was not invited.'** According
to an American intelligence report, a Chinese official close to Chiang was puzzled why
Roosevelt had not yet met with him, especially since the president’s meetings with Churchill
were generally well received and seen as significant. The intelligence report continued that the
Chinese official believed that by not inviting Chiang to a conference it showed “that the Allied
Leaders regard China as an inferior power and [believed] that no possible advantage could be
gained by such a meeting...He pointed out that a Chiang-Roosevelt meeting, even if nothing

important is discussed other than a friendly exchange of greetings, would enhance Chinese

morale to such an extent that it would be even better than all the Lend-Lease materials the United

'8 Chiang to Roosevelt, November 14, 1942, Folder: President-Chiang Kai-Shek 1941-42; Box 10: F.D.R.-Chiang
Kai-Shek Messages 1941-April 1945; Map Room-Messages; FDRL.
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Chiang (Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company, 2011), 40.
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States could get into China.”"?'

Whether as a result of the report or because Roosevelt already had a meeting in mind, in
the months that followed he assured Chiang of his “anxiety” to meet.'** “I am looking forward to
seeing you,” he wrote, “because I am sure there are many things that can only be satisfactorily

99 123

settled if we can meet face to face. They would finally meet in November 1943 in Cairo, a

few days before Roosevelt flew to the Tehran Conference. A somewhat disgruntled Winston
Churchill also joined Chiang and the president. The British prime minister had hoped to meet
with Roosevelt alone before meeting with Stalin and did not appreciate having to entertain
Chiang and discuss matters he saw of secondary importance.

For FDR, the meeting was mainly about making Chiang feel important. Secretary of War

Henry Stimson wrote in his diary that Roosevelt made it seem that the most important aspect of

(1313

the conference was “‘the psychological benefits which would come from such a meeting rather

999124

than the solution of any concrete special problems. If Roosevelt’s goal was to give Chiang

and China their place in the sun it worked—at least temporarily. The press coverage of the

conference was extremely positive, with headlines such as “China’s Triumph” and “China Gets

99125

Her Place In ‘Big Four’ Councils.” “” In China itself, Chiang’s position was greatly enhanced.

"2 Intelligence Report, Intelligence Division Office of Chief of Naval Operation, Navy Department, “Chinese
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As the New York Times reported, once news of the conference and its agreement reached the
Chinese people, “it was hailed everywhere as a great diplomatic and political triumph for China
that would establish the country’s position as a major power.”'*® Chiang’s wife, who
accompanied the Generalissimo to Cairo, confirmed this view. Writing Roosevelt a little over a
week after the conference, she said, “Since our homecoming the Cairo communiqué has been
published. Its effect of uplifting the morale of our army and the people has been electric; in fact
the entire nation is articulate to a degree that has never been known before in unanimously
hailing the conference.”'?’

In addition to the publicity and China’s symbolic elevation to a world power, Chiang got
promises that Japan would be removed from all territory it took by force and that China would
reclaim its lost land. Additionally, Roosevelt verbally committed to grant China a billion dollar
loan, and a new military operation was planned (Operation Buccaneer). But the loan never
materialized and after the Tehran Conference, Churchill and Roosevelt met again in Cairo and
decided to cancel Buccaneer in order to focus solely on upcoming operations in Europe.

Chiang was frustrated. He considered it “a breach of faith,” according to a British admiral
in close contact with the Chinese leader.'*® After receiving Roosevelt’s letter breaking the news,
Chiang responded, “If it should now be known to the Chinese Army and people that a radical
change of policy and strategy is being contemplated, the repercussions would be so disheartening

that I fear of the consequences of China’s ability to hold out much longer...my task in rallying

126 «China Is Jubilant As Chiang Returns: Attitude Shows Acceptance of Global War Strategy of Other Leaders,”

New York Times, December 3, 1943.

'?” Madame Chiang also took the opportunity to praise and flatter Roosevelt, telling him, “The leadership which you
so eminently displayed and the magnificent spirit permeating all that you are undertaking for the good of humanity
are subjects of conversation amongst all Chinese circles. The consensus of opinion is that ‘President Roosevelt is a
great man and he does things in a truly great spirit.” See Madame Chiang to Roosevelt, December 5, 1943; Folder:
President’s Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence, China: 1943; Box 27: China 1938-Military Dispatches
thru China 1945; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

128 Louis Mountbatten, Report to the Combined Chief of Staffs by the Allied Supreme Commander Southeast Asia:
1943-1945 (London: His Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1951), 29; Heiferman, The Cairo Conference, 155.
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the nation to continue resistance is being made infinitely more difficult.”” = Though privately

130 For the cancellation of

angry, publicly he remained positive and continued to praise Roosevelt.
Operation Buccaneer Chiang tried to extract some concession, mainly increased loans and
credits. While unsuccessful, he was able to achieve one of his goals. For years he had been trying
to have Joseph Stilwell replaced as the top American general in the region. As noted, the two
men never saw eye-to-eye and Chiang wanted someone more supportive and understanding. It
took Roosevelt some time, but he finally removed Stilwell in October 1944, a move that pleased
the Chinese leader and provided a boost to his domestic standing."'

Though disappointed and angered with the American president, Chiang would never
publically break from FDR. He had put too much effort into the relationship. It was the central
aspect of his wartime strategy. He realized that Roosevelt was still his best means for acquiring
what he wanted. As one Chinese scholar described, “Chiang gave personal diplomacy such a
preeminent role because, in his view, the president had practically become the only one in the
U.S. government who was both sympathetic to China’s cause and capable of satisfying China’s

needs 95132

This calculation never changed during the war. He might not have got everything he

wanted, but just as FDR saw no alternative to Chiang, Chiang had no alternative to Roosevelt.
Despite moments of discord, both Chiang and Roosevelt latched on to each other. The

Chinese leader saw the American president as the best avenue to get the aid and support he

needed, and for Roosevelt, in dealing with a country as large, complicated, and divided as China,

Chiang appeared to be the solution. He might not have been the perfect or even preferred

12 Chiang to Roosevelt, December 9, 1943, FRUS, 1943: China (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1957), 181. For
Roosevelt’s letter to Chiang breaking the news, see Roosevelt to Chiang, December 5, 1943, FRUS, 1943: China,
178.

130 Heiferman, The Cairo Conference, 158.

P! Ibid., 166-167.

B2 cny, “Chiang Kai-Shek and Franklin D. Roosevelt,” in FDR and His Contemporaries, 138.

62



interlocutor, but he was seen as the best option available. For a president trying to make sense of
a complex region thousands of miles away, dealing closely with one individual was the simplest
solution.'?® Their connection was the defining feature of U.S.-China relations during the war, a
fact that a 1944 report entitled “The President and U.S. Aid to China” confirmed, as the bulk of

134 Both Roosevelt

its sixty pages documented the ebb and flow of the two leaders’ relationship.
and Chiang engaged in personal diplomacy because their personalities and management styles
predisposed them to it, but in the particular case of U.S-China relations, cultivating a personal

relationship with the other was also seen as the best policy. '*°

Conclusion

Roosevelt’s personal diplomacy touched every continent and numerous leaders. As of
January 31,1943, Roosevelt had traveled 252,335 miles in his ten years in office. While that
included domestic travel as well, much of that mileage was from traveling abroad. Many
marveled at the distance he trekked, and laudatory articles were written that cheered his use of

conferences and personal diplomacy."*® Others, however, were critical, especially the Chicago

133 Chiang, like other leaders, attempted to give Roosevelt the impression that he spoke for all of China. Over a year
before the United States joined the war, Chiang wrote to Roosevelt, “My personal views...I am sure, represent the
unanimous sentiment of the Chinese people.” See Letter, Chiang to Roosevelt, July 20, 1939, Folder: President’s
Secretary’s File, Diplomatic Correspondence, China 1939-40; Box 27: China 1938-Military Dispatches thru China
1945; PSF-Diplomatic Correspondence; FDRL.

13 «“The President and U.S. Aid to China,” (n.d.), Folder: Naval Aide’s File-Chiang, A 16-3; Box 165: Map Room
Papers, A16 Warfare-China to Crimean Conference; Map Room-Military Files; FDRL. The report stated that on a
wide arrange of issues the two leaders had communicated directly, and that “constant discussion has brought about
understanding and mutual confidence, and faith in their ability to solve their problems easily.”

133 When the president died, the Generalissimo wanted to go to Washington to attend the funeral. Though unable, he
officiated a memorial service for the president in China. Years later, after Chiang’s Nationalist were defeated by the
communists and forced to flee to Taiwan, he bestowed upon Roosevelt an honor that no other foreign leader has
received there. Chiang named a prominent road in the capital city after Roosevelt. See Ch’i, “Chiang Kai-Shek and
Franklin D. Roosevelt,” in FDR and His Contemporaries, 129-130. For description of the memorial service Chiang
held for Roosevelt, see “Chiang Leads Rites For Late President,” New York Times, April 17, 1945.

136 «“Two Presidents,” New York Times, January 31, 1943; Paul Schubert, “Value of Conferences: Travel Teaches,”
Washington Post, December 6, 1943; Thurston Macauley, “At Last, a Full Year of Military Progress: Greater
Conferences Rivaled Great Military Victories for Attention in 1943,” Washington Post, December 26, 1943.
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Daily Tribune. “Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill’s junkets are becoming tiresome,” the paper
wrote. “It ceases to be impressive when journeys to the far corners of the earth and meeting
surrounded with a panoply affected by dictators and inappropriate to the leaders of self-
governing people result only in announcements of trivial arrangements in earth shaking terms.
The theatricism [sic] is becoming comic and the country is sick and tired of it.” A few weeks
later the paper wrote that though few former presidents had the “opportunity to dash away on
these Champagne Charlie trips,” they would have known better than to go. “Mr. Roosevelt’s
touring had no counterpart in history. Nero fiddled as Rome burned, but at least he stayed in
Rome.”"”” Thus, though many saw Roosevelt’s personal diplomacy as both new and exciting,
many also viewed it as suspect.

Whether people loved or hated it, presidential personal diplomacy was here to stay.
Roosevelt’s successors would continue to engage in the practice and do so for similar reasons.
During the 1930s and 1940s the features that would define leader-to-leader contact in the second
half of the twentieth century were made evident. A changing international environment that saw
the United States become the leader of a growing global community, a push by foreign leaders to
establish a relationship with the president, the aggrandizement of presidential power and desire
for control, and domestic political incentives all made presidents increasingly look to personal
diplomacy. And as presidents engaged with foreign leaders, they often acted as a counselor,

dealing with the emotions and psychology of their counterparts.

7 «Cut The Comedy,” Chicago Daily Tribune, December 3, 1943; “The Grand Tour Ends,” Chicago Daily
Tribune, December 18, 1943. Upon returning from Tehran, FDR did have many domestic issues to deal with, and
there was talk that “the President’s power and prestige as a leader at home has been dissipated by his preoccupation
with affairs abroad.” See Luther Huston, “Complex Issues Strain President’s Prestige: Numerous Domestic
Problems Arise Amid Stress on Affairs Abroad,” New York Times, December 26, 1943. See also Walter Trohan,
“F.D.R. Back; Faces Rising Tide of Issues,” Chicago Daily Tribune, December 17, 1943; Bert Andrews, “Return of
President Emphasizes His Job Is ‘Toughest in the World,”” Washington Post, December 19, 1943.
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CHAPTER 2
“THIS IDEA OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES GOING PERSONALLY

ABROAD TO NEGOTIATE—IT’S JUST DAMN STUPID”: TRUMAN, EISENHOWER,
AND THE RETREAT AND RESURGENCE OF PERSONAL DIPLOMACY

When Franklin Roosevelt died in April 1945, the United States and its allies were well on
their way to victory against the Axis powers. But questions about the postwar period occupied
American officials. In the aftermath of the Yalta Conference in February, the intentions of the
Soviet Union and its leader Joseph Stalin came under increasing scrutiny. The weeks leading up
to Roosevelt’s death saw strains in the Grand Alliance, as Stalin failed to carry out his end of the
Yalta agreements and accused the United States and Britain of attempting to negotiate a separate
peace with Germany. Roosevelt was filled with “astonishment” at the allegations and had “a
feeling of bitter resentment” toward those you fed Stalin such lies.' But he was still committed to
working with the Soviet leader. As he told British Prime Minister Winston Churchill a little over
a week before his death, “I would minimize the general Soviet problem as much as possible
because these problems, in one form or another, seem to arise every day and most of them
straighten out.””

Perhaps if Roosevelt had lived things would have straightened themselves out, but under
his successor Harry Truman it was not to be. Insecure and unsure how to handle the Soviets,
Truman increasingly relied on the State Department, which had been mostly relegated to the

sideline by FDR as he personally handled policy. As the previous chapter demonstrated, a large

part of his control of policy had to do with his attempts to manage the personalities of his foreign

' Telegram, Roosevelt to Stalin, April 4, 1945, Foreign Relations of the United States (hereafter FRUS), 1945, Vol.
1Il: European Advisory Commission; Austria; Germany, doc. 222 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office
(hereafter GPO), 1968), 745, 746.

* Telegram, Roosevelt to Churchill, April 11, 1945, FRUS, 1945, Vol. V: Europe, doc. 742 (Washington, D.C.:
GPO, 1967), 210.
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counterparts. For Truman, however, this was not a priority. During his time in office the practice
of personal diplomacy, so evident in the Roosevelt era, would decline. This did not mean that
Truman did not meet with foreign leaders or correspond with them. Rather, the grand summits of
World War II and the place of personal diplomacy in the public imagination appeared a thing of
the past. And as tension with the Soviets grew and the Cold War began, Roosevelt’s personal
diplomacy came under increased scrutiny. Some saw his dealings with Stalin at Yalta as
treasonous, turning personal diplomacy of the FDR variety into a political liability.

Under Truman’s successor Dwight Eisenhower there was a similar revulsion, at least
early on, to the type of grand summitry and personal diplomacy that Roosevelt delighted in. By
the end of his second term, however, there was a revival of the great power conferences made
famous (or infamous) during WWII. But they failed to produce concrete results or live up to
public expectations, thus causing personal diplomacy to once again fall out of favor. Less
controversial, the Eisenhower years also saw the rise of an informal personal diplomacy, where
the president met with other world leaders, often outside of Washington, D.C., with no formal
agenda. While not cheered by all, many ordinary Americans and even political elites accepted
this practice as a useful diplomatic tool.

This chapter explores these developments. The Truman and Eisenhower years began with
personal diplomacy in retreat, then saw its resurgence, and then its fall back into disrepute. But
the practice would not fade and was more firmly entrenched by the end of the period than it was
at the beginning. As the chapter will demonstrate, Truman and Eisenhower were not necessarily
opposed to interacting with their foreign counterparts, especially with allies. It was personal

diplomacy with adversaries, particularly Soviet leaders, which gave them pause. And in this
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period the same factors that drove Roosevelt toward personal diplomacy also motivated his

SUCCECSSOrs.

“The End of a Colorful and Dramatic Era in American Diplomacy”: Truman’s Personal
Diplomacy’

From the moment he took office, Harry Truman communicated with foreign leaders, and
within days met with the president of the Philippines, who had met with Roosevelt just days
before his death. Overall, Truman was in a difficult spot. Replacing FDR would have been
difficult under any circumstance, but the suddenness in which it occurred made the problem
acute. Not only did Truman not have a chance to prepare—both mentally and policy wise—but
neither did foreign leaders. As Truman attempted to find his footing in the Oval Office, his
foreign counterparts frequently sought to reaffirm commitments that Roosevelt had made to
them. For example, Chiang Kai-shek of China reminded the new president that at the Cairo
Conference in 1943, “after long and careful deliberations,” FDR had agreed to provide military
aid to China for ninety divisions of troops and that this material would be given even if the war
ended earlier than anticipated.” When the Truman Administration could not find any record of
this agreement they consulted FDR’s close adviser Harry Hopkins, who confirmed that the
former president did indeed make such a promise. He added, however, “in a half joking-half
serious manner that, if the Chinese were now trying to hold the U.S. to President Roosevelt’s
verbal agreement... Truman should reply that he could find no record of it.”” The King of Saudi

Arabia pressed Truman on “the promise made by your late predecessor” over French control of

3 John M. Hightower, “Any More Talks With Attlee and Stalin Vetoed by Truman,” Washington Post, November
30, 1945.

4 Letter, T. V. Soong to Truman, August 30, 1945, Folder: 151-8, China: 1945; Box 151; President’s Secretary’s
Files (hereafter PSF)—Foreign Affairs; Harry S. Truman Presidential Library (hereafter HTL).

5 Memorandum, George M. Elsey to Commodore Vardaman; September 3, 1945, Folder: 151-8, China: 1945; Box
151; PSF—Foreign Affairs; HTL.
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Morocco.’ And British Prime Minister Winston Churchill reminded the new president that
Roosevelt had agreed to visit Britain before he visited France, thus he hoped rumors to the
contrary were false. “I am sure you will bear this in mind in any decision you may take,” the
prime minister told Truman.’

In those early days the direct communication Truman had with his foreign counterparts
was of great importance, particularly with Churchill and Joseph Stalin. With the United States
still waging global war, it needed to coordinate with allies. A day after Roosevelt’s death,
Truman told Churchill he hoped to meet soon and that he would “continue the loyal and close
collaboration” that the British prime minister had with his predecessor.® He also suggested that
he and Churchill have “another go” at Stalin and send him a joint message regarding the makeup
of the provisional Polish government.”

After the defeat of Germany in May, the new president also agreed with Churchill’s
belief that another Big Three summit was needed to settle remaining questions between the
allies. Truman did, however, want Stalin to ask for a meeting rather than one of them, and felt

that the Soviet leader should come west rather than he and the prime minister travel east as in

previous summits.'’ But getting Stalin to request a meeting was no easy task, as he did not seem

6 Telegram, Department of State, Amman (Fritzlan) to Secretary of State, March 4, 1951, Folder: State Department,
Correspondence, 1951-52 [2 of 6]; Box 42; White House Central File (hereafter WHCF)—Confidential File; HTL.
7 Telegram, Churchill to Truman, June 16, 1945, doc. 72, FRUS, The Conference of Berlin 1945, Vol. I
(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1960), 104.

§ Telegram, Truman to Churchill, April 13, 1945, doc. 152, Ibid., 211. Truman also told Churchill that he was
familiar with the vast correspondence of his predecessor. But Truman had been left in the dark by FDR and did not
have an intimate understanding of the exchanges with Churchill and Stalin. On the day he became president, Truman
admitted in his diary that though he obviously knew about FDR’s Big Three meetings, “I was not familiar with any
of these things and it was really something to think about.” In May 1945, however, Harry Hopkins—a close adviser
of Roosevelt’s—came to the White House and briefed Truman on aspects of the former president’s personal
diplomacy. See Harry Truman, Off the Record: The Private Papers of Harry S. Truman, Robert H. Ferrell ed. (New
York: Harper & Row, 1980), 16; “Hopkins Visits Truman, Gives Diplomatic Data: Presents 90-Minutes Report on
Roosevelt’s Personal Role; Will Return Today,” New York Herald Tribune, May 5, 1945.

? Telegram, Truman to Churchill, April 13, 1945, doc. 153, FRUS, The Conference of Berlin 1945, Vol. I.,211.

0 See Telegram, Churchill to Truman, May 6, 1945, doc. 1; Telegram, Truman to Churchill, May 9, 1945, doc. 2;
Telegram, Truman to Churchill, May 11, 1945, doc. 5, Ibid., 3-4, 8.
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particularly interested in one. Months earlier when Churchill raised the prospect of a face-to-face
meeting to work out the issues that had arisen since Yalta, Stalin ignored the suggestion.'' Thus
it fell to the United States and Britain to pursue a meeting. While Churchill sent Stalin a
message, Truman sent Harry Hopkins to confer with him about U.S.-Soviet relations and raise
the prospect of a Big Three meeting.'”

