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Abstract

This thesis examines the significance of the US-Australian Korean engagement, 1947-
53, in the evolution of the relationship between the two nations in the formative years
of the Cold War. It shows that in the aftermath of World War Two, divergent
American and Australian strategic and security interests converged and then aligned
on the Korean peninsula. This study argues the interactions between key US and
Australian officials throughout their Korean engagement were crucial to shaping the
nature of the evolving relationship and the making of the alliance between the two
nations. This analysis especially emphasises the diplomacy of Percy Spender,
Minister for External Affairs and Ambassador to the US; John Foster Dulles, diplomat
and Special Representative of the President; and James Plimsoll, diplomat and
member of the United Nations Commission for the Unification and Rehabilitation of
Korea.

The thesis argues the American evaluation of the geo-strategic significance of
Korea was a significant factor in the making of the ANZUS alliance and shows events
in Korea remained central to the US-Australian relationship as it continued to evolve
beyond the signing of the Treaty. Their Korean engagement showed the US and
Australia had similar and overlapping, rather than identical interests, and that their
relationship was much more nuanced and problematic than commonly perceived.
This analysis of the US-Australian Korean engagement illuminates a crucial but
hitherto overlooked phase in the history of the evolution of the relationship between
the two nations. It challenges the Australian mythology on the origins of the ANZUS
Treaty and presents a cautionary insight into the limits of Australia’s capacity to
influence US policy to benefit its interests. This thesis therefore provides greater
depth to understanding the broader historical context of the trajectory of the US-

Australian relationship and alliance since the beginning of the Cold War.
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INTRODUCTION

The 1947-53 engagement of the United States and Australia in Korea was a
significant factor in the evolution of the bi-lateral relationship and the making of the
alliance between the two nations in the formative years of the Cold War. For six
years, Korea was the focal point of converging and aligning American and Australian
geo-strategic and security interests. This analysis of this largely overlooked period in
the history of the US-Australian relationship highlights the prominent roles of key
individuals, most notably, John Foster Dulles, diplomat and Special Representative of
the President, Percy Spender, Minister for External Affairs and Ambassador to the
US, and James Plimsoll, diplomat and member of the United Nations Commission for
the Unification and Rehabilitation of Korea (UNCURK), in shaping the nature of the

evolving relationship between the two nations.

This thesis demonstrates that the evolution of the US-Australian relationship
was much more nuanced and problematic than commonly perceived and that its
course was dependent on the confluence of the great external shifts in global politics
and the diplomacy of the individual officials featured here. The two countries had
similar and overlapping rather than identical strategic and security interests. Both
nations sought to shape their relationship to best suit their respective interests. This
study also offers a cautionary reminder of the limits of Australia’s capacity to
influence US policy to benefit its interests. Overall, this thesis provides a broader and
fuller context for understanding the origins and the basis of Australia’s most

important strategic alliance.
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In the aftermath of World War Two, the small and little known nation of
Korea became the epicentre of the evolving US-Australian relationship because
American and Australian strategic interests converged and then aligned on that
peninsula. The US-Australian Korean engagement began in 1947, three years before
the outbreak of the Korean War. This study charts the progression of the US-

Australian relationship throughout their six year Korean engagement.

During the first of the three phases of this engagement, the US and Australia
shared converging interests but pursued different objectives. Australian opposition to
US Korean policy caused friction and acrimony between American and Australian
officials. The convergence of US and Australian Korean policies following the 1948
South Korean election alleviated tensions and the ensuing collaboration between their

officials augured well for the evolving relationship.

The second phase of this engagement began when the US sought to persuade a
reluctant Australia to build closer ties with South Korea. Following the outbreak of
the Korean War in June 1950, Australia’s immediate response to US calls for
international aid to defend South Korea, made Australia visible to the Americans
when they were seeking allies and earned Washington’s gratitude. By 1951, the re-
evaluation of America’s Asia-Pacific security strategy following the Soviet
acquisition of the atomic bomb, the Communist victory in China, the outbreak of the
Korean War and Chinese intervention in the conflict, and Australian persistence, led

to the making of the ANZUS Treaty which formalised the US-Australian alliance.
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The depth of US-Australian diplomacy and collaboration in the third phase of
this engagement during the 1952 South Korean political crisis and on China and the
voluntary repatriation of Korean War POWSs, demonstrated the extent of the evolution

and the limits of the relationship between the two nations.

This evaluation of the Korean engagement shows that although Australia had
minimal impact on over-all US strategic policy, it was able to have some influence on
American policy toward Korea and Japan through the success of its diplomats.
Robert O’Neill, the official Australian Korean War historian wrote:

Australia’s involvement in the war was much more significant at the level
of policy formulation than at that of combat operations. Australia’s
[military] commitment ... had no profound influence on the course of the
war, but there was substantial interaction between Australia and its allies
regarding both general policies towards global strategic problems and
specific policies towards the Korean conflict. Participation in the war
established trends which influenced the development of several other
Australian relationships and commitments...."

This thesis makes clear and provides evidence showing the limits and gains in

Australian influence on both general and specific American policies.

Although the evolution of the American-Australian relationship reflects the
shared histories, foundations, values and common language of both nations, it was far
from inevitable the two countries would forge an intricate relationship and alliance. It
was a series of interlocking events and circumstances in Korea, and the diplomacy
and collaboration between key US and Australian officials throughout their Korean
engagement, that were instrumental in shaping and strengthening the evolving US-
Australian relationship in the early years of the Cold War. Anthony Farrar-Hockley, a
Korean War veteran and author of the official British history of the conflict, said of

the tensions and misunderstandings between the Allies, that “in all these relationships,
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personal inclinations swayed results.”® Again, this thesis shows exactly how and

when this was true, and when it was not.

Throughout this thesis, there are ongoing references to the US-Australian
“relationship” and “alliance”. These terms are not interchangeable. The US-
Australian relationship was and remains multi-dimensional.  In this thesis,
“relationship” refers to the overall relationship between the two nations. The alliance
means the 1951 ANZUS Treaty — the formal security agreement between Australia,

New Zealand and the US.

The literature on the US-Australian alliance is dominated by Australian
authors and is overwhelmingly either quite pro or anti American: there is not much
nuance. However, as Andrew Carr has written: “Careful archival research has shown
the repeated capacity of Australian governments to identify their nation’s interests—
as distinct from those of the United States—and to support ANZUS in a selective
manner so as to support those interests.”® Carr notes the studies by James Curran,
Michael Sexton, David McLean, and Lloyd Cox and Brendan O’Connor as examples
of substantive multi layered analyses of the US-Australian relationship.* This thesis
expands these points, offering a nuanced and problematic evaluation of the impact of
the American-Australian Korean engagement and the influence of that six year shared

participation on both the relationship and the alliance.

Background and Context
Of course, the American-Australian relationship did not begin with their

Korean engagement and the making of the ANZUS alliance in the early years of the
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Cold War. This thesis shows that Korea was a critical part of the broader story of the

emergence of a bi-lateral partnership.

Australia and the US have a shared history dating back to the 1790s soon after
the formation of the United States and the establishment of the British colony of New
South Wales. The US and the Australian colonies developed commercial
relationships throughout the 1800s which continued after Federation in 1901. This
was a peripheral association, lacking a strong foundation. Tensions rose between the
US and the colony of Victoria near the end of the American Civil War when
Washington challenged the legality of the Victorian government permitting the
Confederate ship Shenandoah, to dock for repairs and supplies in January-February

1865, and the reception accorded to its captain and officers at the Melbourne Club.’

Relations between Australia and the US were much more amicable in 1908
when President Theodore Roosevelt accepted Prime Minister Alfred Deakin’s
invitation for the Great White Fleet to visit Australia. Roosevelt told his Secretary of
State, Elihu Root, that “some day the question of the Pacific will be a dominant one
and it will be necessary to know the sentiment of Australia and New Zealand.”® The
visit of the Great White Fleet was an enormous public relations success with the

Americans warmly welcomed by the Australians.

In 1918, American and Australian forces fought alongside each other on the
Western Front in the final year of World War One. Two of those US soldiers, Harry

Truman and Douglas MacArthur, were instrumental in the evolution of the US-
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Australian relationship during their Korean engagement, despite their personal

confrontation over American Korean War policy.