At the same time Truman sent Hopkins to Moscow, he also sent Joseph Davies to confer
with Churchill. As he noted in his memoirs, he was aware that the death of Roosevelt could not
but help “raise questions about the working relationship” of the leaders of the Big Three. Truman
realized that FDR, Churchill, and Stalin had “personal knowledge and estimate of each other,”
and that he would now have to form his own personal relationship with these two leaders. By
sending Hopkins and Davis as his surrogates, he could get “personal, on-the-spot reports from
men with judgment and experience,” which Truman felt was extremely important. “It was
necessary,” he recalled, “for me to know more than I was able to get from messages and cables
or even from telephone conversations.” In particular, he wanted to know if Roosevelt’s death had
caused any changes in Churchill and Stalin’s thinking. He also wanted to get a sense from
Churchill “what I would have to face,” if he met with Stalin."

Whatever Truman hoped to learn before meeting the Soviet leader, he would not have
much time. In Moscow, Hopkins broached the topic of a Big Three gathering and reported that
Stalin “indicated that he was anxious to meet you [Truman] at any time you wished” and

suggested the suburbs of Berlin.'* Truman and Churchill got their meeting, and though not

" Telegram, Churchill to Truman, May 15, 1945, doc. 10, note 1, Ibid., 12.

12 Telegram, Churchill to Truman, May 27, 1945, doc. 141, Ibid.,156; Memorandum by the Assistant to the
Secretary of State (Bohlen), May 26, 1945, doc. 24, Ibid., 28.

" Harry Truman, Memoirs, Vol. 1: Year of Decisions (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 1955), 110, 257.
1 Telegram, Hopkins to Truman, May 28, 1945, doc. 36, FRUS, Berlin Conference, Vol. I, 86.
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traveling as far east as before, the meeting was held in territory under Soviet control. But
Churchill was determined that they “meet on equal terms” and not “merely as guests” of Stalin.'
Despite pushing for a summit, Truman was not looking forward to it. Still insecure in his
new role as president, he worried how his interactions with Stalin and Churchill would go. “‘I’'m
on my way to the high executioner,”” he told his wife.'® But whatever worries Truman had, his
first impression of Stalin was rather positive. He found the Soviet dictator “‘honest—but smart

299

as hell,”” and someone he could “‘deal with.””” Further boosting his spirits was news of the

successful testing of the atomic bomb, which made him more confident and confrontational.'’
Overall, Truman and most observers at the time saw the conference at Potsdam as
successful. Though the agreements were not perfect, most believed they would promote peace
better than the arrangements made at Versailles after World War I.'® Reporting to the nation,
Truman said, “It was easy for me to get along in mutual understanding and friendship with
Generalissimo Stalin, with Prime Minister Churchill, and later with Prime Minister

Attlee...There was a fundamental accord and agreement upon the objectives ahead of us.” He

ended on a hopeful note, telling the American public, “The Three Great Powers are now more

15 Telegram, Churchill to Truman, June 9, 1945, doc. 55, Ibid., 94, 95.

' In his diary, Truman’s Assistant Press Secretary Eben Ayers probably gets close to some of the reason for the
president’s dread, as well as an opinion that many at the time probably shared: “I am not convinced that all of this
[Potsdam] is a wise thing. It may do no harm, but I cannot help recalling what happened in the case of Woodrow
Wilson...I hope this will not prove a ‘babes in the wood’ affair. But the president has no experience in these
international meetings and discussions, and the other two are tough old hands.” See Eben A. Ayers, Truman in the
White House: The Diary of Eben A. Ayers, Robert H. Ferrell, ed. (Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press,
1991), 51.

"7 As quoted in Andrew J. Rotter, Hiroshima: The World’s Bomb (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 162,
163. Truman later recalled he was “impressed” with Stalin in their first meeting and “talked to him straight from the
shoulder,” adding, “I was pleased with my first visit with Stalin. He seemed to be in a good humor. He was
extremely polite, and when he was ready to leave he told me that he had enjoyed the visit. He invited me to call on
him, and I promised him I would.” See Truman, Memoirs, Vol. 1,341, 342.

'8 Michael Neiberg, Potsdam: The End of World War II and the Remaking of Europe (New York: Basic Books,
2015), 249-251.
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closely than ever bound together in determination...we shall continue to march together to a
lasting peace and a happy world!”"”

Despite this upbeat (and erroneous) assessment, those close to Truman said “he came
away from it [Potsdam] with a feeling of dislike for a big shot personal diplomacy.”*’ He was
finished with great power summitry. Asked four months after the conference about another Big
Three meeting he answered, “I am not in favor of special conferences, and never have been.”
Rather, he wanted the fledgling United Nations to take the lead. “The League of Nations was
ruined by a lot of special conferences,” he stated.”' Many others agreed. During the last half of
the 1940s, personal diplomacy became a much-criticized practice. New York Governor Thomas
Dewey, the Republican presidential nominee in 1948, said that despite the problems Roosevelt
and Truman’s personal diplomacy had caused, he was not going to make it a campaign issue, but

added, “‘I would not have gone [to summits] myself, if President, because that is the way we

1 “Radio Report to the American People on the Potsdam Conference,” August 9, 1945, Public Papers of the
President of the United States (hereafter PP), Harry S. Truman: April 12 to December 31, 1945 (Washington, D.C.:
GPO, 1961), 204, 214. Truman’s prediction failed to materialize, as the wartime alliance soon disintegrated. As
Frank Costigliola has argued, Truman deserves some of that blame. Unlike FDR, Truman was unable to handle the
personal politics involved in maintaining the grand alliance. But the idea that Truman came to office and
immediately broke sharply with Roosevelt’s Soviet policy is inaccurate, as Wilson Miscamble has argued. See
Costigliola, Roosevelt’s Lost Alliances: How Personal Politics Helped Start the Cold War (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2012); Miscamble, From Roosevelt to Truman: Potsdam, Hiroshima, and the Cold War (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2007).

%% John M. Hightower, “Any More Talks With Attlee and Stalin Vetoed by Truman,” Washington Post, November
30, 1945. Part of his dislike came from the physical demands of the conference, which he found “exacting.” In his
memoirs he noted that while he started his days early, Stalin and Churchill were night owls. “This made my days
extra long, and they were filled, in addition to the formal sessions, with long rounds of preparatory conferences with
my advisers, with the study of documents pertaining to meetings, and with work that was required on many state
papers sent on from Washington.” Whenever possible he tried to move proceedings at a brisk pace. “I’m not going
to stay around this terrible place all summer just to listen to speeches,” he told his diary. “I’ll go home to the Senate
for that.” See Truman, Memoirs, Vol. 1, 412; Truman, Off the Record, 54.

*! “President’s News Conference,” November 29, 1945, PP: 1945, 511. Though Truman did invite Stalin to visit the
United States, once at Potsdam and then again in 1946 in the aftermath of Winston Churchill’s “Iron Curtain”
speech. Both times Stalin said his doctors felt it unwise for him to travel. See Arnold A. Offner, Another Such
Victory: President Truman and the Cold War, 1945-1953 (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2002), 137;
“President’s News Conference,” May 31, 1946, PP, Truman: January 1-December 31, 1946 (Washington, D.C.:
GPO, 1962), 281-283.
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22 The Democratic National Committee, sensing Truman’s vulnerability

always lose our shirts.
on the issue, produced a fact sheet attempting to defend the president. It argued that he and
Roosevelt “stood up strongly” for American war aims, and those critical of their handling of
Stalin “do not know the truth—or they are lying for political purposes.””’

But as relations with Stalin soured and the Cold War intensified, Roosevelt’s wartime
diplomacy came under increased scrutiny, particularly the agreements reached at Yalta in 1945.
Within a year, the secret deals he worked out with Stalin became public and further turned many
against diplomacy at the highest-level. “It seems clear in retrospect,” syndicated columnist
Roscoe Drummond wrote, “that personal diplomacy and secret diplomacy were carried to a point
at Yalta not only incompatible with democratic principles but also recklessly inefficient.”** The
conservative Chicago Daily Tribune—always happy to editorialize against FDR’s personal
diplomacy, even during the war—wrote, “Roosevelt’s personal diplomacy was a model of
everything that the responsible leader of the nation ought not to do. It was reckless and

9925

mistaken.””” Five years after Roosevelt’s death, the paper was still on the attack: “We have been

hooked by the secret and personal diplomacy of the vainglorious war time President.”*

Truman was true to his word and did not meet with Stalin again, though he did flirt with

sending Chief Justice Fred Vinson to Moscow as his personal peace emissary weeks before the

*? Clayton Knowles, “Big Parties to Avoid Foreign Policy Fight: But They Probably Will Indulge in Some Sniping
on the Details,” New York Times, August 15, 1948. Dewey, like Truman himself, wanted to return to normal
diplomatic channels. While not outright rejecting the possibility of a summit with Stalin, he felt that “the record of
personal diplomacy in the past is not good.” See Thomas Morrow, “Dewey Sketches Policies: Leaders to Get Voice
in Legislative Forums,” Chicago Daily Tribune, June 26, 1948.

2 «“Fact Sheet no. 10: The Yalta and Potsdam Conferences With Russia,” Democratic National Committee Research
Division, August 17, 1945, Folder: 1948 Pres Campaign Foreign Affairs; Box 33: 1948 Campaign Reference
Material; Papers of George M. Elsey—Speech File; HTL. For the ways Republicans used Yalta as a political issue
in the decades following the conference, see Athan G. Theoharis, The Yalta Myths: An Issue in U.S. Politics, 1945-
1955 (Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, 1970).

* Roscoe Drummond, “State of the Nation,” Christian Science Monitor, January 31, 1946.

> «A Few Home Truths,” Chicago Daily Tribune, September 2, 1947

*% “The Ghost of Yalta,” Chicago Daily Tribune, November 27, 1950.
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1948 election.”” But with the return to power of Winston Churchill in 1951, the idea of a Big
Three gathering was rekindled. A well-known advocate of personal diplomacy, Churchill
suggested that a summit held the possibility of lowering tensions and solving problems between
the Soviet Union and the West.”® His counterpart in France, Vincent Auriol, was of a similar
mind. But not all shared this view. As one paper editorialized, “In today’s world illusions are
risky; and none is more dangerous than the one which assumes that high policy for great states
can be manipulated successfully as a personal affair by three or four leading personages.”*’

If Truman’s own attitude toward the practice and the public backlash against it was not
enough, Secretary of State Dean Acheson also opposed presidential personal diplomacy. He had
a “deep dislike and distrust” of it. Though diplomacy at the highest-level might be “glamorous,”
he believed that leaders at the summit were often “ill prepared” or “unreliable.” By meeting face-
to-face, Acheson believed that presidents lost the advantage that distance provided and therefore
weakened their bargaining position. If a diplomat makes a bad agreement, there is always the
president behind him to correct it. But when a president does the negotiating, there is no safety
valve. Using a sports analogy, Acheson mused, “When a chief of state or head of government
makes a fumble, the goal line is open behind him.”**

But this attitude did not mean that Truman would have no interaction with his foreign

counterparts. Rather, he and Acheson made a distinction between meeting with leaders of

friendly nations and high-profile summits with the Soviet Union. Indeed, in many instances the

*" The Vinson gambit was met with some harsh editorials. The Hartford Courant, for example, wrote that it was an
“off-the-cuff” idea that “bother[s] most thoughtful Americans.” The UN and Western allies were “dismayed” at the
president’s attempt to bypass them, and “his willingness to manipulate our foreign policy to aid his own political
advantage is shocking.” See “A Dangerous Proposal,” Hartford Courant, October 10, 1948.

*¥ For Churchill’s belief in and use of personal diplomacy, see Klaus Larres, Churchill’s Cold War: The Politics of
Personal Diplomacy (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2002).

%% «personal Diplomacy,” Daily Boston Globe, November 7, 1951.

¥ Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation: My Years in the State Department (New York: W. W. Norton and
Company, 1987 [1969]), 480.
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Administration saw Truman’s interactions with other leaders as an important element in its
foreign policy. For example in the Middle East, where the Administration sought to use personal
diplomacy to achieve multiple objectives in Iran, such as bolster it against communist
aggression, keep its oil fields in friendly hands, and secure the U.S. position in the country. To
further these aims the State Department’s Middle East hands suggested that the Shah of Iran
should visit the United States. Though the “most influential and only stable element in Iran,” he
needed to be “constantly encouraged [in order] to keep Iran firm in the face of continuing Soviet
pressure which threaten United States security interests in the Middle East.” It was believed a
visit by the Shah would promote this.”'

Less than a month before the visit, U.S. Ambassador to Iran John Wiley provided
Truman with an analysis of the Iranian leader’s background and personality. In describing the
potential benefits of a visit, Wiley told the president that the young Shah “is susceptible to very
considerable development and that his trip to the United States can be a most important turning
point in his life and in our relations with Iran,” adding that “personal contact with you...will be
of great value.” Overall, the ambassador felt that the visit “may exercise a decisive influence
upon him, with an impact upon the development of the American position in this strategic
segment of the Middle East.”** When the Shah arrived in November 1949 the Administration
tried to downplay the political aspects and portray the visit as simply one of “goodwill.” But
with the Shah asking for money and weapons and directly linking the security of Iran with the

“peace and prosperity of the world,” the political elements were clear.’

*! Memorandum, Joseph Satterwaite to Stanley Woodward, “Invitation by the President to the Shah of Iran to visit
the United States,” January 13, 1949, Folder: 158-8, Iran: General; Box 158: PSF—Foreign Affairs; HTL.

32 Letter, John C. Wiley to Truman, October 25, 1949, Folder: 158-8, Iran: General; Box 158: PSF—Foreign
Affairs; HTL.

33 Harold B. Hinton, “Soviet Disregards Contracts, Truman Tells Shah of Iran,” New York Times, November 17,
1949; “Iran’s Shah Asks U.S. Arms, Funds,” New York Times, November 18, 1949.
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The Truman Administration used personal diplomacy in other regions as well. In Asia, it
tried to prevent war between newly independent Pakistan and India. The main source of tension
was the region of Kashmir, which both nations claimed and had been a powder keg since
independence in 1947. The UN had tried to mediate, but progress lagged. If India and Pakistan
failed to come to an agreement, world peace would be threatened and both nations would fail in
their development efforts, Dean Acheson warned. “I need not dwell upon the opportunities
which these developments would afford to subversive elements in both countries,” he said. To
help forestall this, in the summer of 1949 Acheson suggested Truman send letters to the leaders
of both nations urging them to cooperate with the UN. He believed that a presidential message
“would lend vigorous support” to any new efforts, and “would provide a further affirmation of
the faith and confidence of the United States in the United Nations as a means of preserving
peace.”* Truman approved and letters were dispatched. But as all presidents learned, personal
diplomacy does not always work. Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru was “‘surprised at the
intervention’” of Truman—and not in a good way. Both Pakistan and India were “cool” to the
president’s proposal of UN mediation. Eventually Pakistan consented, but India did not. *°

Closer to home, Truman went on goodwill trips to Mexico, Canada, and Brazil in 1947.

The trip to Mexico was the first official state visit ever undertaken by an American president.

Truman’s visit to Brazil was also a state visit, and provided the opportunity for him to address

** Memorandum, Acheson to Truman, “Proposed Message to Prime Ministers of India and Pakistan Urging
Arbitration of a Truce in Kashmir,” July 5, 1949, Folder: State Department, Correspondence, 1949 [2 of 3]; Box 40;
WHCF—Confidential File; HTL.

3% Percy Wood, “India, Pakistan Cool to Truman Kashmir Plea: Neither Side Wishes to Withdraw Troops,” Chicago
Duaily Tribune, September 5, 1949; “Nehru ‘Surprised’ At Truman Move: Indian Prime Minister Speaks Caustically
of ‘Intervention’ in the Kashmir Dispute,” New York Times, September 5, 1949; Memorandum, James E. Webb to
Truman, “Proposed Letter to Prime Minister of Pakistan Commending His Attitude in Kashmir Dispute,” October
31, 1949, Folder: State Department, Correspondence, 1949 [1 of 3]; Box 40; WHCF—Confidential File; HTL.

75



the Inter-American Conference for the Maintenance of Continental Peace and Security, which
produced the Rio Pact, a mutual security agreement for the hemisphere.*

On all three trips Truman received high marks. A survey of U.S. editorials showed
“endorsement” of the Mexico trip, which according to the report “seems to come closer to being
unanimous than has been the case with any of the other acts or statements of the President yet
covered.”’ The results in the Mexican press were even better. The State Department reported the
visit was an unqualified success, and Truman’s honoring of the Nifios Héroes—a small group of
teenage soldiers who died in 1847 during the Mexican-American War—*“had tremendous
emotional appeal, [and] was deeply appreciated.”® The trip to Canada had a similar effect. The
president’s three-day visit was front-page news in Canadian papers with editorials that were
“unanimously highly favorable.” The approximately thirty-five U.S. correspondents who
travelled with the president also reported positively.”” And in Brazil, Truman experienced a
raucous reception, as a million Brazilians lined the streets to welcome him. While the president’s
trip might not have enthralled those in the United States, it meant something to the nation’s
southern neighbors according to the New York Times. “South of the Rio Grande the arrival of a
United States President is first page news for weeks before and after the event,” the paper stated.

“It 1s concrete evidence to them that the United States Government’s whole attention is not

*® The decision to address the conference, however, only came once it was clear that the meeting would be
successful. As presidential adviser Clark Clifford said, “Regarding the President’s trip to Rio...the most important
question involved is whether or not the Rio conference is a success...We do not want the President to come down
and make a speech to the conference if it has become involved in serious difficulties and if it has been unable to
reach its goal.” Thus, the plan was to accept Brazil’s invitation for a state visit, but not set the date. Then if it the
conference’s prospects looked promising, tell Brazil the exact date for the trip and that the president would address
the conference. See Transcript of Telephone Conversation, William Pawley and Clark Clifford, August 5, 1947,
Folder: 87-7, Brazil: August 31-September 20, 1947 [1 of 2]; Box 87; PSF—Trip File; HTL.

37 «“Editorial Reaction to Current Events: President’s Trip to Mexico,” Division of Press Intelligence, Office of
Government Reports, March 14, 1947, Folder: 88-7, Mexico: March 3-6, 1947 [2 of 2]; Box 88; PSF—Trip File;
HTL.

38 Letter, Dwight Dickinson to Secretary of State, “Visit of President Truman to Mexico,” March 15, 1947, Folder:
88-6, Mexico: March 3-6, 1947 [1 of 2]; Box 88; PSF—Trip File; HTL.

39 Airgram, Department of State, Atherton to Secretary of State, June 13, 1947, Folder: 88-5, Canada, Ottawa: June
9-12, 1947; Box 88; PSF—Trip File; HTL.
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centered on Europe or Asia when our busiest executive finds the time to call on them and to

acquire a first-hand knowledge of their problems and their attitudes.”*’

While symbolically the South American sojourn was important, Europe remained central.
In Truman’s last year in office his most high-profile visitor was Winston Churchill, recently
returned to office. Some predicted his return would mean closer Anglo-American ties. But
differences remained. Most evident was Churchill’s desire for summit diplomacy. But as the
Associated Press reported, “Truman is expected to throw cold water on Churchill’s pet project
for a meeting of top western leaders with Premier Stalin.””*!

In the months leading up to the visit, the State Department expected Churchill to want to
discuss a Big Four summit or a solo visit to Moscow. It noted, however, that the Administration
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“presumably would attempt to discourage such meetings.” ™~ While this was said privately, the

British press was predicting the prime minister would be received coolly. One British paper
reported that Truman “‘saw no reason for Mr. Churchill’s visit at all, was really rather annoyed

at the prospect of it, and had told the British Embassy that he was going to bed at 9 o’clock

29

regardless of the Prime Minister.”” Another noted that it was “‘bad manners’” to receive

Churchill in ““such a surly way.””*

Truman rejected such stories as “foolish” and told the press he would give Churchill “as

2944

hearty a welcome as I know how to give any visitor.”"" Indeed, the president welcomed the

prime minister with kind words, stating at the airport welcoming ceremony, “I can’t tell you

0 C.p. Trussell, 1,000,000 Acclaim Truman on Entry in Brazil’s Capital,” New York Times, September 2, 1947;
“Rolling Down to Rio,” New York Times, August 8, 1947.

41 Associated Press, “Closer Ties for U.S. and Britain Seen,” Los Angeles Times, October 27, 1951.

2 Telegram, Department of State to London, November 21, 1951, Folder: Foreign Relations—Churchill-Truman
Conference, January 1952; Box 59; Papers of George M. Elsey—Subject File; HTL.

* Raymond Daniell, “British Press Says A Cool Reception Awaits Churchill: Correspondents in Washington
Intimate That His Parley With Truman Will Fail,” New York Times, January 3, 1952.

# «“The President’s News Conference,” January 3, 1952, PP, Truman: January 1, 1952 to January 20, 1953
(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1966), 5.
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when I have had more pleasure than I have this morning in welcoming you as a visitor to the
United States.” Later he toasted Churchill as ““the great man of the age.””*> And despite the
stories of disharmony, on substantive issues the visit appeared to go well, as both sides came to
agreement on various political and military matters. Churchill had said upon arrival that the main
goal of the visit was not so much specific agreements, but to “‘establish close and intimate
understanding between heads of governments.’”” Officials on both sides seemed to agree this
occurred.*

Though Churchill’s visit recalled the days of WWII and his frequent conferences with
Franklin Roosevelt, times had changed. The Soviet Union had gone from ally to enemy, and
British power had declined. Churchill came as less an equal and more a supplicant. The mood in
the United States had changed as well. The nation the prime minister had “been accustomed to
deal has gone beyond recall. There should be no mistake about that,” the Washington Post
editorialized. “Mr. Churchill will come in contact with a reaction against the personal
policymaking on the part of the wartime Roosevelt. In none is the reaction more pronounced than
in the present occupant of the White House.””*’

Presidential personal diplomacy during the Truman years, while not disappearing, lost the
glamour, drama, and political effect of the Roosevelt era. Many Americans looked at it
suspiciously, as did the president himself. The Administration, however, did believe the practice
could serve larger policy objectives and sought to employ it where possible. But Truman would

never become associated with personal diplomacy like his predecessor or successors.

45 «“Remarks of Welcome to Prime Minister Churchill at the Washington National Airport,” January 5, 1952, Ibid., 9;
United Press, “Truman Toasts Churchill As ‘Great Man of the Age,”” New York Times, January 8, 1952.

% James Reston, “Truman, Churchill Agree On 3 Points As Parley Closes,” New York Times, January 9, 1952.

7 «“Welcome For Churchill,” Washington Post, January 5, 1952.
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After the Truman-Churchill parley, the Washington Post chided a group of Republican
senators who criticized the talks. The paper felt they would have done better to pick a different
issue for their partisan attacks. “The memory of Yalta, to be sure, gives a certain superficial
justification to their resolution calling for ‘full disclosure’ of the matters discussed,” the paper
wrote. “The personal diplomacy of the Roosevelt era has left a bad taste. But if there is anything
that differentiates the Truman regime from its predecessor, it is the absence of this sort of

2948

personal diplomacy.”™ Truman’s successor would display certain ambivalence to personal

diplomacy as well, but by the end of his term would be full immersed in it.

“I Am Not Afraid to Meet Anybody Face to Face to Talk, But the World Gets in a Habit of
Expecting a Lot.”: Eisenhower’s Personal Diplomacy

In Dwight Eisenhower’s first State of the Union message in 1953, he sketched the outline
of his Administration’s approach to the Cold War. In proclaiming a new direction in U.S. foreign
policy, he averred that the United States “shall never acquiesce in the enslavement of any
people...[and] recognizes no kind of commitment contained in secret understandings of the past
with foreign governments which permit this kind of enslavement.”*’ According to the Chicago
Daily Tribune, “everybody assumed that he intended a resounding repudiation of Tehran, Yalta,
and Potsdam, and the personal and unconstitutional diplomacy of Mr. Roosevelt and Mr.
Truman.” The paper, however, was not pleased with a resolution Eisenhower submitted to both
houses of Congress on the subject of enslaved peoples. It mocked the new president’s proposals
as a “threatened bang reduced to a whimper.” Rather than forcefully criticize his predecessors’

dealings, the paper lamented that Eisenhower simply said that the problem with past agreements

* «“Notes From The Right,” Washington Post, January 16, 1952,
# «Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union,” February 2, 1953, PP, Dwight D. Eisenhower:
January 20 to December 31, 1953 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1960), 13, 14.
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was not the agreements themselves, but Soviet failure to live up to its end of the bargain. By not
directly attacking Roosevelt and Truman’s personal diplomacy, the paper said Eisenhower “has
adopted the apologia of the New Dealers and has made it his own and seeks to make it that of the
Republican party.”°

Though the Chicago Daily Tribune saw Eisenhower’s lack of condemnation as tacit
approval for the personal diplomacy of his Democratic predecessors, the truth was the opposite.
“‘This idea of the President of the United States going personally abroad to negotiate—it’s just
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damn stupid,”” Eisenhower once said. “‘Every time a President has gone abroad to get into the

details of these things he’s lost his shirt.””"

He was not in favor of a Yalta or Potsdam type
meeting with Soviet leaders. Indeed, in his first two years he only left the country three times,
and those trips were to neighboring Canada, Mexico, and Bermuda.

Despite Eisenhower’s caution on summitry, however, from the beginning of his
Administration the possibility of such a parley was frequently mentioned. Weeks before he took
office, Churchill once again came to the United States. While calling on Truman, the prime

minister came to confer with the president-elect, and one of the topics of conversation was a

possible Big Three meeting.”” Calls for a summit with the Soviets—especially by Churchill—

>0 “yalta in Review: I,” Chicago Daily Tribune, February 24, 1953. For text of Eisenhower’s message to Congress,
see “Letter to the President of the Senate and to the Speaker of the House of Representatives Transmitting a
Proposed Resolution on Subjugated Peoples,” February 20, 1953, PP: 1953, 56-58.

> As quoted in Emmet John Hughes, The Ordeal of Power: A Political Memoir of the Eisenhower Years (New
York: Atheneum, 1963), 151.

>2 “Big Four to Meet?: Top U.S. Diplomats Sift Developments,” Christian Science Monitor, January 2, 1953; Drew
Pearson, “Ike-Churchill Highlights Disclosed,” Washington Post, January 16, 1953. This pre-inauguration meeting
showed the suspicion that surrounded presidential personal diplomacy at the time. Eisenhower had to reassure
Republican senators that his meeting with Churchill was simply a social visit and that no serious negotiating would
take place. “*He said we didn’t have to worry about any commitments,”” New Hampshire Senator Styles Bridges
told reporters, “‘not only to Churchill but to other foreign leaders.”” Indeed, in Eisenhower’s diary, he noted that he
had told the prime minister, “I am quite ready to communicate with him personally on our old basis of intimate
friendship, where discussions between us would help advance our common interests. But I made clear to him that
when official agreement or understanding must be reached, it must be done through” official diplomatic channels.
See Associated Press, “No Promises to Churchill, Senators Told,” Washington Post, January 3, 1953; Dwight
Eisenhower, The Eisenhower Diaries, Robert H. Ferrell, ed. (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1981), 222.
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grew after Stalin’s death in March 1953. But the Eisenhower Administration was hesitant. When
the British prime minister came back in June 1954, the president told him leader-to-leader
negotiations “was one field where he was completely inexperienced.””” The Administration did
not think a hastily arranged meeting would be productive. Rather, it wanted to lay the
groundwork at lower levels, which it felt would increase the likelihood of a successful meeting at
the highest-level. “I am not afraid to meet anybody face to face to talk,” Eisenhower told the
prime minister, “but the world gets in a habit of expecting a lot.”>*

“When can the heads of states, that are very busy men, when can they meet and
discuss...with some promise of progress?” the president rhetorically asked during a press
conference. “I am personally ready to do anything, and the only thing that I believe that the
dignity and the self-respect of the United States demands is that we have some reasonable
indication that progress can be made.” When asked his thoughts on the value of leader-to-leader
talks rather than diplomacy through subordinates, Eisenhower said, “I suppose there are times
when the highest authorities, taking great questions of policy, might do better by meeting,
establishing personal contacts, maybe personal confidence, mutual confidence. But, by and large,
I think that these things must be done through the Foreign Offices and State Department, because
they are so complicated, and so much in the way of procedure, and all that sort of thing, comes
into it. It would be unwise to depend entirely on just meeting of the heads of state, and that kind
of person.””

Many shared Eisenhower’s hesitancy. The Washington Post objected not to the idea of a

summit, but that Churchill “puts the cart before the horse...[having] too much confidence in the

3 Memorandum of a Meeting of President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Churchill, June 26, 1954, FRUS, 1952-
1954, Vol. VI: Western Europe and Canada, pt. 1, doc. 473, (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1986), 1098.

> Ibid., 1099.

>> “The President’s News Conference,” May 14, 1953, PP: 1953, 284, 285-286.
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ability of top-level leaders to solve great problems before the groundwork for solutions has been
laid.”* The Wall Street Journal agreed, noting that until there is a real possibility of successful
talks, personal diplomacy would be “useless” and “build up hopes which must end in
disillusionment.” Even worse, “it would be a temptation to the kind of grand and desperate
bargaining” seen at Yalta and Potsdam.’’

It would take two and half years for Eisenhower to sit down with Soviet leaders. But even
months before that meeting the Administration was still insisting that certain preconditions had
to be met. In March 1955, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Democrat
Walter George of Georgia, publically pushed the Administration to agree to a summit without
the type of groundwork it continually advocated. “‘If we insist on advance conditions,’” George

(113

argued, “‘we are not going to get anywhere.’” The senator’s comments came at the same time
that the State Department published documents relating to the Yalta Conference.’® This gave the
president’s fellow Republicans a new opportunity to attack the personal diplomacy of the
Roosevelt era, and gave him another reason for pause.

Eisenhower also made a constitutional argument about why he was reluctant to go

abroad. He maintained that his duties in the United States prevented him from leaving for

extended periods of time. “It is always an awkward thing,” the president told the British prime

>% «“Churchill: First Things First,” Washington Post, May 13, 1953. For skeptical Americans, Churchill’s love of
personal diplomacy was insidious. As journalist Marquis Childs wrote, many Americans saw the British prime
minister “as a cunning old spider only waiting to lure the innocent American fly into his web.” See Marquis Childs,
“Tight Security Shields Big Three,” Washington Post, December 8, 1953.

>7 «personal Diplomacy,” Wall Street Journal, May 15, 1953.

*¥ Richard L. Strout, “Eisenhower Rejects Big Four ‘Personal Diplomacy,”” Christian Science Monitor, March 22,
1955. The publication of the Yalta papers is a fascinating story of partisan wrangling, bureaucratic infighting, and
genuine national security concerns. See Joshua Botts, “‘Out of the Frying Pan Into the Fire,” 1945-1957” in Toward
“Thorough, Accurate, and Reliable”: A History of the Foreign Relations of the United States, Williams B.
McAllister, Joshua Botts, Peter Cozzens, and Aaron W. Marrs (Washington, D.C.: U .S. Department of State, Office
of the Historian, 2015), 148-171. In a letter to Churchill, Eisenhower told the prime minister that he was “unhappy”
about the Yalta papers being published. He said that he had tried to keep the documents from being made public, but
a leak at the State Department made it impossible. See Letter, Eisenhower to Churchill, March 22, 1959, Folder:
President—Churchill Jan. 1, 1955-April 7, 1955 (3); Box 19; Papers of the President (Ann Whitman File) (hereafter
AWF)—International Series; Dwight D. Eisenhower Library (hereafter DEL).
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minister, “for the President to leave this country for more than a day or so0.”>” And as Dulles
explained to his British counterpart, while the British public may be accustomed to their prime
minister negotiating at a summit, “it is unusual for the President of the US, who is not only head
of government but also head of state, to participate personally in international negotiations, and
there is considerable sentiment against his doing so at all.”®

But in July 1955, Eisenhower, along with the heads of Britain and France, met with the
leaders of the Soviet Union. In May, new British Prime Minister Anthony Eden wrote to the
president telling him that “the time has come when ‘top level’ talks between heads of
Government could play a useful part in the reduction of world tension.” Eden hoped he would

give the idea “earnest consideration.”®’

Eisenhower responded that he and Dulles were “a bit
surprised” that the British had gone so far as to make an official proposal, and while not
completely dismissing the idea, he continued to insist that preparation had to be done at lower
diplomatic levels.”?

The Administration’s resistance, however, slowly eroded as British and French insistence
intensified and public opinion seemed to demand a summit. As Eisenhower recalled in his
memoirs, he did not want to “appear senselessly stubborn in my attitude toward a Summit

meeting—so hopefully desired by many.”*

The Soviet Union helped move things along as well
by finally signing the Austrian State Treaty after years of disputes with the West. According to

Eisenhower, many saw this as “a deed auguring well for melting the Soviet ice that had frozen

%9 Letter, Eisenhower to Eden, May 31, 1955, Folder: Eden 4/6/55-12/31/55 (6); Box 21; AWF—International
Series; DEL.

%9 Telegram, Department of State, Ankara Embassy to Secretary of State, January 29, 1958, Folder: Dulles, John
Foster Jan ’58 (1); Box 9; AWF—Dulles-Herter Series; DEL.

11 etter From Prime Minister Eden to President Eisenhower, May 6, 1955, doc. 103, FRUS, 1955-1957, Vol. V:
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1953-1956 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 1963), 503-527.
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fruitful negotiation.”® The president also warmed to the summit because of the type of gathering
envisioned. Rather than hard negotiations, the meeting would set the agenda for future talks at
lower levels. “I, of course, see serious disadvantages in any meeting of the President with the
heads of the Soviet Union,” Dulles noted, “but in the form proposed which is merely to consider
whether or not ways and means can be found to settle differences and not to reach any
substantive decisions, probably the harm is held to a minimum.”®’

Thus, though the Administration agreed to a summit it did not believe there would be any
major breakthroughs. Despite the peace offensive by the new Soviet leadership, “no change is
required in the basic U.S. objectives and national strategy,” the National Security Council stated.
The United States should look to negotiate if an issue could be resolved to its advantage, but the
nation “should without relaxation continue the steady development of strength, confidence and
military readiness.”®

In a meeting with members of Congress, Eisenhower noted that the United States “goes
with hope, and not with false expectations.” He assured them “there is no sentiment for
appeasement.”®’ To the American public he had a similar message. Speaking to the nation on
radio and television, the president said his goal was “to change the spirit” that had existed since
the end of WWIIL. He spoke eloquently of peace and hope, but he also felt the need to defend his
mission. With many still opposed to top-level summits, Eisenhower tried to distinguish between

the upcoming Geneva summit and those of the past. He noted that this was the first time a

president was traveling to such a conference in peacetime. Rather than dealing with issues of

* Ibid.

6% Telegram From the Secretary of State to the Department of State, May 8, 1955, doc. 107, FRUS, 1955-1957, Vol.
V., 170-171. For Eisenhower, the summit was “exploratory only, and no substantive problems or decisions should be
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1955-1957, Vol. V., 180.
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war, he was going to “prevent wars, in order to see whether in this time of stress and strain we
cannot devise measure that will keep from us this terrible scourge that afflicts mankind.” He also
critiqued wartime conferences for “too much... attention to details, by an effort apparently to
work on specific problems, rather than to establish a spirit or attitude in which to approach them.
Success, therefore, has been meager.”68

Eisenhower went on to add that the problem with past conferences was that they had
“been mere opportunities for exploitation of nationalistic ambitions” and a venue for
“propaganda. ..to spread to the world.”® This, however, was exactly what the Administration
planned to do at Geneva. The propaganda value of the summit was paramount. A report
compiled by the State Department noted that “the success or failure of the Big Four Meeting,
psychologically, and of the American performance in it, will be determined predominately by
opinion reactions in the U.S. and Western Europe.””

The Administration was more concerned with public opinion than actually solving
issues—and for good reason. Fifty-five percent of Americans polled before the summit thought
the men meeting in Geneva would “be able to reach agreement on...the big problems in the
world.””" Thus the perception of success was key. “A basic U.S. aim at Geneva,” presidential
adviser Nelson Rockefeller told Eisenhower, “must be to capture the political and psychological
imagination of the world.” And because the Soviets usually used such conferences for

propaganda, the Administration had to be prepared. “In view of the prolonged build-up and the

widespread interest shown in the Four Power Conference, the propaganda stakes at Geneva may

6% «“Radio and Television Address to the American People Prior to Departure for the Big Four Conference at
Geneva,” July 15, 1955, PP, Eisenhower: January 1 to December 31, 1955 (Washington, D.C.: GPO), 701, 702,
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prove more significant than the actual conference results,” Rockefeller added.”* Thus
Eisenhower’s revealing of his dramatic Open Skies proposal, which would have allowed each
side to conduct aerial surveillance over the other’s territory. The Administration knew there was
little to no chance the Soviets would accept, but it correctly assumed that it would be a public
relations score.”

Geneva “had been hailed by the world as a great success, even a diplomatic triumph for
the West,” Eisenhower recalled. The talks had been amicable and the Soviets seemed willing to
look for ways to improve relations. In the month following the summit, one poll found that 78%
of Americans had heard or read about it. Eisenhower’s approval rating, an enviable 73% before
the conference, was 75% a few weeks later (whether the bump was summit related is unclear).”
But post-summit progress failed to live up to expectations, and “disillusionment had followed.”
In his memoirs, however, Eisenhower wrote that Geneva was “a limited success” because the

Soviets were exposed. “All could now see the nature of Soviet diplomatic tactics as contrasted

> Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant (Rockefeller) to the President, “Psychological Strategy at
Geneva,” July 11, 1955, doc. 154, FRUS, 1955-1957, Vol. V, 298. Dulles was perturbed by Rockefeller’s proposals.
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156, FRUS, 1955-1957, Vol. V, 305.
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with those of the Free World.” But he also felt that the “spirit of Geneva” never totally died and
created opportunities for East-West dialogue.”

While Eisenhower shied away from traveling abroad for high-profile summits, he had a
steady stream of foreign leaders confer with him in the United States.”® Though sometimes these
meetings also proved problematic. “It seems to me this business of entertaining Heads of State
can be run into the ground a little bit,” Eisenhower told Dulles. “In fact the more we do of it, the
more there seems to be done.” During state visits the president wanted to somehow limit the
“agony of the state dinner” and the reciprocal dinner at the visiting leader’s embassy.”’ Dulles
acknowledged that Eisenhower’s “calendar has been crowded with foreign visitors,” but he
assured the president that he instructed the State Department to limit official state visits. The
“agony” of reciprocal dinners, however, was something the president would have to endure, but
only on formal visits. More informal ones could limit such affairs.”*And it was informal visits
where Eisenhower truly made his mark on the development of personal diplomacy.