Australia sought closer ties with the US following the outbreak of the Second
World War. In January 1940, the Menzies government established the first Australian
diplomatic mission in Washington headed by Richard Casey. Casey laid the
foundation for a defining characteristic of the US-Australian relationship: the
utilisation and value of personal diplomacy and friendships in advancing the
relationship. Casey cultivated and maintained regular access and earned the trust of
Franklin Roosevelt’s confidant and key lieutenant, Harry Hopkins, Secretary of State
Cordell Hull, Vice-President Henry Wallace, Secretary of War Henry Stimson, and
Secretary of the Navy Frank Knox. Casey and Assistant Secretary of State, Dean

Acheson, became close personal friends.’

Britain’s inability to defend Australia was palpable in the wake of the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor and their rapid advance into South East Asia from
December 1941 to February 1942 which encompassed the fall of Singapore and the
bombing of Darwin. Australia, isolated and exposed, looked to the US for its
security. In turn, the loss of the Philippines meant the Americans needed Australia as
a base from which to launch their counterattack against the Japanese. In his World
War Two memoirs, Dwight Eisenhower wrote: “Australia was the base nearest to the
Philippines that we could hope to establish and maintain.... This meant that ... we

had to make certain of the safety of Australia itself.”®
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The American-Australian wartime cooperation, notably between General
Douglas MacArthur and Prime Minister John Curtin, was underpinned by their mutual
strategic objective to defeat Japan.® The US-Australian relationship during World
War Two has been studied extensively and it is beyond the scope of this thesis to
provide further detail on the wartime alliance.’® However, given the focus and
arguments of this thesis, it is important to note that while the Second World War was
a critical event in the history of the evolution of the US-Australian relationship,
marking the first time the two nations formed an extensive security and military

association, it did not result in a formal alliance between the US and Australia.'

Australia and the US established embassy level diplomatic links in the
aftermath of World War Two as Australia’s “fear of abandonment” propelled the
shifting of its strategic reliance from Britain to the US as the principal guarantor of its
security.’? In 1946 Norman Makin and Robert Butler were appointed, respectively,
the first Australian and American Ambassadors to Washington and Canberra. The
security element in the US-Australian relationship became much more prominent in
the early years of the Cold War as both Herbert Evatt and Percy Spender, Ministers
for External Affairs in the Chifley and Menzies governments, respectively, sought a
defence treaty with the US. However, the Truman Administration refused to
countenance a formal defence alliance with Australia. Simultaneously, economic and
education links between Australia and the US continued to grow as illustrated by the

establishment of the Australian-American Fulbright Program in 1949.%%

Australia also actively participated in the formation of the United Nations and

was elected a non permanent member of the UN Security Council in 1945. Evatt was
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a vociferous advocate for Australia and other smaller nations having a voice at the
UN. Although Evatt often clashed with, and even more often annoyed, the US
representatives, his and Australia’s strong reputation at the UN enabled him to serve
as President of the UN General Assembly in 1948-49.%* Ambassador Makin, also
head of the Australian UN delegation, became the first President of the UN Security

Council in 1946-47.%7°

Australia contributed troops as part of the US led Allied occupation of Japan
and was determined to have a voice in shaping the post-war Japanese peace
settlement.’® Australia, still viewing Japan as a threat, looked to the US, the pre-
eminent regional and global power, to safeguard its security and prevent a Japanese
resurgence. This was the thinking at the heart of Canberra’s move to engage with the
US in Korea in 1947. Although the British Commonwealth Occupation Force in
Japan initially consisted of forces from Australia, Britain, India and New Zealand,
only Australian forces remained by the time the Korean War broke out. However, the
Allied occupation of Japan was almost solely an American effort led by MacArthur
who governed post-war Japan without consulting America’s allies. Nevertheless,
Australia’s military presence in nearby Japan would pay dividends when the Korean

War broke out.

Amidst the growing links between the two nations, the US-Australian Korean
engagement became the focal point of their evolving relationship and the pathway
toward a formal alliance. The complexities of the origins of the Cold War in the Asia-
Pacific region explain why Korea became the epicentre of US-Australian relations

from 1947-53. Cold War politics meant Korea became a critical testing ground for
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American resolve to contain communism in Asia. While Australia also regarded the
potential spread of communism as a threat, especially in South East Asia, its greater
concern was preventing a resurgence of Japanese power that could again endanger its
security. Australia’s primary post war foreign policy goals were to obtain a security
treaty with the US, promote an American presence in the Asia-Pacific, and actively
engage itself in the region and the UN. Canberra involved itself in Korea because it
saw an opportunity to directly engage with the US and perhaps influence American

regional strategic policy to benefit its interests.

The 1947-53 US-Australian Korean engagement has received scant attention,
yet it was crucial to the development of their relationship in the early years of the
Cold War. This thesis does not purport to provide a comprehensive analysis of US-
Australian relations during the Korean War period, nor is it a detailed study of US and
Australian involvement in the conflict or of US and Australian early Cold War foreign
policy. However, these four interlocking elements are central themes in this thesis.
The following chapters convey the significance of the shared Korean years on the

broader US-Australian relationship.

From 1947, US and Australian geo-strategic interests converged and then
aligned in Korea. American interest in Korea originated during World War Two.
Japan had brutally ruled Korea since 1910. Following the Japanese defeat in 1945,
US and Soviet forces occupied southern and northern Korea, respectively, dividing
the peninsula between them at the 38th Parallel. Between 1945 and 1950, the US, the
Soviets and the UN failed to end the division of Korea.!” In 1947 the UN formed the

United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea (UNTCOK) to facilitate unification
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and self government. Australia, seeing an opportunity to engage the US and
determined to influence the making of the Japanese peace settlement, sought and
gained membership of UNTCOK. Aside from the US and Soviet Union, Australia,
via UNTCOK and its successor, the United Nations Commission on Korea
(UNCOK), was the only other nation continuously involved in Korea from November
1947 to the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950."® In October 1950, when it
appeared the UN/US were on the verge of winning the Korean War and unifying the

peninsula, Australia became a member of UNCURK which replaced UNCOK.

The American-Australian Korean Engagement

Part | of this study examines the Korean policy differences and tensions
between the US and Australia and their gradual alignment during the first phase of
their Korean engagement from 1947-49. The first Chapter analyses the origins of that
engagement. It argues that by 1947, although American and Australian geo-strategic
interests had converged in Korea, the two nations pursued different objectives. The
US was now focussed on containing communism whereas Australia still regarded the
possibility of a resurgent Japan as a greater threat to its security. Australia wanted a
unified and free Korea that would help curb Japanese power. The US sought to build

a stable South Korea as part of its regional Communist containment strategy.

Chapter two examines the differences in US and Australian Korean policies
that manifested around the 1948 South Korean election. Australia opposed holding an
election only in southern Korea, arguing it would entrench the division of the
peninsula. The Truman Administration, recognising the Soviets would never agree to
terms on Korean unification, proceeded to create an independent anti-Communist

South Korea. Australia also opposed UNTCOK observation of the impending
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election due to concerns about the veracity of the process. These policy differences
created open friction between Samuel Jackson, Australia’s representative on
UNTCOK, and his American counterparts, John Hodge, Head of the United States
Army Military Government in Korea, and Joseph Jacobs, his Political Advisor. The
chapter argues that despite the policy differences and tensions between US and
Australian officials, Canberra chose to continue its direct engagement with the

Americans in Korea because it furthered its strategic and security interests.

The third Chapter analyses the alignment in US and Australian Korean policy
following the 1948 South Korean election and the de-facto recognition of the
indefinite separation of North and South Korea. It discusses the differences in US and
Australian policy over the status of the newly created Republic of Korea (ROK or
South Korea) and its government, US and Australian collaboration on Korea at the
UN, and Canberra’s ambivalence over its continued involvement in Korea. The
convergence of US and Australian Korean policy, aligning perceptions of the
Communist threat, and more amity between US and Australian officials, meant the
evolving relationship became much more amicable. Jackson was replaced on
UNTCOK by Arthur Jamieson and Patrick Shaw and both developed much more
cordial relations with Hodge and Jacobs. The collaboration at the UN between John
Foster Dulles and James Plimsoll over the status of the ROK and its government
enabled Australia to exert some influence on US Korean policy. US and Australian
geo-strategic and security interests were now intertwined in Korea, and despite its
ambivalence about its presence there, Canberra chose to remain and maintain its direct
engagement with the Americans. Cultivating the US relationship to benefit Australian

strategic and security interests remained Canberra’s foreign policy priority.
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The first phase of the US-Australian Korean engagement has attracted very
little academic attention to what is the bedrock base of the US-Australian relationship
in Korea. Decisions and patterns of trust and interaction established here were
important for the entire period of the US-Australian Korean engagement. Robert
O’Neill refers to the Australian involvement in Korea as part of the UN attempts to
unify the peninsula from 1947 to 1950 but his focus is on the war years, 1950-53, in
which he argues that Australia made a significant diplomatic contribution.’* Gavan
McCormack discusses Australian participation in UNTCOK and UNCOK in arguing
that Australia pursued an independent foreign policy under the Chifley government
but adopted a pro American stance under the Menzies government.”® Part |
challenges McCormack’s argument, demonstrating that indeed, both Herbert Evatt
and Percy Spender, and the Department of External Affairs, cultivated the US
relationship, sought to keep the Americans engaged in the region, and pursued a

security agreement with the Americans.

Among US scholars, James Matray has provided the most extensive coverage
of the Australian presence in UNTCOK and UNCOK. Although Matray is not
concerned with the US-Australian Korean engagement in pre war Korea, he refers to
the Australians in explaining the tensions between the two UN Commissions and the
US. The Truman Administration, argues Matray, had initially concluded Korea was
not strategically significant to the US but the politics of the Cold War vis-a-vis the
Soviet Union reversed this and made safeguarding South Korea’s security paramount.
In this context, Matray cites the work of UNTCOK and UNCOK in explaining US

efforts to involve the UN in South Korea to reduce its isolation and strengthen its
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security by internationalising its situation. Matray’s analysis of Korean policy
divisions within and between UNTCOK, UNCOK and the US, cites the Australians,
and he argues the Communist victory in China made South Korea’s security an even
greater political imperative but also more problematic.”* Part | complements Matray’s
work, arguing that, similar to the US, Korea was initially of little strategic importance
to Australia but was increasingly crucial, and useful, to Canberra’s objective of
promoting an American presence in the region, and to its goal of securing a defence

agreement with the US.

William Stueck notes the UN, including Australian, involvement in pre war
Korea in arguing that the US sought to manipulate the UN to lend credibility to
American policy in Korea.”” Bruce Cumings and Allan Millett examine the role of
UNTCOK in their respective studies of the origins of the Korean War but their
evaluation of the Commission is in the context of their analyses of the competing
Korean political forces supported by the US and Soviet Union.?® Stueck’s concern
with the goals of US policy in Korea and Cumings’s and Millett’s focus on the
consequences of US and Soviet involvement in Korea, underpin some of the context
of the analysis in Part | which demonstrates that Australia sought to use its UN,
UNTCOK and UNCOK membership by working with other US allies to exercise a

moderating influence on US Korean policy.

Part 1l examines the strengthening of the American-Australian relationship
during the second phase of their Korean engagement, 1950-51. It analyses Australia’s
ambivalence about closer ties to the fledgling Republic of Korea in the months

preceding the Korean War, Percy Spender’s seizure of the opportunity for Australia to
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make itself visible to Washington when it sought allies in the conflict, US and
Australian differences over China, and the re-evaluation of American Asia-Pacific
strategy that produced the ANZUS Treaty. Chapter four explores dimensions of what
was becoming a US-Australian Korean partnership by 1950, the most critical year of
the six year bi-national engagement in the now nation of South Korea. Washington’s
call for allied support in the Korean War, together with Spender’s dogged pursuit of a
security treaty with the US, reflected the extent of the alignment of American and
Australian geo-strategic and security interests. However, this chapter argues that
Australia’s ambivalence about Korea, the opportunistic circumstances of its
involvement in the Korean War, its caution and opposition to some US policy
proposals in response to China’s Korean intervention, and its criticism of General
Douglas MacArthur, the United Nations commander, demonstrated that the trajectory
of the US-Australian Korean engagement and relationship remained nuanced and

problematic.

Although Australia’s diplomatic and military contribution in the first year of
the Korean War has received some scholarly attention, the importance of the wider
range of US-Australian Korean commonalities throughout 1950 has been overlooked.
O’Neill charts the deepening Australian-US relationship in the first phase of the
Korean War in explaining the objectives and effectiveness of Australian strategy and
diplomacy during the conflict, rather than the impact of the Korean engagement on
the relationship.?* Cameron Forbes’s narrative of Australia’s small but effective
Korean War military contribution, is valuable but is limited to a valid plea that the
stories of those who served in Korea merit greater attention than they have thus far

received.”® Jeffrey Grey’s, Tim Carew’s and Andrew Salmon’s accounts of the
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performance of Commonwealth forces in the Korean War also argue their
contributions have been undervalued.”® William Stueck’s seminal analysis of the
international diplomacy of the Korean War, which he argues was a “substitute for
World War 111”, cites some Australian diplomatic contributions in concert with the US
and the Commonwealth countries.”” The studies by Robert Barnes, Graeme Mount
and Andre Laferriere, and Denis Stairs also analyse aspects of Australian and
Commonwealth diplomacy during the Korean War, each arguing the
Commonwealth’s capacity to influence US policy was minimal and problematic.?
David Lowe argues that despite his initial caution on committing forces to Korea,
Menzies used Australian involvement in the conflict to demonstrate his anti-
Communist credentials for domestic political purposes.”® None of these authors are
concerned with analysing the significance of the US-Australian Korean engagement

for their relationship.

Chapter five shows how the American re-evaluation of its Asia-Pacific
strategy, precipitated by the Soviet acquisition of the atomic bomb and the
Communist victory in China, gained momentum with the outbreak of the Korean War
and the Chinese entry into the conflict. It was these external events which led directly
to ANZUS and a benign Japanese peace treaty. The chapter evaluates the American
origins of ANZUS and the pivotal role of John Foster Dulles in the making of the
Treaty.®® It challenges the Australian ANZUS mythology, arguing the Americans
entered into the Treaty not because Percy Spender told them Australia would not
accept a soft Japanese peace treaty without an American security guarantee, but
because the US wanted a regional anti-Communist alliance system that included

Australia, New Zealand and Japan.®* The chapter notes that despite their geo-strategic
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alignment and overlapping security interests, Washington and Canberra differed over
the purpose of ANZUS. To the US, ANZUS was a link in its regional Communist
containment strategy. For Australia, it was a long sought goal which became the core
of its foreign policy and presented an American security guarantee against a resurgent

Japan, still seen by Australia as a far greater danger than communism.

ANZUS accounts and interpretations are dominated by Australians and New
Zealanders and credit Spender with authoring the Treaty. Perhaps surprisingly, the
only published biography of Spender by Lowe devotes minimal space to this defining
achievement.*” However, Lowe has analysed Spender’s role in the making of
ANZUS.*® O’Neill argues Spender and three senior External Affairs officials, Alan
Watt, Ralph Harry and Laurence Mclntyre, were responsible for ANZUS.** Spender,
Watt and Harry, three of the four Australian participants in the ANZUS negotiations,
later published accounts of the making of the Treaty.®* David McLean challenges this
accepted and popular narrative, arguing that ANZUS emerged from the American
creation of its regional anti-Communist alliance system, rather than Spender’s pursuit
of a defence alliance with the US.*® Mclntyre explains the evolving Anglo-American
strategic outlook in the early years of the Cold War, arguing ANZUS was part of the
overall American strategy to contain communism.®” J.G. Starke provides an historical
overview of ANZUS followed by a detailed legal analysis of the Treaty.®® Chapter
five extends the analysis of McLean and Mcintyre further by arguing ANZUS
happened because it served American strategic interests, that Dulles was pivotal to the
making of the Treaty, and by weighing up the different US and Australian

perspectives of the agreement.
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There is no substantial American analysis of the origins and making of
ANZUS. Ronald Pruessen’s biography explains Dulles’s pivotal role in the making
of the Japanese Peace Treaty briefly referring to ANZUS as a corollary to that
treaty.®® Robert Beisner’s biography of Dean Acheson links ANZUS with the
Japanese Peace Treaty and the US security treaty with the Philippines, arguing these
three treaties formed part of the US led anti-Communist regional alliance system.*
Stueck’s international history of the Korean War demonstrates the impact of the
conflict on American strategic thinking, especially the Chinese intervention in Korea,
explains the soft Japanese Peace Treaty, ANZUS and the Philippine security treaty.
He briefly mentions Dulles and argues the US agreed to ANZUS and the Philippine
treaty to secure Australian, New Zealand and Philippine support for the Japanese

Peace Treaty.*

Mabon argues these Pacific security agreements were the result of a
re-evaluation of American regional strategy following the Communist victory in
China and the outbreak and course of the Korean War.*> Acheson says the US agreed
to the ANZUS Treaty to secure Australian and New Zealand support for the Japanese

Peace Treaty.** None of these accounts analyse the pivotal role of Dulles in the

making of ANZUS.