In Eisenhower’s first three years in office, thirty-seven world leaders came to the United
States. His successor John F. Kennedy would welcome nearly that many in his first year in
office, yet compared to the eighteen world leaders that came during Truman’s first full three
years and only seven during FDR’s first three, Eisenhower set a new record. As the New York
Times reported, “both the President and his chief foreign policy advisers have become convinced

that these personal meetings and intimate téte-a-tétes are a most valuable lubricant to the wheels

® Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, 530.

7% In his memoirs Eisenhower boasted that during his time as president, he hosted thirty-seven official visits by
world leaders and 210 meetings, both at home and abroad. See Ibid., 237.

7 Letter, Eisenhower to Dulles, May 31, 1954, Folder: Dulles, John Foster Aug. 1954 (2); Box 4; AWF—Dulles-
Herter Series; DEL.

8 Memorandum, Eisenhower to Dulles, “Visit to the United States of President Magloire of Haiti,” June 16, 1954,
Folder: Dulles, John Foster Aug. 1954 (2); Box 4; AWF—Dulles-Herter Series; DEL.
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»7 Rather than formal conferences, Eisenhower favored informal talks, often

of world diplomacy.
outside of Washington. This stood in contrast to the president’s predecessors. Journalist James
Reston observed that Eisenhower liked talks that had an “atmosphere of genial informality”
where there were few advisers, no formal agenda, and little protocol. ** This type of personal
diplomacy was thought to promote trust and goodwill and was seen as a method to counter
Soviet propaganda.®’ According to one Administration official, these private informal talks also

(113

had value because “‘the President brought to later [National] Security Council meetings a

freshness of viewpoint and a sense of familiarity with the issues concerning these countries that
had been missing before.””**

One example of this type of informal diplomacy was a meeting at White Sulphur
Springs, West Virginia, where in March 1956 Eisenhower conferred with the leaders of Mexico
and Canada. There was no formal agenda, and as White House Press Secretary James Hagerty
noted, the gathering was ““called for the purpose of getting to know each other better.””® After
two days of talks there were no agreements or communiqué, but according to Eisenhower the
meeting was “‘a great success’” and accomplished exactly what it was meant to—enhanced
understanding and friendship.**

Later in the year Eisenhower hosted Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru at his farm

in Gettysburg, Pennsylvania. “Informal, friendly talks between the President and the Prime

Minister at this time may have an historic significance,” the State Department predicted. Though

7 Cabell Phillips, “Talks With Nehru Typify U.S. ‘Personal Diplomacy,”” New York Times, December 23, 1956.

% James Reston, “The President’s Talks: An Appraisal of New Diplomatic Pattern Set by Eisenhower’s Personal
Contacts,” New York Times, March 28, 1956.

1 William H. Stringer, “President Plays Role: New Diplomatic Era Seen,” Christian Science Monitor, March 30,
1956.

%2 Phillips, “Talks With Nehru,” New York Times, December 23, 1956

%3 Chalmers M. Roberts, “Ruiz Cortines and St. Laurent Fly to Talks at W. Va. Resort,” Washington Post, March 27,
1956.

“W.H. Lawrence, “Eisenhower Elated at 3-Power Talks,” New York Times, March 29, 1956.
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hyperbolic, the Administration felt that events had conspired to align American and Indian
policy. Despite disagreements over Pakistan and China, Indian disapproval of Soviet action in
Hungary and the split between the United States and its European allies after the Suez Crisis
(which the Administration thought gave it added prestige in the developing world) made the
State Department think that talks between Nehru and Eisenhower “could have far-reaching
consequences.”®> But despite the perceived importance of these talks, Eisenhower’s public
attitude was not much different than when he met with his Canadian and Mexican counterparts.
The president was not looking to negotiate or come to any agreements. Rather, as he noted days
before the prime minister’s visit, “its main utility would be to provide for a general discussion of
matters of common interest.” On specific issues that Nehru might bring up, he thought he “could
do little more than listen. Any detailed discussions and negotiations should be carried out at
another level.”*

With Eisenhower’s approach, a critic might assume such meetings were simply window
dressing, designed to show action, but lacking in substance.®’ But during the 1950s, these were
exactly the kind of meetings the American public wanted. There was no great demand or desire
for the president to personally engage in serious negotiations. What the public wanted was for

the president to promote peace and goodwill. Indeed, during his 1956 reelection campaign,

Eisenhower portrayed himself as the peace candidate. This theme dominated his television ads

% Briefing Book—Nehru’s Visit, Background Paper, “The Circumstances of the Nehru Visit,” December 12, 1956,
Folder: State, Department of (1956) [Briefing Book—Nehru’s Visit] (2); Box 72; AWF—Subject Series; DEL.

86 Summary of a Meeting With the President, December 14, 1956, doc. 162, FRUS, 1955-1957, Vol. VIII: South
Asia (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1987), 329. In the case of Nehru, Eisenhower felt that the Indian leader “seems to be
often more swayed by personality than by logical argument. He seems to be intensely personal in his whole
approach.” See Letter From the President to the Secretary of State, March 23, 1955, doc. 144, FRUS, 1955-1957,
Vol. VII1, 278. For Eisenhower’s recollection of his Gettysburg talks with Nehru, see Eisenhower, The White House
Years: Waging Peace, 1956-1961 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 1965), 106-114.

Tt is quite possible that Eisenhower’s public posture on personal diplomacy was part of a larger strategy to appear
non-controversial and a non-political in order to deflect criticism, thus fitting his overall leadership style. See Fred
Greenstein, The Hidden-Hand Presidency: Eisenhower as Leader (New York: Basic Books, 1982).
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during the election. “I can’t see how Mr. Stevenson has any experience in dealing with foreign
countries,” one commercial featuring a college aged woman stated. “But both our allies and our
enemies respect the greatness of President Eisenhower. In order to keep the peace, we need a
president that other countries will listen to.”® And Eisenhower nurtured this image and advanced
U.S. foreign policy through friendly, informal talks with other world leaders.

This sentiment was reflected in two of the nation’s leading papers. “Results from such
a[n] [informal] conference are bound to be intangible,” the New York Times editorialized, “and
no one is truly in a position today to say whether the good that may come of the meeting will
compensate for the time spent on it.” But, the paper noted, world leaders, “meeting in an easy,
informal atmosphere that induced goodwill and good feelings, are bound to come up with
improved understanding and with ideas and suggestions on all sorts of questions.”® The
Washington Post concurred. “There is much to be said for the calming effect of the easy
atmosphere which the President can create. It is in such meetings that the deep sincerity of his
personality shines through.” The paper, however, also noted the leeriness many Americans still
felt toward personal diplomacy. Roosevelt and his contemporaries were “tempted to the belief
that they could change the course of the world by mere verbal accord,” but “history has proved,
deep-seated differences and opposite national objectives remained despite the pleasantries.” The
paper reminded its readers that Eisenhower’s “homely chats” would not solve world problems by

90
themselves.

8 «College Girl,” Eisenhower 1956, Museum of the Moving Image, The Living Room Candidate: Presidential
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The Administration sought to leverage other forms of personal diplomacy as well, such as
sending Vice President Richard Nixon abroad as Eisenhower’s surrogate numerous times.”'
Correspondence was another tool. “You might wish to consider sending personal
communications from time to time to those heads of state or government who have visited the
United States and have had the opportunity to became acquainted with you,” Secretary of State
Dulles told the president. “Such communications, I believe, will prove very effective in

92 With close allies, Eisenhower found that personal

promoting closer relations with our friends.
messages assisted in keeping the channels of communication open and helped him formulate
ideas. For example, he found it “useful” to “‘think out loud’” through correspondence when he
was unable to meet with his British counterpart.”

Eisenhower also kept up a steady correspondence with Soviet leaders, though it
eventually devolved into a public relations campaign more than serious diplomacy. Beginning in
September 1955, after the Geneva meeting, Eisenhower and Soviet leaders exchanged seventy-
two messages over five years. Though covering important topics, the messages tended to be very
detailed, concerning themselves with points generally discussed at lower diplomatic levels. But
what made this exchange truly unique was that the messages were made public, sometimes

before the recipient even received them. As Elmer Plischke noted, the exchange “tended to take

on characteristics of ‘speechmaking’ rather than instruments of consultation and negotiation. As

*! John C. Baumgartner, The American Vice Presidency Reconsidered (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2006), 32, 121.
%2 Memorandum, Dulles to Eisenhower, “Suggested Message to Prime Minister Nehru of India,” April 18, 1957,
Folder: India, P.M. Nehru 1957-61 (1); Box 29; AWF—International Series; DEL.

%3 Telegram, Department of State, Secretary of State to London Embassy, January 6, 1958, Folder: Macmillan-
President, December 1957-May 30, 1958 (6); Box 22; AWF—International Series; DEL.
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a result, they became an element of ‘public enlightenment’ if not outright Cold War propaganda”

and did little to improve understanding and advance relations.”*

“Both Agreed They Had Much to Talk About, ‘the President Added, Like Gullivers’”:
Eisenhower’s Second Term”’

In Eisenhower’s second term, the scope and scale of his personal diplomacy dramatically
increased. Gone was the reluctance to go abroad for an extended period of time. In his last year
in office, he went on multiple world tours visiting Europe, Latin America, Africa, the Middle
East, and Asia. Though these meetings were still more about generating goodwill than hard
negotiations, they signaled a shift in the development of presidential personal diplomacy.

In explaining his mission to another world leader Eisenhower said, “My purpose in
visiting these nations is to do what I can to strengthen the ties which bind the nations of the Free
World together. I have found from experience that there is no substitute for personal contact in

furthering understanding and good will.””

After Eisenhower’s first world journey at the end of
1959—which kept him out of the country for three weeks—he told the nation, “My trip was not

undertaken as a feature of normal diplomatic procedures. It was not my purpose either to seek

specific agreements or to urge new treaty relationships. My purpose was to improve the climate

% Elmer Plischke, “Eisenhower’s ‘Correspondence Diplomacy’ with the Kremlin—Case Study in Summit
Diplomatics,” Journal of Politics 30, no. 1 (February 1968):139. Eisenhower sent thirty-one messages, forty-one
were sent by the Soviets.

% Eisenhower said this to British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan during a telephone call in the spring of 1960.
This was a period when both leaders where engaged in extensive travel and personal diplomacy. See Telephone
Call, Eisenhower and Macmillan, March 21, 1960, Folder: Macmillan, Harold, Jan. 1 to August 4, 1960 (7); Box
25(b); AWF—International Series; DEL.
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in which diplomacy might work more successfully; a diplomacy that seeks, as its basic objective,
peace with justice for all men.””’

In recounting the origins of his goodwill missions, Eisenhower recalled conversations he
had with Dulles. He said that while the secretary of state was a professional diplomat, he realized
the “world prestige” of the presidency, and from the beginning of the Administration, saw the
need to have foreign leaders visit the United States. “Dulles was very clear,” Eisenhower said,
“that he did not think such visits would solve any particular problems—and was not in favor of
going somewhere just to solve a problem.” And he thought summits “were not only futile but
had many dangers,” a sentiment the president shared. But in the last years of the Administration,
Dulles saw the rise of new nations in Africa and Asia as a potentially potent bloc, and believed
“it was most important to establish a foothold of friendship in such nations as we could in
anticipation of this kind of influence developing in the United Nations.” Having Eisenhower visit
these parts of the world might create goodwill and a positive impression of the United States,
thus providing the West with an edge in its battle with the Soviets.”®

While confronting the Soviets remained the priority in Eisenhower’s second term, he
faced a succession of crises all over the globe. During his reelection campaign in 1956 there was
trouble in the Suez and an uprising in Hungary that the Soviets brutally crushed. The following
year brought the Soviet launch of Sputnik and domestic turmoil as Eisenhower sent federal

troops into Little Rock to enforce desegregation. Middle East crises in Lebanon and Iraq

followed in 1958, as did renewed tension in the Taiwan Straits. And the specter of communism

%7 «“Radio and Television Remarks on the Good Will Tour Delivered at the Pageant of Peace Ceremonies,” PP,
Eisenhower: January 1 to December 31, 1959 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1960), 8§80. For Eisenhower’s account of
his goodwill trips, see Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 485-513. For a journalist’s account, see Merriman Smith, 4
President’s Odyssey (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1961).

%8 Memorandum for the Record, December 26, 1960, Folder: [ACW] Diary, December 1960; Box: 11; AWF—Ann
Whitman Diary; DEL.
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loomed in Cuba, Congo, and Laos. But the most pressing issue of the late 1950s was Berlin. If
the Cold War turned hot, most believed the divided German city would be ground zero. As
Eisenhower recalled, “trouble was always afoot” in Berlin.”

For both the United States and the Soviet Union the city was a strategic liability. Soviet

595100

leader Nikita Khrushchev referred to it as “‘a cancer’” and a “‘bone in my throat. Yet he also

(139

saw Berlin as the “‘testicles of the West,”” believing that “‘every time I give them a yank, they
holler.””'"" In late 1958, as East Germany continued to hemorrhage skilled workers who fled to
West Berlin, furthering eroding its economy, Khrushchev hastily issued a six-month ultimatum
to settle the city’s status. The deadline passed without a word from the Kremlin, but it was
designed in part to lure Eisenhower into a summit. Since the Geneva Conference in 1955 little
had changed in U.S.-Soviet relations, and Khrushchev had a slate of issues he needed dealt with.
First among them was West Germany’s continuing integration into the West and fear of it
acquiring nuclear weapons, as well as an arms race that was escalating and becoming an ever-
greater drain on the Soviet economy.'*

At the same time Khrushchev’s ultimatum expired, a conference of foreign minister that
had been meeting in Geneva also failed to make progress. Running out of ways to move issues
along, the only other idea Eisenhower had “was to ask Mr. K over here” to meet face-to-face.'”
He continued, however, to resist pressure for a formal four-power summit with hard negotiating.

With no progress coming out of Geneva, he felt there was no reason for a summit. “It is still my

conviction,” he told British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, “that such a meeting would be a

% Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 336.

190 William Taubman, Khrushchev: The Man and His Era (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2003), 407.
1 As quoted in Chester J. Pach, Jr. and Elmo Richardson, The Presidency of Dwight D. Eisenhower, rev. ed.
(Lawrence, KS: University of Kansas Press, 1991), 200.
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fraud on our peoples and a great diplomatic blunder.”'*

But even without progress at lower
levels, there was pressure on Eisenhower. “The summit issue seemed to occupy the center of the
stage in all the Western capitals,” he recalled.'””

The idea of preliminary negotiations before a summit was one Khrushchev never liked.
As early as June 1958, he told Eisenhower that he had “serious doubts” whether such talks would
actually lead to a summit. Even worse, he questioned whether the lower level negotiations then
being conducted were actually “calculated to put additional difficulties in the way of convening a

95106

summit conference.” ™ This was, of course, an allegation Eisenhower denied. Rejecting that his

nation was stalling, the president responded, “The fact is that the differences between as are not
. 107

procedural but basic.
Though Eisenhower had the idea for informal talks, he still wanted some progress in
Geneva to justify Khrushchev coming to the United States. At a press conference he said his

Administration had recently grappled with the question of inviting the Soviet leader, and while

he did not “reject out of hand” the idea, his team weighed “the pros and cons and we thought the

1% He added, “I know that there has been some argument that the less the progress at the Foreign Ministers level, the
more necessary a Summit meeting becomes. I am quite clear in my mind that such a feeling is not shared by the bulk
of our people. This may sound to you overly pessimistic. But you know that I have very much wanted to participate
in a meeting in which there was even the slightest promise of a successful outcome.” The summit issue during the
Berlin crisis was one that divided Eisenhower and Macmillan, as the British leader pushed for a gathering without
preconditions. See Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom, July 22, 1959,
doc. 468, FRUS, 1958-1960, Vol. VIII: Berlin Crisis, 1958-1959 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1993), 1034; For
Eisenhower’s difference of view with Macmillan, see Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 401-403.

19 Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 350.

106 1 etter, Khrushchev to Eisenhower, June 11, 1958, Folder: Khrushchev April 1958-Sept. 1958 (2); Box 51;
AWF—International Series; DEL. On issues other than Berlin, Khrushchev thought a summit was the answer as
well. As Eisenhower recalled, when tension in the Middle East grew in 1958, the Soviet leader “returned to his
favorite formula for solving world problems—a summit meeting.” And never one to shy away from publicity, he
made this proposal in a letter that he simultaneously made public. “This proposal was attractive on the surface,”
Eisenhower said, “and, I understand, made a strong impression in the United Nations.” But the president refused.
See Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 283.
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» 19 Byt a few days later the Administration invited

cons, for the moment, sort of had the day.

Khrushchev, who quickly accepted.'®”
“The visit of Khrushchev to the United States,” a top State Department official noted,

“was in the nature of an experiment.” The Administration did not know “what its historical effect

1% Explaining to

would be, and perhaps it might be proved that we were wrong in inviting him.
French President Charles de Gaulle what he hoped to accomplish with Khrushchev, the president
said a trip to the United States would give the Soviet leader ““a better picture of our strength and
way of life. It would also serve to reduce the atmosphere of crisis should the Foreign Ministers
recess without progress.” He went on to say that in his talks he would strive to “assure that he
[Khrushchev] obtains a clearer understanding of American attitudes, power, and resources.”
Eisenhower did not think that their talks alone would solve every problem, but he believed the
“effect might be considerable” and help lead the way to a four-power summit.'"!

Before meeting with the Kremlin leader, however, Eisenhower felt it necessary to consult
with European allies. Thus in the weeks leading up to the Soviet leader’s visit, the president
traveled to West Germany, Britain, and France. As the State Department wrote, the trip “will

serve a necessary psychological function and provide a valuable means of political consultation

on the current situation.” After the Geneva Conference in 1955, the mood in Europe had become

1% «The President’s News Conference,” July 15, 1959, PP: 1959, 530.