Chapter five extends the analysis of Stueck and Mabon and Acheson’s
account, arguing the Truman Administration decided to enter into a security pact with
Australia and New Zealand because it wanted both countries included with Japan in
its regional anti-Communist alliance system. Indeed, as chapter five shows, Truman
authorised Dulles to negotiate a defence agreement with Australia and New Zealand

before Dulles went to Canberra in February 1951.
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Part Il examines the US and Australian Korean War diplomacy and
collaboration during the third phase of their Korean engagement, 1952-53, that helped
shape and strengthen their deepening relationship and new alliance. Chapter six
analyses the impact on the US-Australian relationship of James Plimsoll’s central role
during the 1952 South Korean political crisis. Plimsoll’s leadership of UNCURK, his
rapport with both the Americans and Syngman Rhee, the South Korean president, as
well as his Korean expertise, enabled Australia to maintain its visibility in
Washington. Indeed, the Truman Administration sought and relied on Plimsoll’s
advice throughout the crisis. The chapter argues that although Washington and
Canberra rejected Plimsoll’s recommendation to remove Rhee, his collaboration with
the Americans and his crisis diplomacy helped strengthen the growing US-Australian

relationship.

Given Plimsoll’s extensive and distinguished diplomatic career, it is perhaps
surprising that Jeremy Hearder’s insightful biography is the only full length account
of Plimsoll’s life.** Aspects of Plimsoll’s Korean War diplomacy have been analysed
by Hearder, O’Neill and Woodard. Hearder and O’Neill focus on Plimsoll’s work at
the UN and with UNCURK and his relationship with Rhee, in arguing Australia made
effective contributions to UN/US Korean War diplomacy.” Garry Woodard’s
account of Plimsoll’s mediation during the 1952 South Korean political crisis also
discusses his relationship with Rhee and argues that Plimsoll’s recommendation to
remove Rhee from office demonstrated his willingness to give advice that
contravened Australian and US policy.* Edward Keefer argues the US reluctance to
intervene in the crisis was a failure by the Truman Administration to defend

democracy.*’ Jong Yil Ra argues that Rhee survived the crisis because there was no
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real alternative leader.*® Keefer and Jong provide cursory references to Plimsoll. The
analysis in Chapter six of the impact of Plimsoll’s collaboration with John Muccio,
Ambassador to South Korea, and Allan Lightner, Charge d’Affaires at the US
Embassy in Pusan, in helping to shape the practical working of the new US-Australian
alliance, complements the work of these authors by presenting another dimension to

the evaluation of Plimsoll’s Korean diplomacy.

The final Chapter of this thesis analyses Percy Spender’s public and private
diplomacy on China and the voluntary repatriation of Korean War POWSs during his
tenure as Australian Ambassador to the US and leader of the Australian UN
delegation. Spender’s repeated urgings to US officials to consider diplomatic options
with China and his criticisms of Washington’s unilateral Korean policies, show that
while he forcefully advocated that Australia’s strategic and security interests would be
best served by the closest possible alignment with the US, he was nevertheless critical
of American policies he deemed would be detrimental to Australian interests.
Spender, like Plimsoll, often stretched his policy brief, particularly his attempts to
moderate US China policy. Without support from Washington and Canberra, these
proved barren. However, Spender’s UN diplomacy on voluntary repatriation of
POWSs was warmly welcomed by the Truman Administration and facilitated, with US
support, the UN adoption of the December 1952 Indian Resolution on POWSs that was
instrumental in ending the Korean War. The chapter argues that Spender’s diplomacy
was a cautionary reminder of the limits of Australia’s capacity to influence US policy
to benefit its interests despite the growing American-Australian strategic, security and

diplomatic collaboration.
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Lowe, O’Neill, Spender and Watt have produced accounts of aspects of
Spender’s life and career. However, there is no substantial examination of Spender’s
public and private diplomacy on China and the voluntary repatriation of Korean War
POWSs which this thesis argues contributed to the strengthening of the growing US-
Australian alliance. Lowe’s biography argues that Spender was an assertive and
powerful advocate, politician and diplomat who worked tirelessly to advance
Australia’s interests but does not analyse Spender’s Korean War diplomacy.*
O’Neill’s account of Australia’s Korean War diplomacy gives due regard to Spender’s
role in the making of ANZUS but only cursory attention to his efforts as
Ambassador.>® In his memoirs, Spender inexplicably excluded writing about his time
as Ambassador and at the UN.>* Watt notes Spender’s role in the making of ANZUS
and his work in Washington, arguing that Spender was one of Australia’s most
significant foreign policy makers and diplomats, but he ignores Spender’s
contribution to the UN POW debate.>® Chapter six assess these hitherto overlooked
aspects of Spender’s Korean War diplomacy which were indicative of the
strengthening US-Australian relationship but also of the limits of Australian influence

on US policy.

American, Australian and Commonwealth Korean War Literature

The archival sources for this thesis reflect its goal of advancing the
understanding of both Australian and American perspectives on their relationship and
its development into an alliance. This thesis is drawn from archival sources housed in
the National Archives and National Library of Australia in Canberra, the Harry S
Truman Presidential Library in Independence, Missouri, the Seeley Mudd Library at
Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey, and the US National Archives Il at

College Park, Maryland. The multiple vantage points represented by these combined
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American and Australian primary sources allows for a more comprehensive and
nuanced analysis of the significance of the US-Australian Korean engagement on the
evolution of their relationship and the making of the ANZUS alliance than a study
based solely on just US or only Australian records. It was an alliance in the making
and that occurred as a result of the differing national perspectives on the desirability

of that outcome.

The significance of the Korean engagement in the evolution of the US-
Australian relationship has been overlooked by both American and Australian
historians. The small amount of scholarship on Australian involvement in Korea is
largely focussed on the Korean War years, 1950-53. Aside from accounts of
Australia’s part in the making of ANZUS, this literature contains limited analysis of
the American-Australian engagement during the Korean War. US studies of the
Korean War are overwhelmingly focussed on the American experience in the conflict
and only a few refer to the Australian and other UN members in Korea. This thesis

attempts to draw the perspectives of the two sides together.

This thesis is an addition to the related and overlapping scholarly literature on
US and Australian involvement in Korea, the international dimensions of the Korean
War, the history of US-Australian relations, and the history of post 1945 US and
Australian foreign policy in the Asia-Pacific region.>® The American presence in
Korea since 1945 has spawned a solid although not extensive scholarly literature,

whereas the literature on Australian involvement in Korea is very meagre.>*
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There are only a handful of Australian scholarly works on Australian
involvement in Korea across the six years covered in this thesis. The most
comprehensive study remains Robert O’Neill’s official two volume history of
Australia in the Korean War. Volume one explains Australian strategic policy and
diplomacy during the Korean War, arguing Australia’s diplomatic contribution during
the conflict was much more significant than its modest but effective military presence.
O’Neill also emphasises that Australia made its Korean War commitment while it was
shifting its strategic reliance from Britain to the US as the principal guarantor of its
security in the early Cold War years.”® US-Australian relations are a core theme of
O’Neill’s work but he is concerned with Australian diplomacy and strategy, whereas
this study evaluates the impact of the US-Australian Korean engagement on their
evolving relationship. Also, although O’Neill gives a brief introductory account of
the Australian involvement in UNTCOK and UNCOK from 1947-50, he is almost
exclusively focussed on the Korean War years, 1950-53. In contrast, Part 1 of this
thesis argues that understanding the trajectory of the US-Australian Korean
engagement in the three years preceding the war is essential to explaining the bases

for their collaboration during the conflict and indeed afterwards.