1% Taubman, Khrushchev, 415-416. According to British Prime Minister Macmillan, part of the reason Khrushchev
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“Lenin built the Party and Stalin created the empire; what am I going to do?” Related, the prime minister said that
Khrushchev “desire[d] to become ‘respectable’ and a member of the Heads of Government Club. Above all, I think,
he would like to feel himself recognised as an equal by you and by the United States.” See Letter, Macmillan to
Eisenhower, July 21, 1959, Folder: Macmillan 7/1/59 to 12/31/59 (1); Box 25(a); AWF—International Series; DEL.
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1993), 31.
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1958-October 30, 1959 (1); Box 13; AWF—International Series; DEL. According to Eisenhower’s memoirs, the
reliance on personal diplomacy at this time bothered him. He “regretted that normal diplomatic channels...were
being so markedly ignored.” Instead, the reduction of world tensions “now seemed to lay, for the time being at least,
in direct contacts between the heads of governments.” See Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 412.
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a “curious mixture of expectation and frustration.” There was hope on the Continent that the
meeting of the leaders of the world’s most powerful nations would produce greater
understanding and reduced tensions. But there was also great pessimism that the West would be
able to successfully resolve the Berlin issue. Part of Eisenhower’s goal, then, was to reassure
Europeans that a main objective of Khrushchev’s visit was “to provide evidence that the West
will not succumb” to his pressure, and that no negotiations on Berlin would be held.'"?
Eisenhower’s journey was complicated by the fact that each of the European leaders he
met with had different views on his talks with the Kremlin head and a four-power summit. In
West Germany and France he encountered leaders who met the news with “consternation,” while
in Britain, Khrushchev’s visit was “applauded.”''” West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer
feared a weakening of U.S. support and worried that Eisenhower—with British prodding—
might make concessions to the Soviet Union that adversely influenced his nation’s position.
Thus, the U.S. ambassador in West Germany saw the president’s trip as a chance to “soothe [the]

Chancellor’s apprehensions.”' '

In Britain, Prime Minister Harold Macmillan greatly favored a
formal summit, and while Khrushchev’s visit to the United States quieted demand for one, the
State Department believed Macmillan would want “some public assurance” that a four-power
meeting would occur, especially as he had an election quickly approaching.'"”> And in France

Eisenhower dealt with the irascible Charles de Gaulle. The French leader was “rather rigidly

opposed” to a summit and wanted to know the Administration’s thinking and purpose for
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Meetings Series; DEL.
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'3 President’s Trip to Europe, August-September 1959: Talks With Macmillan, “Key Questions,” n. d., Folder:
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Khrushchev’s visit—which he thought “a futile gesture”—as well as assurance that Eisenhower
would only be speaking for the United States and not the West as a whole.''®

Overall, Eisenhower’s European sojourn was successful. In Bonn, he and Adenauer had
private talks so “absorbing” that they never bothered to bring in their advisers, though they were
scheduled to join the two leaders a half hour into the meeting.''” In France, Eisenhower found his
time with de Gaulle “more than rewarding,” and the U.S. ambassador there reported the
president’s trip “was [an] unqualified success,” resulting in a “vastly improved atmosphere.”"®
From Britain, the U.S. ambassador noted that the “personal impact of [the] president was
enormous,” and the visit had “left Anglo-American relations in [a] rosy glow and has
unquestionably enhanced British confidence in United States leadership of [the] Free World.”'"”
Though differences between allies remained, Eisenhower’s European junket reassured them and
was a “personal triumph.” For the peoples of Europe, “the doubt and apprehensions regarding his
own and America’s capacity for leadership vanished into thin air,” the New York Times
editorialized, and “so did most the mutual suspicions, bickering and wrangling among our
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European allies that perturbed the Atlantic community before his trip.” =~ For some observers,

16 president’s Trip to Europe: Talks With De Gaulle, “Key Questions,” n .d., Folder: Paris Visit—Sept. 24, 1959
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Eisenhower’s journey and his pending talks with Khrushchev clearly demonstrated that he was
now his own secretary of state.'?'

With the European allies dealt with, Eisenhower finally met with the Kremlin head in
September 1959. In their first private meeting the president made his desire for peace plain. He
stated he had invited Khrushchev because of “one deep conviction.” Flattering the Soviet leader,
the president said he “believed that Mr. Khrushchev had an opportunity to become the greatest
political figure in history because he has a tremendous power in a complex of states with great
might,” and with all that power the Soviet leader “could do a great deal for peace.” Eisenhower
said the issue of world peace was “very close to his heart” and why he had spoken on “such a
personal basis.”'*

After their initial talks the Soviet leader went on a tour of the United States, visiting New
York, Iowa, and California, after which he returned to Washington for more talks with the
president at Camp David. “My purpose in these man-to-man talks,” Eisenhower noted, “was to
learn more about his [Khrushchev’s] intentions, objectives, and personal characteristics.”'**
Overall, the two leaders’ discussion went well. Despite Khrushchev’s reputation for colorful
language and behavior, “the conversations were carried out in a generally dispassionate,
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objective, and calm tone. There were no harangues or outbursts.” =" The focus of their talks was

Berlin, as Eisenhower refused to discuss other issues until he felt Khrushchev would cease
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pressure on the city. They also discussed a presidential visit to the Soviet Union, as well as a
four-power summit the following year.'>

But this “spirit of Camp David” did not last. A four-power summit was scheduled for
May 1960 in Paris, but two weeks before the gathering the Soviets shot down a U-2 spy plane.
The Administration at first tried to deny it was involved in aerial espionage, but was forced to
when Khrushchev unveiled captured American pilot Francis Gary Powers. The Soviet leader
demanded an apology, but Eisenhower refused. Khrushchev’s language became increasingly

126 But hope

inflammatory and undiplomatic, yet he reportedly still wanted a successful summit.
faded. “Let’s face it!” one journalist wrote on the eve of the parley. “Nobody is quite sure what
we’re getting into in the Big Four summit...No matter what the basis for this four handed
diplomatic power game may have been originally, it’s all changed now.”'*” No one knew what to
expect in Paris.

The speculation would end quickly. When the four leaders gathered for a “pre-summit”
meeting, Khrushchev opened with a long statement attacking American actions and saying the
summit needed to be postponed for six to eight months and that Eisenhower’s visit to the Soviet
Union should be postponed as well. “I naturally deplore that after the long and painful ascent to
the Summit,” British Prime Minister Macmillan said, “we now find this dark cloud upon us.” He

and de Gaulle tried to convince Khrushchev to participate in the summit, but to no avail. “The

insult to our country has been made public. It has not been made to your country,” Khrushchev

'% Discussion of a summit was the only “real argument” the two men had, according to Eisenhower. While

Khrushchev wanted to convene one quickly, the president did not. “Like mountain summits, political summits are
normally barren, but that under proper circumstances, I would have no particular objections to such a meeting.” But
he warned the Soviet leader he would never go to a summit under any threat or ultimatum on Berlin. See
Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 446.

126 Drew Middleton, “Khrushchev Voices Hopes To British on the Summit,” New York Times, May 10, 1960; Elie
Maissi, “Khrushchev Writes West to Save Summit,” Washington Post, May 10, 1960.

2" Bill Henry, “Summit Is Big Question Mark,” Los Angeles Times, May 15, 1960.
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told the Europeans. He “would not participate in the Summit Conference until the United States
has publically removed the threat it has imposed.”'*®

From the U.S. perspective, the Soviet leader “had crossed the Rubicon,” and had decided
“even before arriving to torpedo the meeting.”'** After Khrushchev’s outburst, Eisenhower,
Macmillan, and de Gaulle met to decide whether to invite him for another round of talks. If they
did, and Khrushchev did not show, it was thought this “would help the West to dramatize™ Soviet
intransigence.'*" Subsequent meetings were held, and Khrushchev was a no-show, thus dashing
the hopes of millions."”' For many the Soviet leader bore the brunt of responsibility for the failed
summit, but American prestige was damaged as well.'*?

Though wounded by the summit and leader-to-leader contacts in disrepute after Paris,
Eisenhower went on a previously planned goodwill tour of Asia, where he visited the
Philippines, Taiwan, and South Korea.'*> And at home his personal diplomacy continued
unabated as well. In September, he went to New York for the opening of the UN General
Assembly where he met with numerous world leaders."** In using the UN gathering for a

succession of short bilateral talks, Eisenhower initiated a practice that future presidents would

122 Memorandum of Conversation, “Pre-Summit Problems Among the Four Powers,” May 16, 1960, doc. 168,

FRUS, 1958-1960, Vol. I1X, 445, 451, 452.

129 Telegram From the Delegation at the Summit Conference to the Department of State, May 16, 1960, doc. 170,
Ibid., 453.

3% Memorandum of Conversation, “Summit Situation,” May 16, 1960, doc. 172, Ibid., 456.

! When the three Western leaders met without Khrushchev, de Gaulle raised the prospect of having photos taken of
their talks. Eisenhower agreed, jokingly asking “whether a fourth chair should be left vacant” for the Soviet leader.
See Memorandum of Conversation, “Report to NATO: Berlin; Disarmament,” May 18, 1969, doc. 187, Ibid., 490.
For Eisenhower’s recollection of the failed summit, see Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 543-559.

32 Thomas P. Ronan, “World Reaction: Shock At The Summit’s Failure,” New York Times, May 22, 1960. In
retrospect, Eisenhower said that even if the summit had been held, it “would have proved to be a failure and thus
would have brought the Free World only further disillusionment.” See Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 558.

133 Before Paris, this trip to Asia was originally supposed to include Eisenhower’s visit to the Soviet Union. For his
account of the trip, see Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 560-566.

13 Eisenhower held ten bilateral meetings while in New York, conferring with the leaders of Ghana, Nepal,
Lebanon, Yugoslavia, Togo, India, Egypt, the United Kingdom, Cambodia, and Canada. For his account, see
Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 582-586.
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imitate. But for all the high-level talks in his final year, presidential personal diplomacy was
under attack.

The events in Paris left a bitter taste for Americans. Returning home, the Washington
Post said that though the president handled himself well, he “ought not to be greeted as a
conquering hero. He did not conquer; he, and the country with him, suffered a humiliating
rebuff.” And the New York Times sounded the death knell for summitry: “The Paris fiasco is not
merely the fiasco of a single conference. It casts new doubt on the wisdom of the whole concept
of ‘summitry’ as practiced in the past, beginning with Tehran through Yalta, Potsdam and
Geneva to Paris. Certainly no American President should again be exposed to the verbal assaults,
abuses and humiliations heaped upon President Eisenhower, nor should the Soviets ever get a
new opportunity to pull the rug from under him on some other pretext if he does not yield to their
demands.” Like the Washington Post, the New York Times commended Eisenhower’s handling
of Khrushchev’s attacks, but if such an event happened again, it “could only demean the dignity
of the Presidency itself and therewith the dignity of the United States.”'*

Even Eisenhower’s post-summit goodwill trip was not without controversy. Originally he
had planned to visit Japan as well. Intense demonstrations over a U.S.-Japan security treaty,
however, caused the Japanese prime minister to request a postponement of the visit. Thus in the
span of two months the American president was verbally insulted by Khrushchev and had his
invitation to visit the Soviet Union rescinded, and then had a trip to an allied nation cancelled
because of a wave of anti-American sentiment.

At the start of Eisenhower’s final year in office and months before the Paris summit, the
New York Times ran an article with the headline, “Eisenhower Focuses on Peacemaker Role:

Personal Diplomacy Enhances His Stature in His Final Year.” It noted that though early in the

135 “Mr. Eisenhower’s Return,” Washington Post, May 20, 1960; “Summitry,” New York Times, May 22, 1960.
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1950s the Administration had “turned a chilly glare” to Winston Churchill’s infatuation with

»13% With his meeting

summitry, Eisenhower was “now pressing [summitry] toward maturity.
with Khrushchev and his goodwill tours, journalist Roscoe Drummond said Eisenhower’s
“ambitious venture in personal diplomacy...will make Franklin Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson
look like stay-at-homes.”">” And it was not just the American president engaging in personal
diplomacy. Toward the end of 1959, as word came that Khrushchev would visit de Gaulle, the
Italian president would visit Moscow, and China’s Premier Zhou Enlai and Indian Prime
Minister Nehru might meet, one reporter mused that the “maneuvers in the new global game of
personal diplomacy came so fast last week it was difficult to keep tabs on the travel plans of the
world’s leaders.”"*®

Eisenhower’s burst of personal diplomacy initially helped him domestically. He had
bipartisan support from members of Congress for his goodwill tours, and at the start of 1960 a
Gallup poll found his approval rating at 71%. Investigating what was behind perceptions of the
president, Gallup noted four elements, one of which was the view of him as “master diplomat.”
His “program of simple and direct personal diplomacy has made a deep impression on many.”">’
But even amongst this praise, there were rumblings against Eisenhower’s use of leader-to-leader

contacts. In late 1959 former Secretary of State Dean Acheson criticized what he saw as “‘a

policy of locomotion.”” Instead of a real policy, Eisenhower simply traveled. ““When the

1% Russell Baker, “Eisenhower Focuses on Peacemaker Role: Personal Diplomacy Enhances His Stature in His
Final Year,” New York Times, January 10, 1960.

137 Roscoe Drummond, “He Will Make Woodrow Wilson and FDR Look Like Stay-at-Homes: Eisenhower’s Last
Year,” Daily Boston Globe, November 16, 1959.

1% United Press International, “Personal Diplomacy Maneuvers Come Fast In New Global Game,” Hartford
Courant, November 15, 1959; Warren Rogers, Jr., “Age of Do-It-Yourself Diplomacy Downgrading the Career
Officer: All Heads of Government Try to Get Into Summit Act,” New York Herald Tribune, November 15, 1959.
139 Russell Baker, “2 Parties’ Congress Chiefs Support Eisenhower Trip,” New York Times, December 1, 1959;
George Gallup, “Poll Gives President Huge Confidence Vote: Latest Gallup Survey Shows Steady Climb in
Popularity From Depths of April, ’58,” Los Angeles Times, January 17, 1960. Evidence of this support for
Eisenhower’s personal diplomacy was made clear when Khrushchev came to visit in 1959. According to a Gallup
poll, 66% approved of the visit, and 71% approved of Eisenhower visiting the Soviet Union. See Gallup Poll,
August 20-25, 1959, iPoll Databank, Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, https://ropercenter.cornell.edu.
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Administration comes to the end of its wits, everybody starts moving around...The mileage
clocked up by this Administration is impressive, but the results are not,”” he said.'*” The Chicago
Daily Tribune’s first editorial of 1960 argued against the upcoming four-power summit in May.
Noting the failure of the first presidential summit at Versailles after WWI, which produced “sour
fruits” that led to a second world war and left Wilson “broken and dispirited,” the paper said the
nation should “not be misled into believing that summit meetings lead to lovely settlements

greatly to the advantage of the United States. They have never yet, and 1960 is unlikely to prove

. 141
an exception.”

By mid-1960, this view came to dominate. Positive talk about personal diplomacy
ceased. In the aftermath of the failed summit and the cancellation of the trip to Japan, “personal
diplomacy for better or worse has fallen to low repute,” a reporter for the Boston Globe noted.'**

The father of containment George Kennan told Congress that the United States needed to think

299

“‘very, very carefully before we submit the prestige of the President’” to a repeat of what

143

happened in Paris. ™ The Administration essentially agreed. While defending Eisenhower’s

recent goodwill trip to Asia and arguing it was successful despite not visiting Japan, Secretary of

State Christian Herter said that the president would not be going on any more grand tours. Rather

(133

than presidential personal diplomacy, the secretary stated that U.S. diplomacy “‘should return to

299

traditional channels and procedures of international contact.”” According to one journalist,

Herter was admitting “presidential touring and personal diplomacy is ill-conceived, and

unproductive and...[should] be discontinued.”'**

140 «Acheson Hits Diplomacy by ‘Locomotion’: Doubts Results of President’s Trip,” New York Herald Tribune,

November 17, 1959.

141 «Summit of Hump?,” Chicago Daily Tribune, January 1, 1960.

142 Robert J. Donovan, “President Flies From Hawaii to Washington: Ends Last of Tours Still Believing in Personal
Diplomacy,” Boston Globe, June 26, 1960.

'3 Sterling F. Green, “Shun Summits, Kennan Warns,” Washington Post, May 27, 1960.

144 Roscoe Drummond, “No More Trips For Eisenhower,” Boston Globe, June 24, 1960.
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For Eisenhower personally, what six months ago seemed a boon to his popularity now
was a millstone. In the aftermath of the cancelled Japan trip, the president’s approval rating
dropped seven points. Although 61% of Americans still approved of his performance, the drop
was the largest one-month decline for Eisenhower since the 1958 midterm elections. “Most of
the loss in popularity can be attributed to voter’s dissatisfaction with the recent course of
Eisenhower’s personal diplomacy,” George Gallup stated. Americans had “misgiving about the

merits of personal diplomacy efforts,” and some told Gallup that Eisenhower would be more

113 113 999145

popular “‘if he stayed home more,’” and that his world tours were “‘stirring up trouble.
But if the Administration wanted to put personal diplomacy—specifically summitry—on
the back burner, other world leaders had different thoughts. Toward the latter part of 1960, the
biggest names in the non-aligned movement put forth a resolution at the UN urging Eisenhower
and Khrushchev to meet. This irritated the president, who said he “could not understand why the
rest of the world had not reacted with shock and resentment” at the proposal.'*® Part of what
bothered Eisenhower was that these neutral leaders placed Soviet and American actions on equal
footing. Also, he had just met with four of these leaders the previous week and they had not
“even hinted” at such a proposal. “Their purpose was far from clear,” Eisenhower recalled. “At

best it seemed totally illogical; at worst it seemed an act of effrontery.”'*” He responded by

stating that the United States was more than willing to “undertake serious negotiations” with any

'3 George Gallup, “Gallup Poll Eyes Far East: Eisenhower Popularity Drops Off After Japan,” Boston Globe, July
3, 1960.

146 When he met with one of the neutral leaders, President Sukarno of Indonesia, Eisenhower had a slightly different
tune, telling Sukarno that he “had no quarrel” with the proposal or the efforts of the neutral leaders, he just did not
see how anything positive could come of a meeting. In addition to Sukarno, the other neutral leaders who put forth
the proposal were Presidents Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana, Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt, Josip Tito of Yugoslavia,
and Prime Minister Nehru of India. See Memorandum of Conference-October 2, 1960, October 6, 1960, Folder:
Macmillan, Harold 8/10/60 to 1/20/61 (5); Box 25b; AWF—International Series; DEL; Memorandum of Conference
with the President—October 6, 1960, October 12, 1960, Folder: Indonesia (1); Box 31; AWF—International Series;
DEL.

17 Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 586.
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nation to resolve global problems. “The importance of these matters is such as to go beyond
personal or official relations between any two individuals to impede their solution,” Eisenhower
said, “and I have many times personally pledged myself, regardless of every kind of
consideration, to meet with anyone at anytime if there is any serious promise of productive
results.” But Soviet words and actions made this seem highly unlikely he argued. “I would not
wish to participate in a mere gesture which, in present circumstances, might convey a thoroughly
misleading and unfortunate impression to the peoples of the world.”'**

Privately, the Administration was doing a postmortem on summitry as a practice. In a
report titled “The Future of Summitry,” the State Department examined the pros and cons of
formal, big power summits. “Whether summitry is as dead as some think and perhaps more
hope,” the report began, “it is still alive as a theme of public discussion and diplomatic
maneuver.” Some of the advantages the State Department saw were that summits could settle
important issues quickly, could have a positive impact on world opinion, allow for direct
communication between leaders, and create a better atmosphere. On the negative side it noted the
heavy time demand not only on the president but many other parts of the government, decisions
might be rushed, rather than understanding misunderstanding may occur, failure could hurt the
president’s prestige, and summits diminished the importance of regular diplomatic channels. In
conclusion, the report stated, “It is generally in our interest to avoid summit meetings and pursue
our objectives by other means, including negotiations at other levels.” Rather, when the president
needed to directly interact with the Soviet leader, when such an occurrence was again “feasible
and desirable, it should generally be sought in the guise of informal exchanges—e.g., during

visits or attendance at the UN—rather than of summit conferences.” The State Department

148 «Ietter in Reply to a Proposal for a Meeting of the President and Chairman Khrushchev,” October 2, 1960, PP,

Eisenhower: January 1, 1960 to January 20, 1961 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1961), 743, 744.
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recognized that a desire to avoid summits would be unpopular in some quarters, thus in order to
“sustain minimum political losses,” it recommended “develop[ing] now and immediately begin
implementing a political strategy to win as much support” for the U.S. position as possible.'*’
Yet, though Eisenhower’s high-profile personal diplomacy was over, the Administration
still engaged in the practice. As the president’s time in office came to an end the Administration
prepared to send farewell messages to world leaders the president had personally come to know.
The State Department worried, however, that if some leaders received messages and others did
not, this might create problems. “If, as is likely to happen in some cases, the recipient gives
publicity to his message,” one State Department official wrote, “other heads of state or
government in the same area, for example Latin America, who have not received messages may
well feel disappointed even though the basis of the message is personal acquaintance with the
President.” Particularly problematic was that “among the leaders who would not receive
messages are some who have been friendly and cooperative with this country.” Thus, it was
recommended that in addition to those Eisenhower personally knew, less personal messages

150

should also be sent to other world leaders. ~ In the end, the Administration sent notes to leaders

149 Memorandum, Walter J. Stoessel , Jr. to A. J. Goodpaster, “Summitry,” September, 19, 1960, with attachment

“The Future of Summitry,” Folder: Herter, Christian October 1960 (2); Box 13; AWF—Dulles-Herter Series; DEL.
While summitry had gotten a bad name, the Administration still believed Eisenhower’s goodwill trips were a boon
for U.S. foreign policy. A report delivered to Eisenhower weeks before leaving office, which reviewed the
Administration’s foreign policy over the past eight years, said, “President Eisenhower’s reception during his ‘good
will’ trips in the free world has shown how significant these travels have been in the battle for the minds of men. His
world-wide reputation as a man of peace has served strikingly to strengthen the cause of peace wherever he has
gone. Most of the countries he visited had never before welcomed an American President.” See Memorandum,
Christian Herter to Eisenhower, January 6, 1961, with attachment “Summary,” Folder: Herter, Christian A. January
1961; Box 13; AWF—Dulles-Herter Series; DEL.