Gavan McCormack’s polemical study of Australia in the Korean War argues
the Chifley government pursued a more independent foreign policy than the Menzies
government’s alignment with the US.>® McCormack’s assessment begins in 1947 but
does not focus on the US-Australian Korean engagement. Part | of this thesis
challenges McCormack’s analysis, arguing the Australian strategic policy alignment
towards the US in Korea began under Chifley and continued under Menzies. Richard

Trembath’s study of Australia and the Korean War evaluates the faint memory of the
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war in Australia, the public perceptions of government policy during the conflict, and
the personal experiences of some of the Australians who fought in Korea. Like
O’Neill, Trembath explains that Australia’s Korean involvement coincided with the
shift in its security dependence from Britain to the US. Trembath concurs with
McCormack in reflecting that Australia’s “diplomatic involvement” in Korea “prior to
1950 ... was by no means negligible” (but he does not focus on it) and with O’Neill
by noting the importance of the Korean War in understanding the origins of the
ANZUS Treaty.>” In terms of focus, like O’Neill and McCormack, Trembath is not
concerned with the significance of the Korean experience on the US-Australian
relationship. Cameron Forbes’s account of the experiences of Australians who fought
in Korea, notes the growing US-Australian relationship in explaining the context of
the overlooked history of Australia’s Korean War contribution. This thesis, in
contrast to the above, focuses squarely on the importance of the Australian and
American experience of each other in their joint involvement in Korea and the impact
of that knowledge and experience in the evolution of their diplomatic and security

relationship.*®

This paucity of Australian scholarly work is indicative of the neglect of the
significance of Australian involvement in Korea and in the Korean War.”® O’Neill’s
official history is the most extensive study of both the diplomatic and military
dimensions of Australia in the war itself. McCormack offers an analysis of Australian
Korean policy and the US relationship that contrasts sharply to the assessment in this
thesis. Trembath’s focus is on Australian domestic perceptions of the Korean War
and the remembrances of Australians who served in Korea as is Forbes’ concern, as

important as these matters are in terms of the impact of the war on individuals.
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However, that is not the concern of this thesis. This study takes a different tact,
arguing that knowledge of the bi-national presence and engagement in Korea is
essential to comprehending the nature and trajectory of the evolution of the US-

Australian relationship.

In contrast to the paucity of work on Australian involvement in Korea, the
literature on American engagement in Korea is significantly more voluminous. Most
US Korean War studies are almost exclusively concerned with the American
experience, and either have cursory references or overlook the contributions of the
other fifteen UN member nations who sent combat forces.*® However, four American
scholars analyse aspects of the US involvement in Korea that are intertwined with
arguments presented in this thesis. James Matray’s study of US involvement in Korea
from 1941-1950, examines how the US used UNTCOK and UNCOK to sanction and
facilitate the creation of South Korea and notes Australian and Canadian opposition to
some US policies. Matray argues that Cold War politics came to mean that the loss of
South Korea was unpalatable to the Truman Administration which reluctantly sought
to contain communism in Korea with minimal personnel and expenditure. Whereas
Matray is concerned with the importance of Korea in US foreign policy, Part | of this
thesis expands that story, demonstrating the significance of the first phase of the
American-Australian Korean engagement and the divergence and convergence of US

and Australian Korean policies.*

Bruce Cumings’s and Allan Millett’s authoritative histories of the origins of

the Korean War argue the conflict was a civil war that morphed into an international

conflagration as a result of the interplay between pre war Korean politics and the
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American and Soviet Cold War confrontation. Cumings and Millett evaluate the work
of UNTCOK and UNCOK, and both make reference to Australia’s Korean
involvement in the pre war American effort to involve the UN in Korea. Cumings
argues the US sought to implement its will in Korea under the cover of UN authority.
Millett argues the Americans struggled to curb ROK President, Syngman Rhee, and
were unable to prevent the 1948 uprisings in South Korea which he says heralded the
beginning of the Korean War rather than the North Korean invasion of South Korea in
June 1950.°2 Although Cumings and Millett are not concerned with Australia in
Korea, their assessments of the significance of the years 1945-50 in understanding the
origins of the Korean War intersect with Part | of this thesis which analyses the

significance of the 1947-49 phase of the US-Australian Korean engagement.

William Stueck’s seminal work on the international history of the Korean War
argues the conflict was a “substitute for World War 111 and a catalyst for the cautious
approach of the great powers during the Cold War, wary of the unintended
consequences of military confrontation. Stueck evaluates the use of the UN by
Britain, Canada and Australia in urging the US to exercise restraint, especially when
China entered the war and the US considered responding with atomic weapons and
bombing Manchuria. Stueck says many US allies sent forces to South Korea hoping
to leverage US support and influence American policy to benefit their interests, rather
than because they wanted to defend the ROK. Stueck also argues the Korean War
was the impetus for the making of the US regional anti-Communist alliance system
that included ANZUS. Although not specifically concerned with the US-Australian
Korean engagement, Stueck’s references to Australian efforts to influence American

Chinese and Japanese policy and strategy, show his awareness of the collaboration
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between the two nations. Hence, his study underpins the context of the argument of
this thesis that the US-Australian Korean engagement was significant in the evolution
of their relationship. The analysis of US-Australian Korean diplomacy in 1950, the
American origins of ANZUS, and Spender’s diplomacy on China and during the 1952
UN debate on Korean War POWs, in Parts Il and Il of this thesis, further extends

Stueck’s examination of Korean War diplomacy.®®

There are Canadian, New Zealand and British accounts of their Korean War
participation which refer to elements of the Australian involvement that are analysed
in this thesis. Although this British Commonwealth Korean War literature is not
extensive, it presents incisive evaluations of broader international perspectives of the
UN effort in the Korean War, contrasting with the insularity of most, but not all,
American accounts of the conflict. Denis Stairs’s analysis of Canada’s Korean War
diplomacy explains Canadian efforts to restrain what he argues was often a belligerent
US attitude towards China. Stairs argues Canada had some success in tempering US
policy and notes that Canada, Australia and Britain sought to influence the US to
adopt more flexible and diplomatic Korea and China policies.** Although Stairs is not
concerned with the US-Australian Korean engagement, his work relates to the
analysis in this thesis of US-Australian diplomacy during the 1948 South Korean
election, the Australian response to the outbreak of the Korean War and China’s
intervention, and Spender’s diplomacy during the UN debate on voluntary repatriation

of POWSs in 1952.

Steven Lee argues that although the US, Britain and Canada were in unison

regarding the Communist containment strategy in Asia, Britain and Canada were wary
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of the belligerent American posturing in Korea and Vietnam, and urged their ally to
pursue diplomatic rather than military options. Lee’s analysis of the British and
Canadian policy divergence from the Americans on diplomacy with China, branding
China an aggressor over its Korean intervention, and the impasse over US insistence
on voluntary repatriation of POWS, overlaps with the evaluation of the Australian
approach to these issues presented in this thesis. Lee argues Britain ultimately
supported the US to maintain Allied unity against communism, and Canada did so
because of its increasing economic reliance on the US. Lee notes the US, needing
allied support for containment to succeed, made some concessions to Britain and
Canada on China but not the POW issue.®® Lee’s analysis of British and Canadian
apprehension about the American stance on China and the POWs reflects Spender’s
misgivings about US China policy but contrasts with his support of the Truman

Administration’s position on the POWs.

Graeme Mount’s and Andre Laferriere’s analysis of Canadian-US diplomacy
during the Korean War argues Canada and other Commonwealth countries largely had
minimal influence on US policies. They note that Commonwealth influence was
strongest when it was united and Washington sought allied support and that
invariably, each Commonwealth nation had virtually no influence on US policy when
it acted alone. Mount and Laferriere argue the Commonwealth nations often acted
alone because each prioritised their relationship with the US over Commonwealth
unity, especially Spender who “was more anxious to obtain a security guarantee in the
form of a military alliance with the United States than to maintain Commonwealth
solidarity, and until early 1951 when he achieved his goal, he did not want to risk

provoking Washington.”®® Their assessment contrasts with the more nuanced analysis
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presented in this thesis of Spender’s forthright diplomacy before and after securing
ANZUS. Chapter five argues against the notion that ANZUS was simply the result of
an American quid pro quo for Australian support of the Japanese Peace Treaty.
Chapter seven explores in far more detail Spender’s public and private critique of US
Korean and China policies and the significance of his diplomacy at the UN during the

debate on the POW impasse.