150 Memorandum, Walter J. Stoessel, Jr. to A. J. Goodpaster, “President’s Farewell Messages to Heads of State,
January 6, 1961, Folder: Farewells/Replies: DE/Heads of State A-L (1); AWF—Presidential Transition Series; DEL;
Memorandum, Walter J. Stoessel, Jr, through A. J. Goodpaster to John S. D. Eisenhower, “President’s Farwell
Message to Heads of State,” January 12, 1961, Folder: Farewells/Replies: DE/Heads of State A-L (1); AWF—
Presidential Transition Series; DEL.
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the president was personally acquainted with and those he was not. The result was messages to
over eighty nations."'

Why would the Administration bother sending farewell messages to so many world
leaders? Part of the answer could be found in the fact that Eisenhower was a polite and gracious
individual. But beyond that, the messages were a way to further create goodwill and advance
U.S. foreign policy, and fits into Eisenhower’s overall view of leader-to-leader contacts. When
he returned from his final goodwill tour in June 1960, he addressed the nation in what was
fundamentally a defense of his personal diplomacy. He explained the origins of his goodwill
journeys, spoke of the objectives of his trips, and contrasted them with official summitry. The
goodwill tours demonstrated U.S. desire for peace and helped create understanding, but “none of
my visits has been planned or carried out solely as a diplomatic mission seeking specific
agreements, even though discussions have invariably involved important issues,” the president
said. Going beyond a specific defense, Eisenhower then described his overall views on leader-to-
leader contacts:

I believe that Heads of State and Government can, occasionally, and preferably on

an informal basis, profitably meet for conversations on broad problems and principles.

They can, of course, also convene to give solemn approval to agreements previously

prepared by normal diplomatic methods. But Heads of Government meetings are not

effective mechanisms for developing detailed provisions of international compacts, and
have never been so considered by this government. On the other hand, the good will
aspects of a visit by a Head of Government can frequently bring about favorable results
far transcending those of normal diplomatic conferences. They have resulted in the
creation of a more friendly atmosphere and mutual confidence between peoples. They

have proved effective in bringing closer together nations that respect human dignity and
are dedicated to freedom. '

1A select group of leaders received signed originals. This special group was limited to seventeen, including the
prime ministers of Canada, Britain, India, and Japan, the presidents of Mexico and France, the German chancellor,
and the Pope. See Memorandum, John S. D. Eisenhower to Walter J. Stoessel, January 17, 1961, AWF—
Presidential Transition Series; DEL.

152 «Radio and Television Report to the American People on the Trip to the Far East,” June 27, 1960, PP: 1960-61,
532. Eisenhower would also use his memoirs to defend his personal diplomacy. The two volumes are replete with
his interactions with foreign leaders and his views on presidential personal diplomacy. In one particular passage he
forcefully makes the case for not only his actions, but for future presidents to act similarly. Noting the criticism of
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Though critics might scoff, Eisenhower believed these intangibles a powerful product of
personal diplomacy and reason enough for future presidents to continue in his footsteps. “So
long as the threat of Communist domination may hang over the free World,” he said toward the
end of his address, “I believe that any future President will conclude that reciprocal visits by
Heads of friendly Governments have great value in promoting free World solidarity.” '>* This
manifesto on personal diplomacy impressed the Los Angeles Times, who said that Eisenhower’s
“words on this vital aspect of his office might well serve as a guide for future chiefs of state,”
and that his “experiences are a major contribution to a fuller understanding of the power and

responsibilities of his office and future Presidents would do well to pay them heed.”"**

Conclusion

Toward the end of 1959, as the nation prepared to enter a presidential election year, some
speculated on the role personal diplomacy might play. The Washington Post noted that if
Eisenhower’s planned trip to the Soviet Union reduced tensions at all, Republicans would have
“tremendous political talking points...inspiration for the sloganeers could be fabulous.” It went

on to say that the majority of presidential contenders, both Republican and Democrat, seemed to

Wilson and Roosevelt, he says, “but even this dreary record does not furnish proof of the unwisdom [sic] of a
President’s interjecting himself into international exchanges. Certainly his right to do so cannot be questioned, since
by the Constitution he is charged with carrying on our foreign relations. Moreover, postwar criticisms of President’s
meetings with other heads of government have not been confined solely to those that have included Communist
representatives. Some writers—either woefully ignorant of facts or attempting to use powers of objective analysis,
without noticeable success—have flatly proclaimed that nothing can ever be gained by a President’s meeting even
with the heads of the most friendly governments or visiting peoples of other lands. I believe the record shows gains
for the United States from such meetings. In some I have been a participant.” See Eisenhower, Mandate for Change,
504.

133 Eisenhower also noted that while he had no further plans to travel, “I assure you. If any unforeseen situation or
circumstances arising in the near future should convince me that another journey of mine would still further
strengthen the bonds of friendship between us and others, I would not hesitate a second in deciding to make still an
additional effort of this kind.” See “Radio and Television Report to the American People on the Trip to the Far
East,” June 27, 1960, PP: 1960-61, 535, 536.

13 «A Clear View of Personal Diplomacy,” Los Angeles Times, June 30, 1960.
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be embracing leader-to-leader contacts, as almost all had met with Khrushchev either at home or
abroad. “Altogether it looks as if a personal mission to Moscow, or at least some acquaintance
with Mr. K, may become as familiar a political badge as the log cabin, red galluses or respect for
motherhood,” the paper mused, though this was not a development it championed. And in the
buildup to the Paris summit one journalist noted that no matter “whether it is a howling success
or a dismal flop or something in-between,” it was going to be a “hot political issue” in the
presidential campaign.'>

By the time John F. Kennedy assumed office in January 1961, his Administration
appeared to be moving away from presidential personal diplomacy. His Secretary of State Dean
Rusk had previously published an article in Foreign Affairs arguing against summitry, and the
message coming out of the White House in the first days of Kennedy’s tenure was that the new
president preferred “quiet diplomacy” through traditional diplomatic channels rather than a
summit with Khrushchev.'>® This approach earned praise from the New York Times, who derided
the idea that “personal diplomacy...or new spectacular ‘summit’ meetings were supposed to
have a magic of their own in solving problems.”"”” And the prominent journalist Walter
Lippmann penned two articles on the topic of quiet diplomacy in the span of two weeks. “It is
undesirable and impossible to go back to Eisenhower’s summitry,” Lippmann argued. “Quiet

diplomacy is for the time being the hope of the world.”"*®

135 “Every Man a Summiteer,” Washington Post, October 2, 1959; Robert T. Hartman, “Politics Also a Summit

Issue,” Los Angeles Times, May 8, 1960; James Reston, “The Political Consequences of Following the U-2,” New
York Times, May 13, 1960.

13 According to sources in the Administration, Rusk’s promotion of “quiet diplomacy” mere days after inauguration
was meant not only to discourage the Soviets from pressing for an early summit, but also to discourage other world
leaders from trying to get invitations to visit Kennedy. See Dean Rusk, “The President,” Foreign Affairs 38, no. 3
(April 1960): 353-369; W. H. Lawrence, “Kennedy Prefers Quiet Diplomacy To Summit Talks: Rusk Statement
Puts Stress on Normal Channels and the Need for Secrecy,” New York Times, January 24, 1961.

137 «Return to Quiet Diplomacy,” New York Times, January 25, 1961.

'8 Walter Lippmann, “Quiet Diplomacy,” Washington Post, January 10, 1961; “Rusk on Quiet Diplomacy,”
Washington Post, January 26, 1961. Lippmann’s fellow journalist Marquis Childs also approved, writing that the
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The New York Times wondered, however, how long Kennedy could resist the pull of
summitry. Noting that the Eisenhower Administration took a similar position at the onset, “yet in
the end they had to yield to public clamor set up in part by Soviet propaganda but also backed by
wishful thinkers in the West,” the paper said “it will take firmness and skill for President

Kennedy to make his method a success.”"”’

Four months later, however, Kennedy found himself
sitting face-to-face with Khrushchev in Vienna.

Despite the backlash against personal diplomacy at the end of the Eisenhower era, the
practice was here to stay. Through his meetings in the United States, extensive travel, and
mediations on personal diplomacy, Eisenhower re-legitimated the practice. Thus, unlike the
hostility that developed toward personal diplomacy in the wake of the Yalta and Potsdam
conferences, which caused a retrenchment of leader-to-leader parleys, Eisenhower’s successors
would engage with their foreign counterparts on an increasing large scale. Some, like Kennedy
and Richard Nixon, welcomed it. Others like Lyndon Johnson were unenthusiastic. But every
future Administration engaged in personal diplomacy to some extent and was driven by similar
motives. Whether it was the need to offer psychological succor to a foreign leader, the exigencies
of world crises, the potential political benefits, the push by a foreign leader, or the desire to

maximize control of U.S. foreign relations, occupants of the White House often turned to

personal diplomacy.

“the quiet and private diplomacy” the Administration advocated was “the opposite of spectacular. It will not produce
immediate headlines nor will it result in those newsreel and television shots of seemingly happy statesmen clinking
their martini glasses. But the method should have a serious try and those who have been most critical of summitry
should be the first to welcome it.” See Marquis Childs, “The New Style In U.S. Diplomacy,” Washington Post,
January 31, 1961.

139 «“Return to Quiet Diplomacy,” New York Times, January 25, 1961.
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CHAPTER 3

“LARGELY AN EXERCISE IN PSYCHOTHERAPY”:
JOHN F. KENNEDY AND THE PRESIDENT AS COUNSELOR

When John F. Kennedy traveled to Canada for his first trip abroad as president his
briefing book noted, “The essential element in problems involving Canada is psychological.” In
addition to forming a “frank working relationship” with the Canadian prime minister, part of the
goal was to help ease Canadians’ “inferiority complex” over American economic and military
power. To do so, Kennedy was instructed that he needed to project a reassuring, positive image
of the United States in order to counteract Canadian perceptions of America as having “a trigger-
happy military...not regardful of cultural values...[and] absent-minded and neglectful of the

91

interests of Canada.” While impossible to change these opinions with one visit, the Kennedy
Administration thought that a presidential visit could go a long way in starting to dispel them,
and for the most part Kennedy succeeded in starting to alter perceptions. He “seem[ed] to have
charmed Canadian officialdom and populace alike,” the Washington Post reported.”

When the Italian prime minister came to visit Kennedy in 1963, the Administration saw it
as an opportunity “to build up the prestige and self-confidence of Italy, thus helping her to
overcome her chronic worries about the role of a second rate power in Europe.” Advisers told

the president that the Italians still felt they were “being left out of everything” and that what they

wanted was “a greater sense of participation.” Kennedy was advised to give his views on issues,

! “President’s Trip to Ottawa, May 16-18, 1961: Scope Paper,” May 2, 1961, Folder: President’s Trip to Ottawa,
5/61, Briefing Book, Ottawa Trip, 5/16/61-5/18/61; Box 233; National Security Files (hereafter NSF)-Trips and
Conferences; John F. Kennedy Presidential Library (hereafter JFKL).

* “Harmony With Canada,” Washington Post, May 19, 1961.

3 Telegram, G. Frederick Reinhardt to Rusk, January 12, 1963, Folder: Italy, Subjects, Fanfani Visit, 1/16/63-
1/17/63, 1/7/63-1/15/63; Box 121a; NSF-Countries; JFKL.
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as well as ask for the prime minister’s opinions.* This focus on the Italian leader’s psyche
seemed to pay off. The U.S. ambassador in Italy reported that the prime minister “has increased
his prestige and this is a source of bitterness to his many enemies... We understand that he was
profoundly pleased with [the] reception he got especially from [the] president personally. Long-
range benefits may flow to us from this.”

The importance of the psychological was not unique to Canada, Italy, or Kennedy.
Throughout the second half of the twentieth century, American presidents and their advisers saw
the importance of tending to the psychological needs of their foreign counterparts. Regardless of
the type of nation, whether it was a European ally, a non-aligned leader, or a non-Western ally,
presidents sought to soothe the worries and concerns of their counterparts and convince them of
American credibility. Foreign leaders might not have seen the president as performing this
function, but president and their advisers did.

Using the Kennedy Administration, this chapter examines how the president acted as a
counselor for world leaders. Throughout, the benefits and limitations of the president as a
counselor become clear. In the thick of the Cold War with allies who were often frightened and
frequently in need of affirmation about America’s commitment to defend them, Kennedy
provides an excellent glimpse into how the president functioned in this role. He had to express
sympathy and understanding for allies’ economic and security problems, while also dealing with
their frequent concerns about their political standing back home. In addition to allies, Kennedy
provides insight into how presidents sought to deal with neutral countries. Claiming to be neither

in the Soviet or American camp, these non-aligned nations sought a third way, attempting to

* Memorandum, Arthur Schlesinger to Kennedy, January 12, 1963, Folder: Italy, Subjects, Fanfani Visit, 1/16/63-
1/17/63, 1/7/63-1/15/63; Box 121a; NSF-Countries; JFKL.

> Telegram, G. Frederick Reinhardt to Rusk, January 21, 1963, Folder: Italy, Subjects, Fanfani Visit, 1/18/63-
1/25/63; Box 121a; NSF-Countries; JFKL.
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have relations with those on both sides of the Cold War divide. Though many often saw these
types of nations as leaning toward the Soviets, Kennedy sought to engage them. What we see is a
president trying to form a rapport with various non-aligned leaders and convince these often-
skeptical individuals of American goodwill toward their country, and convey presidential support
for them personally.

But as presidents dealt with emotions and tended to the psychological needs of their
counterparts, this was not necessarily based on any personal affinity. While presidents could
form friendships with other world leaders and truly care about their well-being, the president as
counselor was more a function of the president’s institutional role as Chief Diplomat (and
Commander in Chief) rather than personal factors. The counselor role, and the personal
diplomacy it entailed, was strategic. It was a way to bolster U.S. foreign policy, and what made it
work was the power and prestige of the presidency more than any personal attributes of the

president.

A New Frontier in Personal Diplomacy
The United States has never had a Gemini President...this is the sign of ‘born salesmen’
and those who can combine mental ingenuity with practical application...Although he
has indicated he intends to remain at the White House during this period [first several
months in office], unexpected conditions can force him to travel or there will be even
more persons traveling to confer with him than with his predecessor.’
This was what the future held for John F. Kennedy according to an astrologian consulted by the
Los Angeles Times. Whether one believes in psychics or not, the prediction was correct. Kennedy
did travel sooner than expected and would have more visitors than his predecessor.

In his short time in office, Kennedy would take personal diplomacy to new heights. As

the previous chapter showed, Truman and Eisenhower were, at least at first, less inclined to

6 Carroll Righter, “Astrological Outlook: Stars Threaten Castro, Nikita K,” Los Angeles Times, January 2, 1961.
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follow in Franklin Roosevelt’s footsteps. But during the Kennedy years personal diplomacy was
a set fixture from the beginning. Ironically, however, he had campaigned on not engaging in that
type of diplomacy. Rather, he said most diplomatic activity would be handled through official
State Department channels. This did not mean Kennedy was opposed to engaging with foreign
counterparts or going to a summit, but—sounding much like Eisenhower—before such meetings
took place preparation had to be done through normal diplomacy. “If I am elected,” Kennedy
proclaimed in a campaign speech, “I want to be the President known...as one who not only held
back the Communist tide but advanced the cause of freedom and rebuilt American prestige...not
by tours and conferences abroad, but by vitality and direction at home. My opponent promises, if
he is successful, to go to Eastern Europe, to go perhaps to another summit, to go to a series of
meetings around the world. If I am successful, I am going to Washington, D.C., and get this

country to work.”’

Before becoming Kennedy’s secretary of state, Dean Rusk, was also against
summit diplomacy. In a 1960 article in Foreign Affairs he wrote, “Summit diplomacy is to be
approached with the wariness with which a prudent physician prescribes a habit-forming drug—a
technique to be employed rarely and under the most exceptional circumstances, with rigorous
safeguards against its becoming a debilitating or dangerous habit.”®

Kennedy and Rusk’s words would be cited and used to criticize the Administration’s turn
toward personal diplomacy. Again similar to the Eisenhower years, Kennedy, as well as most in
the press, did not have an issue with the president hosting foreign leaders in the United States. It

was trips abroad for negotiations that were problematic. Conjuring images of secret backroom

deals by Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt during and after the past two world wars,

7 “Excerpts of Remarks by Senator John F. Kennedy, New York Coliseum, New York, NY,” November 5, 1960,
The American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=60436. This sentiment no
doubt played well in the aftermath of Eisenhower’s failed Paris summit and cancellation of his visit to Japan earlier
in 1960.

¥ Dean Rusk, “The President,” Foreign Affairs 38, no. 3 (April 1960): 361.
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critics felt that presidents going abroad not only hurt the nation, but also were improper for a
democracy. “At summit conferences,” a Washington Post columnist wrote, “there are not treaties
to be ratified by the Senate, after proper investigation and debate. Instead there are private
conversations among exalted rulers sitting on a summit, as though they were absolute monarchs.
The real peril is that these men are, in their own estimates, monarchs who cannot trust their own
people and who demand acknowledgment and support for whatever they do although we do not
know what they do.”

Despite this view, Kennedy quickly changed his mind about going abroad. Less than five
months into office he traveled to Europe for a state visit to France, an encounter with Soviet
leader Nikita Khrushchev in Vienna, and talks with British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan in
London. This was in addition to the state visit he took to Canada shortly before the European
journey. By the end of the year he had also been to Venezuela, Colombia, and Bermuda.

While many were suspicious of any presidential trip, the focus was obviously on the
meeting with Khrushchev. As noted, Kennedy had previously advocated that such high-level
meetings should be preceded by normal diplomacy at lower levels. This meeting, however, came
with little of that kind of diplomatic groundwork. Some worried that nothing positive could come
from the talks. Though allowing the two leaders to get acquainted, risks seemed quite high, one
of which was elevated expectations. As rumors of a possible Kennedy-Khrushchev meeting

began to circulate, the Los Angeles Times argued, “The danger...is that while the President might

? George E. Sokolsky, “The Visitations,” Washington Post, June 1, 1961.