Like O’Neill’s two volume official history of Australia in the Korean War, lan
McGibbon’s two volume official history of New Zealand in the Korean War examines
New Zealand’s strategic policy, diplomacy, and combat operations during the
conflict.’” He argues that, as in the Australian case, New Zealand’s diplomatic impact
during the Korean War was much greater than its limited military contribution and
that it participated in the conflict because it was staunchly anti-Communist, it sought
to fulfil its obligations as a UN member and saw an opportunity to obtain a security
guarantee from the US. McGibbon’s references to Australian and New Zealand co-
operation in urging Allied unity within the Commonwealth and at the UN relate to the
analysis in Chapters four and seven of this thesis. His most extensive references to
Australia are in his examination of New Zealand’s role in the making of ANZUS
which relates to the analysis in Chapter five of this thesis. McGibbon refers to the
evolving US-Australian relationship in the context of the similarly growing US-New

Zealand association.®®
Anthony Farrar-Hockley’s two volume official history of Britain in the Korean

War examines British strategy, diplomacy, politics and combat operations

sequentially rather than separately. Farrar-Hockley argues Britain participated in the
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Korean War because the Attlee Government was determined the North Korean
aggression could not be left unchecked by appeasement like the initial British
response to German, Italian and Japanese aggression in the 1930s. He also argues that
the role played by the British in Korea solidified the Anglo-American alliance.
Although Farrar-Hockley makes only passing references to the US-Australian Korean
engagement, he notes the continuous Australian diplomatic and military presence in
Korea from the creation of UNTCOK in 1947 to the armistice in 1953, particularly
Australian diplomacy on UNTCOK and UNCOK, on the UN/US response to China’s
intervention in the war, and on the POW question. These issues appear in Part | and

Chapters four and seven in this thesis.®®

Thus, this thesis also makes a contribution to the Commonwealth literature on
the geo-political significance of participation in the Korean pre-war crises and the
conflict itself. This thesis therefore also helps connect the Australian experience of
Korea with the Commonwealth literature on the subject. This combined literature
shows that the Commonwealth nations influenced US policy only when they were
united and the Americans needed allied support. Robert Barnes’s analysis of US-
Commonwealth Korean War diplomacy also argues the Commonwealth nations had
minimal influence on US policy and were more concerned with cultivating their
individual relationship with the US than with Commonwealth unity. Barnes’s focus
on the Commonwealth differentiates his work from the above authors who are
specifically concerned with the separate Canadian, British, and New Zealand Korean
War diplomacy.”® These British Commonwealth studies on Korean War diplomacy
demonstrate the intertwined nature of the Commonwealth’s participation in the

conflict and that each nation’s relationship with the US dominated its policy making.™
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From 1947-53, Korea was central to the evolving US-Australian relationship.
American and Australian geo-strategic and security interests converged and aligned in
Korea. The Korean diplomacy and collaboration between key US and Australian
officials were instrumental in shaping the growing relationship between the two
nations. While John Foster Dulles and Percy Spender have not completely faded from
recognition for their central roles in the making of ANZUS and the shaping of the US-
Australian relationship, the work of other officials evaluated in this thesis has largely
remained obscure. Any examination of the origins of what continues to be Australia’s
most critical and enduring strategic alliance must recognise the centrality of the
Korean engagement in the evolution of the US-Australian relationship. That is the

story of this thesis.
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From Tension to Co-operation:
1947-49



CHAPTER ONE

Different Objectives, Converging Interests:
The Origins of the American-Australian Korean Engagement

Introduction

In the formative years of the Cold War, the Korean peninsula became the epicentre of
the evolving American-Australian relationship. Beginning in 1947, three years before
the outbreak of the Korean War, the US-Australian Korean engagement was a
significant conduit in the building of a strong and deep relationship between the two
nations. Yet this period in the history of the US-Australian relationship has
languished in virtual obscurity.® This chapter analyses the origins of the American-
Australian Korean engagement from 1945 to 1947. It examines the divergent US and
Australian interest in the Korean peninsula from the time of its division in 1945. The
chapter evaluates why Korea became politically and strategically important to the US
and Australia in the aftermath of World War Two. It argues that by 1947 American
and Australian strategic and security interests converged on the Korean peninsula and
this explains the origins of their Korean engagement which began with the creation of

the United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea (UNTCOK) in November 1947.

At the beginning of the Cold War, Washington and Canberra differed over the
future strategic function of Korea and Japan. Whereas the Truman Administration
was now focussed on confronting the growing Communist threat, the Chifley
government remained fearful of a resurgent Japan. From Washington’s perspective,
the Japanese threat had been extinguished in 1945. However, Japan remained a key
regional power and the emerging Cold War geo politics meant the Truman

Administration came to regard Japan as a necessary ally in its regional Communist
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containment strategy. Canberra too recognised the Communist danger but in contrast
to Washington, it still regarded Japan as the greater threat and was determined to
prevent its potential resurgence. Whereas Japan and southern Korea were now crucial
to the American strategy for an anti-Communist regional bulwark, Australia wanted
an independent and united Korea that would help prevent a Japanese resurgence. The
US ideally also wanted a free and united Korea but knowing this would be unlikely, it
was determined to deny southern Korea to the Communists. These different
perceptions in Washington and Canberra over the reality of the Communist threat and
the potential resurgence of Japan, explains their divergent objectives during the first

phase of their Korean engagement.?

This chapter shows that although Canberra differed with Washington over
Korea and Japan policy, the Chifley government pursued two intertwined objectives
to maximise Australia’s security: engagement with the US, and encouraging an
American presence in the Asia-Pacific to contain Japan. Australia involved itself in
Korea because it provided an avenue to pursue its strategic and security interests
through direct engagement with the Americans. Indeed, throughout the US-
Australian Korean engagement, despite disagreements and frustration with some US
policies, Canberra was careful never to jeopardise the direct access to the Americans

it gained by involving itself in Korea in 1947.

The other key element of the US-Australian Korean engagement this chapter
anticipates is the significance of the collaboration between key American and
Australian officials in shaping the evolving relationship between the two nations.

This analysis of the origins of the American-Australian Korean engagement suggests
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the evolution of their relationship during these years was much more nuanced and

problematic than the existing scholarship and common perceptions suggest.

The US and Australia after World War Two

In the wake of World War Two, Australia resolved to play a prominent role in
international diplomacy, determined to pursue its interests and safeguard its security.
Under the direction of Dr Herbert Evatt, Minister for External Affairs from 1941-49,
Australia adopted an internationalist foreign policy with engagement in the Asia-
Pacific region as one of its pillars. Considering the size of his department, Evatt set
ambitious goals for himself and his officials. Despite the expansion of the
Department of External Affairs (EA) throughout these years, the number of accredited
Australian diplomats was still relatively small. This meant Australian officials often
held multiple positions within EA. The Australian officials referred to in this analysis
of the US-Australian Korean engagement were, throughout their careers, periodically

based in Canberra, Tokyo, Seoul, the UN and Washington DC.

An outline of the structural workings of External Affairs during these years
helps explain the movements, particular tasks and outlook of these officials. EA was
an entity of the Prime Minister’s Department until it became an independent
department in 1935.> World War Two and Evatt’s determination for Australia to
pursue an activist international role were the main catalysts for the expansion of EA in
the 1940s. Australia’s four overseas diplomatic posts in 1940 (London, Washington,
Ottawa and Tokyo) had expanded to twenty six by 1949. Following the Second
World War, EA was organised into four divisions with each having “either a
geographical or functional basis.” The divisions were: Administrative and General,

Pacific, United Nations and International Organizations, and European, American and
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Middle East. By 1949 EA employed 642 staff (140 were diplomatic officers) which

was more than triple its wartime numbers.”

The outlook and objectives of Australian foreign policy under Evatt help
explain Australia’s interest in the fate of Korea following its liberation from Japanese
occupation. Australia emerged from its experience in World War Two determined to
ensure the Allies would impose harsh peace terms on Japan and prevent its resurgence
as a military power. Fearing an aggressive Japan and concerned about the spread of
communism, Australia’s primary foreign policy objective was to ensure the US
remained directly engaged in the Asia-Pacific beyond Japan and the Philippines
because the US was the only power that could keep Japan subdued and contain
communism.”> From Australia’s perspective, an active American presence in the
region was vital to safeguarding its security. Australia was determined to engage with
the US and wholly supported American efforts to build peace and security in the Asia-
Pacific. As a prominent Allied nation in the war against Japan, Australia was part of
the British Commonwealth Occupation Force (BCOF) and a member of the Far
Eastern Commission (FEC) and the Allied Council whose roles were to facilitate
Allied policy towards Japan. However, the Allied occupation of Japan was almost
wholly an American effort and General Douglas MacArthur, the Supreme

Commander Allied Powers (SCAP) rarely involved US allies in his decision making.®

Australia also sought to play an activist role in the UN, supporting the US
while vigorously pursuing its own foreign policy interests.” However, despite
Australia’s internationalist foreign policy and determination to play an active role in

the Asia-Pacific, a substantial US-Australian diplomatic engagement appeared highly
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problematic and extremely unlikely throughout 1945-47.  Nevertheless, the
convergence of American and Australian strategic and security interests on the

Korean peninsula set the stage for their Korean engagement.

Washington and Canberra had very different perspectives of the geopolitics of
the Asia-Pacific region. The US was resolved to thwart the spread of communism.
Australia too recognised the Communist threat, but its main security concern was the
resurgence of Japanese military power which it believed could only be prevented by
American strength. The US repeatedly rebuffed Australian requests for a security
guarantee and also sought to minimise its involvement in the Asia-Pacific beyond
Japan and the Philippines, and had no intention of remaining in Korea. All the while,
the situation in China was continuing to deteriorate with the weakness of Chiang Kai-
shek’s Nationalist regime Vis-a-vis Mao Zedong’s Communists becoming
increasingly apparent. American policymakers were not concerned with Australian
fears about its isolationism, security and a Japanese resurgence. By 1947, Australia,
ever wary of Japan, was becoming suspicious of American indications it would
impose a soft peace on Japan to ensure it became a powerful anti-Communist bulwark
in the Asia-Pacific. James Curran has written that America and Australia “seemed to
be at cross purposes: as US policy makers worried about the prospect of a third world
war, Australians seemed to be stuck refighting old battles from the second. They
could not countenance the argument that the global struggle against communism

justified the appeasement of Japan.”®

Nevertheless, even though at that time the US-Australian relationship was

problematic and the two nations differed in their respective perceptions of security
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threats in the Asia-Pacific, there were indications of a more nuanced and deeper
relationship emerging. The US-Australian cooperation during World War Two had
strengthened their association, and the upgrading of their diplomatic representation to
embassy level in 1946, together with increasing education and economic links,

signalled an evolving and stronger relationship between the two countries.

There were signs too that individual personal connections were shaping the
relationship. Evatt was personally disliked and mistrusted by senior US officials
largely because of his abrasive and pugnacious conduct and suspicious character.’
However, some US and Australian officials had been collaborating with and
befriending one another since 1940 when the Menzies government opened an
Australian Mission in Washington. Richard Casey and Sir Owen Dixon, the first two

heads of the Australian Legation were highly regarded by the Americans.™

Another Australian who attracted the attention of US officials and would
become a key figure in the US-Australian Korean engagement was James Plimsoll.
During World War Two, Plimsoll worked for the Australian Army Directorate of
Research preparing policies for territories following their liberation from the
Japanese. Plimsoll’s performance was such that in 1945 he was selected to go to the
School of Military Government at Charlottesville, Virginia. The school trained US,
Australian, British and Canadian officers for the “post-war military occupation and
administration” of Japan, Germany and lItaly. Plimsoll successfully completed the
course, emerged as a recognised expert on Japan and spent extended time in the US.
He was assigned to the Australian Military Mission in Washington and his knowledge

of Japan led to Evatt appointing him to represent Australia on the FEC. This gave
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Plimsoll “access to reports” from MacArthur’s headquarters in Tokyo before they
were received by US State Department officials. Plimsoll served with distinction on
the Commission from 1945-47.* Although MacArthur largely ignored the FEC,
Plimsoll’s experiences and American connections would pay dividends during the

US-Australian Korean engagement.

The US, Australia and Korea: 1945-47

Japan occupied Korea after the Russo-Japanese War, 1904-05, formally
annexed it in 1910, and controlled it for the next 35 years. At the Yalta Conference in
February 1945, US President Franklin Roosevelt, British Prime Minister Winston
Churchill and Soviet Premier Josef Stalin, agreed the Russians would enter the Pacific
war three months after the European conflict ended. The Soviets entered the war
against Japan in August and to the Americans’ consternation, rapidly advanced
through Manchuria and into northern Korea. US concerns about the geopolitical
consequences of this Soviet advance prompted their request to the Russians to divide
Korea between them at the 38th Parallel. To the Americans’ surprise, the Soviets
agreed and in September 1945, a month after Russian troops reached the 38th Parallel,
US forces landed and occupied southern Korea to prevent a power vacuum in the
wake of the Japanese defeat and to thwart the Soviets from taking the entire Korean
peninsula. This division created by the Soviet and US occupation of northern and
southern Korea, respectively, was intended to be temporary, ending when a unified

Korean government could be established.

From September 1945 to August 1948, southern Korea was governed by the
US military government led by Lieutenant-General John Hodge, Commander of the

United States Army Forces in Korea (USAFIK).** A veteran of World War One and
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the Guadalcanal, Bougainville, Leyte and Okinawa campaigns during World War
Two, Hodge headed the US military government in southern Korea from the Japanese
surrender in 1945 to the creation of the Republic of Korea (ROK or South Korea) in
1948. A staunch anti-communist, Hodge refused to deal with southern Koreans
suspected of having leftist political leanings. Hodge attracted a great deal of scorn
from southern Koreans who vehemently opposed his retention of some Japanese
officials in their former colonial posts."® Hodge’s frequent dealings with Australian
officials in 1948 made him a central figure in the first phase of the US-Australian
Korean engagement and he features prominently in Chapters Two and Three of this

thesis.

However, the political differences between the Soviets and the US and the
emerging Cold War meant neither would agree to terms for Korean unification and
self government. By 1947, the Truman Administration saw Korea as one of the many
Cold War fronts in Europe and Asia and was adopting an increasingly realist position
vis-a-vis the Soviets. With neither side willing to co-operate or make concessions, all
attempts to unify Korea ended in a stalemate. Meanwhile, the Soviets and Americans
concentrated on organising regimes in northern and southern Korea that each claimed
were the legitimate representatives of all Koreans. The US was not interested in
Korea for the sake of the Koreans. It wanted southern Korea to be politically and
economically stable and thus be a bulwark against Soviet expansionist designs in Asia

especially regarding Japan.

Herein lay a difference in outlook that permeated the US-Australian Korean

engagement until the signing of the ANZUS and Japanese Peace Treaties in
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September 1951. As the Truman Administration became increasingly determined to
contain communism, so the significance of the status of Korea grew incrementally for
US foreign policy makers. The sole rationale for the US presence in southern Korea

was always to prevent its fall to the Communists.

In contrast to the American focus on containing communism, the Chifley
government, although concerned about communism, nevertheless continued to regard
a resurgent Japan as the primary threat to Australia’s security, whereas the US
reasoned that Japan, defeated and occupied, no longer posed a danger to the Asia-
Pacific region but could become an important bulwark against the USSR. The
American presence in southern Korea and concern about the status of the peninsula
was about containing communism, whereas the Australian interest in Korea was about
preventing a resurgence of Japanese military power. Both countries agreed on the
importance of Korea, but for very different reasons. Australia calculated that a
liberated Korea would reduce Japanese power and act as a counterbalance to any
future Japanese strategic ambitions. Thus, the different perceived security interests of

the US and Australia came to converge on the Korean peninsula.

Australia’s concern with the fate of the Korean peninsula was a corollary of its
wariness toward Japan, its concern about communism and its objective of ensuring
direct US engagement in the region. The respective US and Australian perceptions of
the geopolitical significance of Korea and their differences regarding the Communist
and Japanese security threats in the Asia-Pacific, reflected the two nations’
contrasting views about the nature of the Soviet threat and the Cold War in its early

years. Until 1948, in contrast to the realist geopolitical American stance, Australia
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still hoped the UN could facilitate US-Soviet co-operation to unite Korea under a
government chosen by the Korean people.** The Chifley government continued to
pursue its policy of attempting to have the US and Soviets resolve their differences
through the UN until the Soviet blockade of West Berlin in June 1948 convinced
Canberra of the futility of having the UN facilitate efforts to accommodate the
differences between the US and Russians.® Slowly, Australia came to accept the
reality of the geopolitical struggle between the US and Soviets, even as it still
regarded a resurgent Japan as the primary threat to its security. The Australian
interest in the status of Korea remained inextricably linked to its policy of ensuring

Japan would never again pose a security threat to the Asia-Pacific region.

The convergence of US and Australian security interests in Korea provided an
opportunity for their officials to directly engage each other over the future status of
the peninsula. Increasing Cold War tensions meant the US reluctantly continued its
presence in southern Korea, determined this territory would not fall to the
Communists and pose a threat to Japan. Australia regarded a resolution of the
division of Korea as inextricably linked to the status of post war Japan and was
determined it would have a voice regarding this impending settlement. The US
resolved to prevent the Communists from taking southern Korea because the Korean
peninsula in Communist hands would weaken Japan’s position as a bulwark against
communism, thereby undermining American security in the Asia-Pacific. Australia
envisaged a unified and independent Korea would be a force against a resurgence of
Japanese military power that could again threaten Australia. Korea mattered to the
US because its primary objective was preventing the spread of communism. Australia

too was concerned with communism but unlike the US it regarded a free and united
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Korea as part of a post war American led security framework that would cauterise any

outbreaks of future Japanese threats to security in the Asia-Pacific region.