' Wallace Carroll, “Kennedy Is Easing His Aversion To Foreign Trips and Summitry,” New York Times, May 14,
1961. Kennedy’s change of heart led to numerous articles debating the merits of summits. For example, see Robert
T. Hartmann, “Are the Summit Trips Worth the Hike?,” Los Angeles Times, May 28, 1961. At the end of 1961,
James Reston of the New York Times looked back over Kennedy’s first year in office and determined that it was a
“disappointing year of personal diplomacy.” Reston was critical of the practice in general, but he found 1961 to be
particularly bad for leader-to-leader contacts, remarking, “It is hard to remember a year in which there were so many
splashy meetings of world leaders with so few tangible results.” See James Reston, “Bermuda: What the Airplane
Did to Diplomacy,” New York Times, December 22, 1961.
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regard his trip as only a limited excursion in personal diplomacy, the rest of the world would

attach far greater significance to the meeting. Desperate optimism would make of it something it
is not, and the advantage would go to our adversary. There would again be the cruel illusion that
the mere getting together of the two world leaders is in itself a tangible step toward ending world

. 11
tension.”

The conservative Chicago Daily Tribune had a different concern. Playing on the
perception of Kennedy as young, brash, and full of empty bluster, it argued that he would get
into trouble by trying to tough talk Khrushchev. The paper doubted the Soviet leader would take
the president seriously. “We do not have any confidence,” it opined, “that Mr. Kennedy, alone
and by any presumed force of will and personality, is the man to make Khrushchev think

9912

twice...[Kennedy] is insufficient to arouse either dread or caution in the Kremlin.” © Perhaps

opponents were right to be concerned, as Kennedy’s first venture into the “big leagues of
personal diplomacy” did not go well."

Coming shortly after the Bay of Pigs fiasco, Khrushchev saw Kennedy as weak, and
hoped to bully his younger and less experienced counterpart. The American president was
mentally unprepared for the Kremlin leader’s bellicosity and hard line approach. Rather than
reduce Cold War tensions the meeting raised them. After the encounter Kennedy said that

99914

Khrushchev “‘just beat the hell out of me.””" In response, he initiated a major military buildup.

He increased defense spending, increased draft calls, and extended enlistments. He also

' “The Inflation of Summit Hopes,” Los Angeles Times, May 17, 1961.

"2 “Where Angels Fear To Tread,” Chicago Daily Tribune, June 2, 1961. For another critical editorial by the
Tribune, see “Personal Diplomacy On The Hoof,” Chicago Daily Tribune, April 19, 1961.

" Don Shannon, “Kennedy Moves to the Big Leagues,” Los Angeles Times, May 21, 1961.

'* As quoted in George C. Herring, From Colony to Superpower: U.S. Foreign Relations Since 1776 (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 799.
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advocated a program for building fallout shelters. Khrushchev saw these actions as a prelude to
war, and told an American visitor that the Soviet Union “‘will meet war with war.””"

Despite this outcome and the criticism of his trip, Kennedy still looked to personal
diplomacy. He met frequently with leaders at the White House and engaged in extensive
correspondence. In his first year alone he met with foreign leaders in the United States thirty-four
separate times. Throughout the course of his Administration, world leaders traveled to the United
States seventy-six times to confer with him. With correspondence, the Washington Post’s
Marquis Childs reported on the “warm and often even intimate exchange of letters” between the
president and foreign leaders. These missives covered not only specific issues but “range[d] over
the whole field of statecraft...in remarkably frank terms.” Childs suggested that Kennedy “was
establishing a precedent to be followed by every successive President.”'® Indeed, while Franklin
Roosevelt created the mold of presidential personal diplomacy, and Eisenhower re-legitimized it,

the Kennedy years saw the practice solidified in the presidency. There would be no retreat from

the practice by his successors, even if they were not fans of the practice.

' As quoted in Ibid. Kennedy’s correspondence with Khrushchev also ran into trouble. In the spring of 1962,
Chester Clifton, a military aide in the Kennedy Administration, wrote a memo to National Security Adviser
McGeorge Bundy warning of a brewing problem. At issue was the speed with which the Administration responded
to letters from Khrushchev. In contrast to the “ponderous and slow-moving” Eisenhower Administration, Kennedy
replied quickly. However, rather than show Kennedy’s eagerness for dialogue and the importance he placed on the
exchange, Khrushchev saw the opposite. He felt that the quick response showed that the Administration was not
taking his letters seriously or giving them careful consideration. Clifton warned Bundy that while Khrushchev’s
belief was problematic, more troublesome was that this impression might make its way into the press. “Because the
President is young—and the press has capitalized on this—he is very vulnerable to the unwarranted accusation that
he shoots from the hip,” Clifton wrote. “We have worked very hard to establish the fact that he thinks through these
problems deliberately before making a decision. This public image is becoming corroded with the rapidity of the
Kennedy-Khrushchev exchanges.” To help remedy this, it was recommended that the Administration slow its
response time, issuing a “message received” note in the interim before a fuller response. See Memorandum, C.V.
Clifton to McGeorge Bundy, March 6, 1962, Folder: USSR, Khrushchev Correspondence, Vol. II-C, 3/3/62-3/10/62;
Box 183; NSF-Countries; JFKL.

'® Marquis Childs, “JFK’s 335 Notes In Invisible Ink,” Washington Post, April 8, 1963. Childs noted that in 1959, at
the height of Eisenhower’s personal diplomacy, he sent 281 letters to foreign leaders. In 1962, Kennedy sent 335.
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“An Almost Pathological Fear”: Kennedy and Adenauer

For America’s Western allies, like for most others, the Cold War caused great anxiety. In
a very literal sense, they were on the front lines. It was their countries that would be invaded by
the Soviet Union, not the United States. Thus, the American president had to constantly reassure
his counterparts. He had to convince Western leaders that the United States would militarily
defend Europe from the Soviet Union with both conventional and nuclear forces. For Europeans,
the fear was multifold. They worried about the robustness of the U.S. response if the Soviets
crossed the Iron Curtain. There was doubt among European leaders that the United States would
actually use its nuclear arsenal to attack the Soviet heartland, as an attack on Moscow would
inevitably lead to a nuclear strike on American territory. Rather than risk that, the United States
would only use its nuclear forces in Europe, thus minimizing the risk of a direct assault on
America, but also raising the likelihood that the Continent would become a nuclear wasteland.

Another worry was that the United States might cut a deal with the Soviets that was
detrimental to European interests. Europeans feared the United States would go behind their
backs, make peace with the Soviets, and leave them to deal with Moscow on their own. At
various times different countries had another concern. There was a general feeling that the
United States was not doing enough to support them militarily or economically.

European leaders also looked to the American president for more personal reasons. They
not only needed and wanted assurances about U.S. commitments to their countries, but also
encouragement for their own political positions. Often it was not enough for the president to
signal support for a nation, he frequently had to give personal encouragement and backing to a
leader. This pattern of offering support politically and personally was done for all of Europe, but

in the early 1960s, a troika of leaders stood at the fore of European politics: Britain’s Harold

119



Macmillan, France’s Charles de Gaulle, and West Germany’s Konrad Adenauer. Through letters
and face-to-face meetings, Kennedy sought to comfort, reassure, cajole, and convince his
European counterparts of America’s support and good intentions. This was not always easy, and
Kennedy had to do it often. The most intractable of the three was de Gaulle, the most frequent
visitor Macmillan, and the one needing the most reassurance for both his country and himself
was Adenauer. The Kennedy Administration put great time and effort into dealing with these
three leaders, yet Adenauer and West Germany were especially important. As Europe became an
increasingly tense Cold War battleground, Germany was the frontline. Thus issues of safety and
security were of extreme importance, and Adenauer and the citizens of the Federal Republic
needed constant affirmation that the United States would not abandon them.

But this was a complicated task. Both in personality and policy there were differences
between the two men. Arthur Schlesinger recalled that in the beginning Kennedy had “great
respect” for Adenauer, but as the chancellor became more difficult, the president looked forward
to the day the senior statesman stepped aside.'” And while the Kennedy Administration was
committed to West Germany and the integrity of West Berlin, it also wanted to explore some
type of settlement with the Soviets, hoping it would stabilize Europe.'® But moves in this
direction—as well as moves toward a general détente with Moscow—were viewed with
suspicion in Bonn. When the United States and the Soviet Union came to terms over the Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty in 1963, Adenauer had “vast discontent” and “complained bitterly.”"’

When Kennedy and Adenauer first met in April 1961 the psychological and emotional

elements were clear. While the German chancellor publicly expressed his eagerness to meet the

"7 Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., 4 Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy in the White House (New York: Mariner Books,
2002 [1965]), 403-404.

' For the at times testy relationship between the two leaders and their differences in policy, see Frank A. Mayer,
Adenauer and Kennedy: A Study in German-American Relations, 1961-1963 (New York: St. Martin’s, 1996).

¥ Schlesinger, Thousand Days, 917, 918.

120



president and the value of allied unity, reports from Bonn noted that Adenauer “had a
grandfatherly mistrust of the new young man in the White House.” Compared to the Eisenhower
Administration it was felt that the guarantees Kennedy gave were “pallid” and “half-hearted.”*
From the start it would be a challenge to reassure Adenauer. Adding to the difficulty were
serious psychological issues. In a memo to Kennedy from Henry Kissinger, then a part-time
White House adviser, the counselor aspects were made clear. According to Kissinger, a nation
that had experienced economic catastrophe, fought and lost two wars, and carried out the horrors
of the Nazi years was “bound to suffer from deep psychological scars.” He told the president that
West Germany was “a candidate for a nervous breakdown. The fear of being alone or sold out is,
in some sense, a quest for emotional security. It is also a sign of great lack of self-confidence.””'
Thus the psychological aspects were just as important as the political ones.

In preparing for the encounter with the West German leader, the Kennedy Administration
strategized how best to soothe him. It noted that the chancellor had “an almost pathological fear”
that the United States would sell out Germany to the Soviets and that this was “not the kind of
fear which can be exorcised by rational argument. It is always at the back of the Chancellor’s

mind.””* The Administration knew that this was not a worry it could completely alleviate in a

short visit, but it believed that talks at the highest levels of government would “have a

% Marquis Childs, “The Deep Rifts Are Still There,” Washington Post, April 11, 1961. After the visit, Adenauer
said reports he was nervous about JFK were a press creation. But U.S. diplomats did feel that Adenauer would be
cautious with Kennedy and hesitant to discuss certain issues during this early visit. As the embassy in Bonn reported
a little less than a month before the visit, Adenauer “elaborated on [the] fact [that a] new administration is still in
[the] process [of] studying policies. He said he wished his own trip were going to take place two months later than
[the] time now fixed. He did not want to have too broad an agenda. He did not know President Kennedy and wished
to move carefully.” See Chalmers M. Roberts, “Adenauer a Bit Older — but Still Sharp,” Washington Post, April 14,
1961; Airgram, Department of State, March 15, 1961, Folder: Germany, Subjects, Adenauer Visit 4/61, 2/1/61-
4/6/61; Box 79; NSF-Countries; JFKL.

! Memorandum, Kissinger to Kennedy, “Visit of Chancellor Adenauer—Some Psychological Factors,” April 6,
1961, Folder: Germany, Subjects, Adenauer Visit 4/61, 2/1/61-4/6/61; Box 79; NSF-Countries; JFKL.

22 «“Chancellor Adenauer’s Visit—Washington, April 12-13, 1961: Scope Paper,” n.d., Folder: Germany, Subjects,
Adenauer, 4/61, Briefing Book, Parts I-IIT; Box 79; NSF-Countries; JFKL.
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psychologically reassuring effect.”>’

Part of the hope was that if Kennedy could give Adenauer
the impression he was taking him into his confidence, this might build trust.**

In addition to these psychological concerns about security, the trip was also about
Adenauer’s political position back home. Coming at the beginning of election season in West
Germany, Kennedy’s briefing materials noted that Adenauer saw the visit and the accompanying
publicity “as an important element in maintaining the public image of himself in Germany not
only as the national leader who has successfully brought his country through the hard days of
reconstruction...but as the world statesman who can best preserve close ties with the leadership
of the United States.”* While expected to win, Adenauer did have reason for pause. His
opponent was the young, popular mayor of West Berlin Willy Brandt, who had visited Kennedy
earlier in the year. The chancellor was concerned by Brandt’s attempt to link himself and his
party to the Kennedy Administration. The United States did not want to give the impression of
taking sides and did not think that Adenauer would raise the issue, but the Federal Republic’s
elections were always in the background.”

By most accounts the two men’s first encounter went well. When they met privately, JFK

spoke of the “great respect in which he himself, as well as previous occupants of the White

House and all the citizens of the United States™ had for Adenauer and West Germany, and

3 “Chancellor Adenauer’s Visit—Washington, April 12-13, 1961: Scope Paper,” n.d., Folder: Germany, Subjects,
Adenauer, 4/61, Briefing Book, Parts I-III; Box 79; NSF-Countries; JFKL. As the briefing materials stated, “While
it may not be possible to give the Chancellor satisfaction in every respect, he should leave here with the firm
knowledge that this is not because of [the] lack of basic good will for Germany or [the] lack of esteem for him
personally. To the extent possible, we should encourage the Chancellor to think that we are sympathetic to the
German desire to be treated as a principle ally.”

2 «Adenauer Visit—Washington, April 12-13, 1961: Points For The President To Make,” n.d., Folder: Germany,
Subjects, Adenauer Trip 4/61, Briefing Book Part VI; Box 79; NSF-Countries; JFKL.

% «“Chancellor Adenauer’s Visit—Washington, April 12-13, 1961: Scope Paper,” n.d., Folder: Germany, Subjects,
Adenauer, 4/61, Briefing Book, Parts I-III; Box 79; NSF-Countries; JFKL

% For more on the relation between West German elections and the visit, see Memorandum, Dean Rusk to Kennedy,
“Visit of Chancellor Adenauer and Mayor Brandt,” February 21, 1961; Memorandum, Kissinger to Kennedy, “Visit
of Chancellor Adenauer—Some Psychological Factors,” April 6, 1961, Folder: Germany, Subjects, Adenauer Visit
4/61, 2/1/61-4/6/61; Box 79; NSF-Countries; JFKL.
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“wished to reassure” him that the United States “was prepared and determined to stand by its
commitments.””’ Publically the talks were described as productive and the chancellor took away
a positive impression of the young president. He even said he was “‘deeply moved’” after
Kennedy praised him as a historic figure who had been a leader in creating an integrated Europe
and strong Atlantic partnership.*® Yet, Kennedy’s job as counselor was not finished. He
continually reassured Adenauer about U.S. support throughout his time in office, especially after
the Berlin Wall went up in August 1961. “I wish to reiterate to you our intention to maintain our
solidarity with the Federal Republic of Germany,” the president wrote the chancellor. “We are
prepared to do whatever is necessary to met this challenge, rather than capitulate, or make

»2% But the impact of such bold assurances is difficult to gauge, as

damaging concessions.
Kennedy acted cautiously in dealing with the construction of the Berlin Wall, and actually
viewed the barrier as a measure that might reduce tension in the city.*’

The two leaders would meet again at the White House in the months following the crisis in
Berlin, and the objective for the Kennedy Administration was again more mental than tangible.
As Secretary of State Dean Rusk told the president, “We want the Chancellor...to leave
Washington reassured that the U.S. Government has a clear sense of national purpose, firm
leadership and a capacity not to be deflected from basic goals by particular crises.”' To
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accomplish this, Rusk told Kennedy that he should “convince,” “ensure,” and “strengthen his

" Memorandum of Conversation, “NATO and East-West Relations,” April 12, 1961, doc. 98, Foreign Relations of
the United States (hereafter FRUS), 1961-1963, Vol. XIII: Western Europe and Canada (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office (hereafter GPO), 1994), 272, 273.

8 William J. Jorden, “U.S.-Bonn Talks End With Accord On Major Issues,” New York Times, April 14, 1961; James
Reston, “Washington: Kennedy Meets the Test of Personal Diplomacy,” New York Times, April 16, 1961.

2 Letter, Kennedy to Adenauer, September 4, 1961, Folder: Germany, Subjects, Adenauer Correspondence, 1961;
Box 78; NSF-Countries; JFKL.
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[Adenauer’s] confidence” in America’s support and strategy.’> Coming during a time of great
tension in Europe, some viewed Adenauer’s visit as representative of the Continent’s aspiration
for a peaceful solution to the recent turmoil. In Bonn it was reported that the chancellor’s
meeting with Kennedy was “the most important political mission he had undertaken.”’

While seeking to bolster the West German leader’s mind about security issues, it was also
recognized that he would use the meeting to enhance his political standing back home. A
successful visit required making the chancellor feel that he was still politically relevant, and
Adenauer was in need of a confidence boost. Whereas the Kennedy-Adenauer talks in April
1961 took place at the start of election season in West Germany, this meeting took place after the
formation of a new government. Though Adenauer and his party had won, forming a new
government had been difficult and wounded the chancellor politically. Rusk advised Kennedy
that the German leader had “lost both in prestige and power, and he will undoubtedly regard his
early visit here as an important factor in recouping his position. Previous visits to the United
States have always been used by the Chancellor to strengthen both his personal position and his
self-confidence. He periodically requires assurance that his counsel is still sought and heeded.
Coming here in the aftermath of [a] cabinet formation, he will be particularly sensitive to signs
of continuing or diminished regard.”*

Overall, the visit was considered a success. Signs were encouraging from the start when on

the second day of the visit, after meeting together for an hour and forty-five minutes with just

their interpreters, the Chancellor emerged from the meeting smiling. Throughout the course of

32 Memorandum, “Your Meeting with Chancellor Adenauer,” November 10, 1961, November 18, 1961, Folder:
Germany, Subjects, Adenauer Visit, 11/61, 11/6/61-11/29/61; Box 79a; NSF-Countries; JFKL.
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Los Angeles Times, November 20, 1961.
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their discussions Kennedy reassured Adenauer that there would be no recognition of East
Germany, that Western forces would remain in Germany, and ties between West Berlin and West
Germany would not only continue but be strengthened. JFK sought to convey unity of purpose,
and give the sense that the fate of both nations was intertwined. “It was essential,” he said, “for
the US and Germany to proceed together...In order to succeed we must have confidence in each
other and we must remain in very close contact.”

Returning home Adenauer said publicly that his talks with the president were

“excellent.””*¢

Privately, he told the president, “When I took my leave of you I said that I have
seldom gone away from the White House with such a feeling of satisfaction and assurance as this
time...I should like to say again how much support and reassurance I have derived from my talks
with you...the earnestness of your determination, Mr. President, have made a deep impression on
me.”’

When Kennedy and Adenauer met for the third time in November 1962, the president’s
goals were much the same as before. Adenauer again found himself politically weakened. Now
eighty-six, pressure began to mount for him to step aside in the coming year. He hoped his visit

would counteract his political rival Willy Brandt’s successful visit to Washington weeks earlier.

Thus, in addition to conferring about major issues in U.S.-West German relations, Kennedy once
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again needed to make Adenauer feel special. “It would, therefore, be advantageous for us to deal
with him in matters of substance as an old and trusted ally,” Kennedy’s briefing materials noted.
“Moreover, given his known susceptibilities to pomp, circumstance and flattery, an appropriate
level of red-carpet treatment in the realm of protocol and ceremony would probably pay
dividends. All this might serve to help allay his reported sensitivity over the cordial and intimate
treatment which he believes to have been extended to Willy Brandt.”*®

These talks also came in the aftermath of a crisis. Just weeks earlier the world had been on
edge as the United States and Soviet Union came to the brink of nuclear war over Soviet missiles
in Cuba. For Adenauer this conflict took on added importance. Many feared that it was a prelude
to a Soviet attack on Berlin. While not solving the Berlin issue or announcing any concrete
moves, the November meeting demonstrated U.S. and German leaders working in close
consultation and elicited a recommitment to West Berlin by the Administration.

If every Kennedy and Adenauer meeting had emotional and psychological elements, their
final encounter in June 1963 took passions to a new level. More than any other Kennedy sojourn
abroad, his visit to West Germany and Berlin was all about his role as therapist. This was
Kennedy’s first trip to Germany, but also the first time an American president had visited Berlin
since Harry Truman was there for the Potsdam Conference in 1945. Kennedy was also the first
leader of a NATO country to visit Berlin. The briefing material stated that the trip “can expect to

attract more public attention and interest than any previous visit by a foreign statesman to

modern Germany.” Of the seven broad objectives listed, only the last one was related to

3% «“Chancellor Adenauer’s Visit to Washington—November 7-9, 1962: Scope Paper,” October 31, 1962, Folder:
Germany, Subjects, Adenauer Visit, 11/62, 10/12/62-2/5/63; Box 79a; NSF-Countries; JFKL. Adenauer’s irritation
over Brandt’s visit was evident back in October during a conversation with the American ambassador in Bonn. It
was reported that the chancellor thought “Brandt has been talking too much about his conversation with the
president, and indicated he himself was always discreet about such matters.” See Telegram, Department of State,
Walter Dowling to Rusk, October 12, 1961, Folder: Germany, Subjects, Adenauer Visit, 11/62, 10/12/62-2/5/63;
Box 79a; NSF-Countries; JFKL.
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discussion of world problems. The other six were all connected to the president’s role as
counselor, seeking to reassure West Germans and Berliners of American support, as well as offer
praise for Adenauer. For example, the first objective was, “to furnish tangible evidence of
American good will toward the German people and of our recognition of the increasing
importance of the Federal Republic as one of our major allies.” The third stated the visit would
“provide graphic emphasis of the continuing American presence in and responsibility for
Europe,” and the fifth goal was “to accord appropriate recognition and tribute to Chancellor
Adenauer, in the twilight of his long tenure as Chancellor, for his invaluable and lasting

contributions to the causes of democracy and freedom.”’

The trip, then, was overwhelmingly
about public displays. The psychological and emotional impact for Germany and its leaders came
from Kennedy’s presence and public remarks.*’ The visit was a symbolic reminder to the people
of West Germany and Berlin—as well as the rest of Europe—of America’s commitment to come
to the defense of the Continent if the Soviets attacked.

While the trip to West Germany was not controversial, the decision to visit Berlin was

hotly contested.*' The campaign for a presidential stop in the divided city began months earlier.

39 «“president’s European Trip, June 1963—Scope: Germany,” June 14, 1963, Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-
7/63, Salinger Briefing Book [Folder 1 of 4]; Box 239; NSF-Trips and Conferences; JFKL.

40 Even when discussing substantive issues like the Multilateral Force (MLF), which would have created a nuclear
deterrent under NATO command, emotions were in the background. For example, though both Kennedy and
Adenauer supported the idea, the United States was having trouble getting other European allies to go along with the
proposal. This displeased Adenauer who wanted more action on the issue. In a memo to the president, Bundy made
clear that the details of the MLF did not really matter. Adenauer did not feel very strongly about the plan and
probably did not understand many of the specifics. Rather, the key to discussing it with him was “his suspicion. If he
trusts us, he will do nearly anything. This means the surrounding music of the meeting is as important as the
discussion of the MLF.” Thus Bundy recommended Kennedy offer a glowing toast to Adenauer and reassure him of
both America’s vigilance against the Soviet Union and resolve to use nuclear weapons if needed. “He is more
interested in your state of mind and will,” Bundy noted. “To him the MLF is a means of ensuring American
presence, and his willingness to see its establishment deferred will be conditioned most heavily by his sense of
confidence in the U.S. and the U.S. President.” See Memorandum, Bundy to Kennedy, “The MLF and Adenauer,”
June 20, 1963, Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-7/63, Germany, 6/11/63-7/12/63, [Folder 1 of 4]; Box 241;
NSF-Trips and Conferences; JFKL.

* The trip to the Federal Republic was officially called an “informal working visit.” However, some members of the
Kennedy Administration thought it should have been an official state visit. The reasoning, like so many elements of
the trip, had to do with symbolism and the psychological benefits that could be gained from such a designation. In a

127



In February, mayor of West Berlin Willy Brandt raised the issue of a presidential visit. He said a
visit “would have [the] positive effect of underscoring Western solidarity.” Brandt, however,
added that Berliners did not necessarily need the visit. “It could not now be claimed that Berlin
morale urgently needed [a] boost such as [the] president’s visit would certainly provide,” the
mayor noted, yet his citizens “would be greatly encouraged...and appreciative of, this personal
manifestation of [the] president’s support for their cause.” He also argued that though West
Berliners did not need psychological uplifting, they would find it hard to understand why
Kennedy would not come, especially since Khrushchev had been to East Berlin.*?

Despite the mayor’s push, director of the U.S. Information Agency Edward Murrow
opposed the idea. Like Brandt he made a psychological argument, but he reached a different
conclusion. As the mayor noted, West Berliners did not need a morale boost. Thus, Murrow
argued, the United States should save a presidential visit for when it was really needed.
Furthermore, if a visit occurred, Murrow believed that the Soviet Union would misinterpret it. It
would be seen as an admission that spirits in West Berlin were lagging and needed to be raised.*
In a conflict that was so much about perception, why give the Soviets one of weakness?

Some in the State Department were also concerned that a Kennedy visit would
antagonize the Soviets. With the international situation relatively calm, State worried that a visit

would upset the precarious tranquility. The West German press, however, rejected that

memo to Bundy, director of the U.S. Information Agency Edward Murrow wrote that no American president had
made a state visit to postwar Germany and that this would be a fitting act for the end of Adenauer’s political life.
Additionally, he said the West Germans were “motivated by an almost compulsive desire to be ‘accepted’ within the
European and Atlantic Communities.” A state visit, Murrow argued, would “make it quite clear to the West
Germans that we are ready to treat them and to encourage other Western European nations to treat them as first-class
allies.” See Memorandum, Murrow to Bundy, February 26, 1963, Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-7/63,
Germany, 1/17/63-6/10/63, [Folder 1 of 2]; Box 241; NSF-Trips and Conferences; JFKL.

2 Telegram, Department of State, Allan Lightner to Rusk, February 5, 1963, Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-
7/63, Germany, 1/17/63-6/10/63, [Folder 1 of 2]; Box 241; NSF-Trips and Conferences; JFKL.

* Memorandum, Murrow to Bundy, “Proposed Berlin Visit by the President,” February 13, 1963, Folder:
President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-7/63, Germany, 1/17/63-6/10/63, [Folder 1 of 2]; Box 241; NSF-Trips and
Conferences; JFKL.
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reasoning, and by March it became clear that Kennedy had to go to Berlin. If he did not, the
criticism would be unrelenting, or as one assistant said, “there will be no end of howling.”**
Thus, with the decision made, the Administration focused on what it hoped to achieve. Similar to
the objectives for the trip at large, the goals were mostly symbolic and psychological. Among
them were “to demonstrate anew and unmistakably” U.S. support for West Berlin and to
“reassure” Berlin leaders who were still worried about the city’s long-term viability.
Additionally, while the visit showed “in impressive and personalized form” America’s closeness
to Berlin, it would also “produce an advantageous political impression internationally and to give
Berliners themselves [a] helpful...psychological lift.”*’

When the trip was over, the Administration was pleased with the results.*® As the Los

Angeles Times reported, Kennedy “came, he saw and—judging by the response to his presence

* Memorandum, L. J. Legere to Carl Kaysen, “Berlin Visit During President’s European Trip,” March 20, 1963,
Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-7/63, Germany, 1/17/63-6/10/63, [Folder 1 of 2]; Box 241; NSF-Trips and
Conferences; JFKL. The Administration had a list of eleven reasons why the president should visit Berlin. The most
compelling, according to the list, was that it would show the solidarity of the West. Other reasons listed were a
“tremendous boost to morale” in not only both parts of Berlin but also West and East Germany; Kennedy would be
assured a grand welcome in the city; since Khrushchev had visited East Berlin many times but no U.S. president had
visited West Berlin it seemed that the Soviets cared more about the city than the Americans; and since de Gaulle did
not visit Berlin on his trip to Germany, this gave Kennedy an “opportunity for a little one-upmanship.” See
“Reasons Why President Should Visit Berlin,” n.d., Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-7/63, Germany, 1/17/63-
6/10/63, [Folder 1 of 2]; Box 241; NSF-Trips and Conferences; JFKL

* Telegram, Department of State, Berlin to Secretary of State, May 1, 1963, Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-
7/63, Germany, 1/17/63-6/10/63, [Folder 1 of 2]; Box 241; NSF-Trips and Conferences; JFKL

* The trip also included stops in Ireland, Britain, and Italy. In the weeks leading up to it, the trip became
increasingly criticized. Detractors argued that Kennedy should stay home and deal with worsening racial tensions
consuming the country. Others made the case that the trip would be useless. Of the four countries Kennedy planned
to visit only one had a stable government. The others all had political situations not ideal for a presidential visit.
Britain was recovering from a political scandal, Italy had a caretaker government, and as noted, Adenauer was in the
twilight of his political career. However, talks of scuttling the trip caused an adverse reaction. According to an
editorial in an influential German paper, “cancellation of Kennedy’s visit would prove both a shock and a heavy
disappointment. A disappointment for the Federal Government, but also for German public opinion and population,
not least the population of Berlin. One cannot at all realize that Washington would seriously consider a
cancellation.” See, Telegram, Department of State, Brussels to Secretary of State, “President’s Trip to Europe,” June
11, 1963, Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-7/63, Germany, 6/11/63-7/12/63, [Folder 1 of 4]; Box 241; NSF-
Trips and Conferences; JFKL. See also “Recent Public Comment on President Kennedy’s European Trip,” June 14,
1963, Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-7/63, General [Folder 2 of 4]; Box 239; NSF-Trips and Conferences;
JFKL; Memorandum, James L. Greenfield to Carly Kaysen, “News & Comments of June 23 and 24 Related to
President’s Trip,” June 24, 1963, Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-7/63, Germany, 6/11/63-7/12/63, [Folder 1
of 4]; Box 241; NSF-Trips and Conferences; JFKL
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and his words—he conquered.”*’ From the millions who came out to see him, to the words he
spoke, the excitement throughout the trip was palpable. “The emotional climax came
Wednesday,” the New York Times reported, “when the President flew to Berlin. Still another
million, at least screamed ‘Ken-ned-DEE’ in the streets. One placard held up for him to read
said: ‘John. You our best friend.” The TV cameras were on Mr. Kennedy for most of the eight
hours he was in the city, and especially at the dramatic moments when he gazed in silence over
The Wall at the Brandenburg Gate.”*

While the press reaction was glowing, the results on the populace of West Germany and
Berlin were even better. Kennedy more than succeeded in his counselor role. According to a
public opinion poll conducted for Brandt’s office, 58% of West Berliners went out to see the
president. When asked to rate Kennedy’s “effort” and “reliability” regarding Berlin, 63% gave
him an A, and 29% a B. This was considered a significant feat because, according to one
pollster, “as school-masters Berliners tend to be slow with praise...No foreign or West German
leader has ever done this well in West Berlin.” The pollster went on to say that “the prospect and
especially the experience of having President Kennedy visit Berlin convinced and reassured
people who formerly were skeptical.”* An added bonus was that Kennedy’s visit forced

Khrushchev to make an impromptu trip to East Berlin in order bolster morale for his side. Less

7 «“The Presidency: Strong Words, Warm Response,” Los Angeles Times, June 30, 1963. Kennedy’s European tour
was so successful that the Administration started to plan a similar trip to the Far East. Though never occurring
because of Kennedy’s assassination, the objectives were the same as in Europe: reassure Asian leaders and their
citizens. “The President’s European trip,” a State department official wrote, “has shown the unifying effect of his
[JFK] personality on the Atlantic nations in a period of stress. A similar gesture would have a far greater impact on
our Pacific flank, where one-third of the world’s population lives and where the Communist threat looms far larger.’
See Memorandum, Roger Hilsman to Michael V. Forrestal, “Presidential Visit to the Far East,” July 8, 1963, Folder:
President’s Proposed Far East Trip, 7/63-11/63; Box 242; NSF-Trips and Conferences; JKFL.

48 «Cheers & Issues: President on Tour,” New York Times, June 30, 1961.

* Harold Hurwitz, Berlin Briefing, July 6, 1963, Folder: President’s Trip, Europe, 6/63-7/63, Germany, 6/11/63-
7/12/63, [Folder 3 of 4]; Box 241a; NSF-Trips and Conferences; JFKL. For an excellent account of Kennedy’s visit
to Berlin and its theatrical elements, see Andreas Daum, Kennedy in Berlin (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2008).

l
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than two days after Kennedy left the Soviet leader arrived, but his reception was paltry by
comparison. Khrushchev failed to match Kennedy as a counselor.™
“Jack really got irritated with the Germans,” Jackie Kennedy recalled. No matter what he

did to reassure Adenauer it never seemed enough. ““What do you have to do to show the
Germans that you care?’” he lamented. Despite his frustration, however, Kennedy continued to
try to soothe the West German leader—and not because he was particularly fond of the
chancellor. JFK referred to Adenauer as a “bitter old man” who “he got awfully fed up with.”
But as president, Kennedy saw it as his job not only to handle West Germany’s military needs,
but also its psychological ones. It was thankless work, but deemed necessary to promote U.S.
national security.”’
“Major Policy Gambit”: Negotiating a Non-Aligned Nationalist

For American allies outside of Europe, the president’s counselor role operated similarly
as it did in Europe. Kennedy, however, also faced non-aligned or neutral countries. These nations
tried to have relations with both Western and Eastern camps. During the Eisenhower years
neutrality was greatly frowned upon. Thus it is not a surprise that the Eisenhower
Administration’s relations with non-aligned countries were often contentious. Kennedy came
into office with a different mindset. He was not reflexively opposed to neutrality nor did he have
a visceral dislike of it. Instead, he sought to engage these countries. The United States might not

have overly friendly relations with them, but they did not need to be hostile.

%% “The Presidency: Strong Words, Warm Response,” Los Angeles Times, June 30, 1963. While millions greeted
Kennedy, it was reported that only about 10,000 were present for a speech by Khrushchev. And crowds lining the
street were “skimpy” and their praise for the Soviet leader “feeble.”

*! Jacqueline Kennedy, Historic Conversations On Life With John F. Kennedy, interviews with Arthur M.
Schlesinger, Jr. 1964 (New York: Hyperion, 2011), 220, 233.
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Kennedy sought to build relationships with most of the leading non-aligned nationalist of
the day, including Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, Indonesian President Sukarno,
Ghana’s Kwame Nkrumah, and Egypt’s Gamal Abdel Nasser. Nasser was doubly important as
not only a leader in the non-aligned movement, but also the key figure in the Arab world. He
provides an excellent example of how the Kennedy Administration sought to play the role of
counselor with a non-ally.>>

Though improving slightly toward the end of the Eisenhower years, Nasser’s relationship
with the United States in the 1950s was contentious. Like with other nationalist leaders, the
Eisenhower Administration was never comfortable with his policies. It found his espoused
neutralism not only repugnant, but also false. Rather than non-aligned, Eisenhower saw Egypt in
the Soviet bloc.” Kennedy wanted to set this past aside and have a productive relationship. “If
we can learn from the lessons of the past,” he said during a campaign speech, “if we can refrain
from pressing our case so hard that the Arabs feel their neutrality and nationalism are threatened,

9954

the Middle East can become and area of strength and hope.””” His Administration would

cooperate where it could and not let single issues destroy a basis for collaboration. For example,
on one of the biggest wedge issues, the Israeli-Arab conflict, the two leaders agreed to put it in

the “icebox.”’

>? For Kennedy’s attempts at personal diplomacy with other African leaders, see Philip E. Muehlenbeck, Betting on
Africans: John F. Kennedy’s Courting of African Nationalist Leaders (New York: Oxford University Press, 2012).
For Nasser in particular see, pp. 122-140.

>3 For the Eisenhower Administration’s relationship with Nasser, see Salim Yaqub, Containing Arab Nationalism:
The Eisenhower Doctrine and the Middle East (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2004). During
the last years of the Eisenhower Administration Egypt was formally called the United Arab Republic (UAR).
Formed in 1958, it consisted of Egypt and Syria. In 1961 Syria withdrew, but Egypt would continue to be formally
called the United Arab Republic until 1971. Here I use the terms Egypt and UAR interchangeably.

>* John F. Kennedy, The Strategy of Peace (New York: Harper, 1960), 108.

33 Peter L. Hahn, Crisis and Crossfire: The United States and the Middle East Since 1945 (Washington, D.C:
Potomac Books, 2005), 44.
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Kennedy’s counselor attempts with Nasser consisted of three elements. First, the
president tried to convince the Egyptian leader of American goodwill. He sought to convey that
the Administration was not hostile to Nasser personally, Egypt, or the Arab world at large.
Second, Kennedy tried to lessen the impression that the United States was stringently pro-Israel.
Rather, he wanted to portray the Administration as evenhanded. Third, he hoped to use his
relationship with Nasser to moderate the Egyptian leader’s behavior, which hopefully would lead
Egypt to adopt more pro-Western policies.

Kennedy’s personal engagement began early. In the aftermath of the Bay of Pigs fiasco in
April 1961, a State Department official recommended a letter to Nasser on Cuba. “Like other
Arabs,” the official wrote, “Nasser values personal contact in diplomacy...Accordingly, we
believe a patient and dignified letter from you to Nasser...would be useful even though no
significant modification” of Egypt’s policies were likely.”® We see this again regarding U.S.
policy toward Israel. To help calm Nasser and other Arab leaders’ fears about the new
Administration’s direction in the Middle East, it was suggested that Kennedy send letters “to
make clear the desire of this administrations to deal with Middle Eastern matters on as fair and
friendly basis as possible...Arab attitudes toward us at the United Nations and elsewhere have
not been helpful and it would be hoped that these letters would reassure Arab leaders of this
administration’s earnest desire to maintain and enhance friendly and fruitful relations between

their countries and ours.”’ The long-term impact these early letters on Cuba and the Middle East
g p y

*® Memorandum, Chester Bowles to Kennedy, “Suggested Letter to President Nasser on Cuba,” April 27, 1961,
Folder: United Arab Republic, Nasser Correspondence, 1/20/61-4/30/61; Box 169; NSF-Countries; JFKL.

>7 Memorandum, Bowles to Kennedy, “Proposed Message to Arab Leaders,” May 6, 1961, Folder: United Arab
Republic, Subjects, Nasser Correspondence, 5/61-7/61; Box 169; NSF-Countries; JFKL. For the message sent to
Nasser see, Telegram, Department of State, Kennedy to Nasser, May 11, 1961, Folder: United Arab Republic,
Subjects, Nasser Correspondence, 5/61-7/61; Box 169; NSF-Countries; JFKL. Though not mentioned in the text of
the message, these letters were intended to help offset any negative reaction to the visit of Israeli premier David
Ben-Gurion to the United States. In addition to Nasser, Kennedy sent letters to the leaders of Saudi Arabia, Iraq,
Jordan, and Lebanon. According to a New York Times reporter, “to Arab leaders they [the letters] read like a major
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had is debatable, but in his response Nasser appeared receptive, noting his “appreciation of the

spirit” in which JFK wrote, and he saw it as a “happy sign.””®

The State Department saw this as
an encouraging signal that Nasser wanted better relations. It hoped that this “friendly
correspondence which we consider desirable” would continue.”

In August, Nasser responded to Kennedy’s message on the Middle East. “I have tried,”

the Egyptian leader wrote, “to open my heart to you.”*’

Though it was “lengthy