The genesis of Australia’s interest in Korea in the aftermath of the Second
World War was its desire to have a voice in shaping the coming peace treaty with
Japan and in determining the status of former Japanese territories. Britain had
minimal interest in Korea but was mindful that Australia was keen to be involved in
the peninsula. Therefore on May 14, 1947, the British government confirmed it
would “ask for Australia to be substituted” for the UK as the fourth member of the
Four Power Trusteeship for Korea agreed at the Moscow Conference in December
1945. This conference had decided the US and Soviet Union would form a Joint
Commission to facilitate the formation of a provisional government for a united
Korea. The Joint Commission would then be superseded by a Four Power
Trusteeship (US, USSR, UK and China) that would supervise Korean independence

and the withdrawal of US and Soviet troops from the peninsula.

Australia preferred the principle of a UN Trusteeship for Korea rather than a
Four Power Trusteeship and proposed the establishment of a Trusteeship of at least
five powers including Australia.’® The rejection of this proposal did not deter Evatt
from continuing to pursue direct Australian involvement in Korea. Evatt’s response
also signalled that Australia would pursue its own interests and not simply endorse
US policy. On June 6, 1947, Evatt said that Australia, “as a Pacific Power, is
naturally interested in political developments in Korea, and is keeping in close touch”
with the UK government.!” John Burton, Secretary of the Department of External

Affairs, similarly stated in July that Australia, “as a major Pacific belligerent, has
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every right to interest itself in arrangements made concerning the future of Korea and
other former territories of Japan™.*® Indeed, EA was determined to have an Australian
presence in Korea as early as possible “so that fuller information can be obtained on
political situation there.” EA instructed the Tokyo Mission to discuss this with Evatt

during his forthcoming trip to Tokyo.

External Affairs also suggested sending an official from the Mission to Korea
on a “fact-finding mission” or an Australian officer from the BCOF could be
“temporarily attached” to the Headquarters of Lieutenant General John Hodge,
Commander of USAFIK “if it is not possible to have permanent representation.”
Although, none of these options canvassed by EA resulted in an Australian presence

in Korea, they all show the active determination and tenacity of Evatt, Burton and EA

to ensure that Australia’s voice was heard.

It was Britain that facilitated Australia’s membership of UNTCOK which
spawned the US-Australian Korean engagement. In August 1947, in a final effort to
implement the Moscow agreement of December 1945 and resolve the Korean impasse
without involving the UN, the US proposed a four power (US, USSR, Britain and
China) conference be held in Washington DC on September 8 to “discuss” the “future
of Korea.”™® Although the Soviet refusal to attend meant this conference did not take
place, the US proposal was nevertheless significant for Australia which had expressed
a strong interest in the status of Korea. American and British acknowledgment of the
“special interest of the Australian Government in the future of Korea” meant Australia
would have been represented at this conference. The US had decided that if the

proposed Washington conference failed or did not eventuate, it would refer the
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“Korean problem” to the UN.** The Soviet refusal to attend the conference prompted
the US to consider holding informal talks on Korea with Britain and China, and
inviting Australia, but it decided to refer the Korean issue directly to the UN.?? This
laid the foundation for the creation of UNTCOK, Australia’s membership of the

Commission, and the US-Australian Korean engagement.

The impasse with the Soviets and the US desire to withdraw its occupation
forces from Korea, resulted in the American referral of the Korean issue to the UN in
September 1947. This American action coincided with the British notification to the
US and USSR that it would nominate Australia to replace her on the Four Power
Trusteeship for Korea agreed at the 1945 Moscow Conference. Proposing that
Australia should therefore be fully informed and invited to participate in any
discussions relating to Korea, the British reminded the Americans of Australia’s
“contribution to the war against Japan and the several undertakings” by the US and
UK “that in all negotiations relating to the Japanese Settlement, Australia would
participate as a party principal.”23 Britain’s stance resulted in Australia’s membership
of UNTCOK. Irrespective of its overtures to the US and Britain, it is likely that
without British facilitation, Australia would not have become so intricately involved
in Korea. Britain’s acknowledgement of Australian concerns about Japan were a
reminder that although the US and Australia shared similar goals regarding Korea,

they did so for different reasons.

At the UN on October 28, 1947, John Foster Dulles introduced the US

resolution calling for the formation of UNTCOK.?* Although Australia supported the

establishment of UNTCOK, Evatt was critical of the Americans and Russians,
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lamenting the failure of the Joint US-Soviet Commission formed by agreement at the
Moscow Conference in December 1945 to settle the Korean issue. Evatt’s declaration
that Australia wanted the Korean issue resolved as part of an overall Japanese peace
settlement, further emphasised that Australia regarded the resolution of the status of
both Korea and Japan as synonymous. He urged the US and Soviets, as the “two
countries now in control in Korea”, to continue to try and resolve the Korean impasse.
However, Evatt said if this was not possible, Australia would “in principle” support
the US proposal for the creation of UNTCOK. Seeking a place for Australia on
UNTCOK, Evatt argued membership of the Commission ‘“should primarily be
contributed from those powers which made a direct contribution towards Pacific
victory.” Evatt said the contribution of Australian forces to the defeat of Japan, their
participation in the occupation of Japan as part of the BCOF and US forces under
MacArthur, and Australia’s membership of the FEC, demonstrated Australia’s
commitment to ensuring peace and security in the Pacific. However, Evatt’s
argument that UNTCOK “could and should be regarded as a preliminary part of the
entire Japanese Peace Settlement” contrasted with the American viewpoint. The
Americans were adamant that UNTCOK’s role was to facilitate the formation of an
elected government for a unified Korea. In contrast to Australia’s stance, the US

regarded the status of Korea and Japan as very separate issues.”

In November 1947, the UN approved the creation of UNTCOK to facilitate the
unification of northern and southern Korea.”® Along with Australia, the other
members of UNTCOK were Canada, China, El Salvador, France, India, the
Philippines, Syria and the Ukraine. The creation of UNTCOK spawned the US-

Australian Korean engagement by providing a direct avenue for Australian officials to
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actively work with their American counterparts in the region Australia regarded as
vital to its security. Australia’s membership of the Commission was also a conduit for
its officials to directly engage with their US counterparts in the UN efforts to
peacefully reunify Korea while continuing to pursue three key Australian foreign
policy objectives: a security treaty with the US, containment of Japan, and active

engagement in the Asia-Pacific.

Conclusion

US policy and resolve to contain the spread of communism in the early years
of the Cold War and Australian determination to prevent the resurgence of Japanese
military power led to a convergence of their security interests in Korea by 1947.
Together with the inability of the US and Soviets to resolve the division of Korea
which resulted in the creation of UNTCOK, these factors explain the origins of the

US-Australian Korean engagement.

Neither the US nor Australia actively planned or sought to engage with each
other in southern Korea. It was the respective American and Australian perceptions
that the status of Korea was important to their own and separate security interests

which heralded their Korean engagement.

Although the American-Australian relationship during these years was
problematic and a substantial engagement appeared improbable, their connection was
nevertheless evolving and much deeper and more nuanced than has been perceived.
While there was some tension between the senior levels of the Truman Administration
and the Chifley government, lower level American and Australian officials had been

engaging with each other and building a rapport since shortly after the outbreak of the
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Second World War. This indicated that even before the beginning of the US-
Australian Korean engagement, individual and personal connections were

instrumental in shaping the nature of the relationship between the two nations.

The American-Australian Korean engagement therefore began amidst an
already evolving relationship between the two nations. The Korean peninsula was not
the only place where American and Australian officials had significant interactions
during these early Cold War years. Indeed, the US and Australia had recently
upgraded their respective presence in Canberra and Washington to embassy level, and
their officials had contact at the UN and in Japan. Nevertheless, although the US-
Australian relationship was evolving on multiple levels in the diplomatic, education
and economic spheres, it remained problematic and nuanced. As the next chapter
shows, the opening phase of the US-Australian Korean engagement in the lead up to
the 1948 south Korean election exhibited a considerable level of tension and
disagreement between the key US and Australian officials even as a closer

relationship emerged.
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