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are ell outstanding men on the international scene. W yerell Harrimati points | .0 B
original negotiations. Fe exnresses the hope that the lessons in self-help and material R
Marshall Plsn inio execution will be applied in iater days to similar problems. Pawl G. | .
S Hoffman writes on the impuises behind the Marshall Plan; he draws .
& paralle] between “those days” and the proviems: of 1967, Fimaily ©
Miltor Katz, in a solidly carpentered article, pagvides precise de- P
tails on the origins of the plan, the stratification of ithe program " -

access. it will always remain 2 &dmi trﬁon the Marshall B
‘ Plan. . S o

- 1ts Price and its Profits ~ ~

- . President Truman chosc an administrazor {Pard G. HQEMI whose talent and standing corresponded |
- to the twin needs for public suppert and efficient administration, . ’ S

PAUL G. HOFFMAN - fears and ungenerous sbortsightedness, But, asalfook at old i
‘ 7 : _ : newspapwﬁlawiﬂquicklarmmindus,theMmhmPhpwgs. o
; OR most career Forsign Service officers peace-huilding  bitterly attacked ne “pouring money down ratholes” or “opers - |
! R i8 not simply a profession, it is a passior. Unfortunate. ation give-away,” while its proponents were accused of irying
i - Iy, the same cannot always be said for those pairlia-  to make an “Uncle Ssp” out of Uncle Sam, -~ . Ee
: mentary bodizs whick must vote the appropriations Today, the United States, its' former -partmers ir  the ..
; _ needed 10 support’ peace-building activities. Parliaments, in Marshail Plan and—in fact—sa!l other advanced industri;lizeq
I _ - . fact, 100 often treat peace-building like a step-child, Too often, ' countries, including _those. of Eastern Europe, are, beimg & .
I : hey are willing. to vote many billions for bullets but balk at  offered an even bigger bargain: the. chance to form an. |
' N aliocating a few millicas for the prouuctive work of strength- effective partnership for  world-wide economic and  social ! ©
L . ening peace,’ ' progress with the rarth’s hundred and more low-income -
' C " There have, however, been notable exceptions. Most signifi-  pations. The _potentizl profits in terms of expanded prosperity
+ ¢ant among them was the actlon taken by the United States  and a more secure peace could dwatf those won through the
Congress twenty years ago when this country invited boi. its European Recovery Program. Vet the danger-that this bar-
. allies and its former enemies in history’s greatest war to joia gain will be rejected aut of apathy, indifference, and disconr-
; : . that unique and magnificent pertnership. kpown as the Mar-  agement over the ~:Iatively slow progress toward- self- -
: : * " shall Plan, whick was designed to rehabilitate a vast continen- sufficiency made -y the developing countries thos far s
A . . tal area~and thus, hopefully, to eradicate from it the seeds of perhaps even grester than was ‘the case with the Marshal
-future conflict. R : Plan. For the whole broadscale offort of development assis. ;7
America’s willingness to. nnderwrite Eoropean economic  tance to the world's peorer nations—an effort that is general~ A
- recovery was, without question, one of the most truly gemer-  ly; but I think quite misleadingly, called “foreign’ aid™—has
! ’ _ ous impulses that has ever motivated any nation anywhere at:  never received the full support it merits and is now showing -
o | 2=y time. But as with the early Quaker missionaries—of signs of a further slippage in both popular and governmental | -
. whom it bas heen said that they went put into the world to do backing. Under these i:ircumstanm, the study of the Mar. - S
good and wound up by doing very well—the United States  shail Plan's brief but brilliantly succesefil history is muck =
- derived enofmous benefits from the bread jt figuratively cast more thag an s¢ademic exercise, i S e e
: apon the international waters, For Marshail Plan expendituras -There are, of course, very major differences between -
= of less than 13 billion dollars over § four-year period, thizs - economic reccvery and economic development, Evrope in - | - -
: country received returns which included a massive increase ig 1947—though badly. battered and bruised by Worid War .- |
exports, the creation of many thousands of new jobs due 1o I-—had a great variety of assets immediately useful ‘for
uxs export expansion, the savings of many billions of dollars  economic and social reconstruction. It had extensive transport <
in arms expenditures and—most important—the revitatization and communicaiions services. It had a highly fiterate popula- |
of a part of the world crucially important to its own nationst tion with a large store of technicail knowledge and skiils, It . R
. intarasis. A ' had a corps of industrial leaders eqiipped to make sconomic &
I¥s hard to remember the suspicion with which this great decisiony, 2 network of financing institutions, and'a seller’y
bargain was viewed when the Marsha!i Plan was first pro-  market hungry for industrisl goods, Under such conditions,
posed, or how nearly the entire enterprise came to being  any investment made in recovery was very rapidly fraitful. _
killed in jts infancy by unthinking hostilities, unworranted In most of today’s developing countries, the - facilities, -
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- institations and skills that Europe already pessessed have yet
" io be created. Developing countries must begin by building,

very ‘often. from scratch, roads, railways, seaports, dams,
irrigation works, hospitals, schools, colleges and solytechnics.
Whether their economies are oriented to free enterprise or (o
government conirol, they must develop entrepreneurial and
managerial cadres. They must crezte both public and private
adinistrative machinery for which noi even the blueprints
may exisi, In short, development is much more than & repair
jobs it is building from the ground up. '

‘But, though the problems of economic development are

- quantitzively greater and quakitatively different from those of

£COTIORAIC recovery, there are certain basic and similar princi-

' ples witich govern th2 solution of both. To be specific, three

concepts embedded in the Marshall ®lzn, and largely respon-
gsible for its success, should be closely studied for their
applicability to the larger challenges of today. —

The first of these concepis was clearly articulated by

General Marshall imself in his fzmons address at Harvard
University which sketched the broad outlines of the European
Recovery Program. “Our policy,” he said, “is directed not
against any country or doctrine but against hunger, poverty,

" desperation and chaos.” This was a new kind of war for which
General Marshail-sounded the call to arms. And it is exactly

the same kind of war which the nations of the world must
fight as allies today—this time on an intercontinental scale.

- For if war is not waged with adequate vigor and perseverance

on the poverty, hunger, ignorance, disease and despair which

- now afifict more than half the earth’s total population, the

almost certain result will be widespread ecoromic and pokiti-
cal chaos from whose effects no nation—however prosperous

* and powerful—is likely to be spared.

The second major concept on which the Marshall Plan was

. based was epitomized in the opening sentence of the Harri-

man Report on ‘the Furopean Recovery Program. That
sentence read: “Only Europeans czn save Europe.® This went
to the heart of the matter in 1947 and. in spirit, it it equaily
on target today. For the Jow-income counttier themseives
miust provide the bulk of the material and financial resources

required 1o speed their own progress, and their peoples st -
" provide most of the necessary leadership, energy, initiative

and day-to-day effort. External assistance is, of course, essen-

© fial for countries that are trying to move zhead several

centuries in a single generation. But such assistance can only

- be a cataiytic agent and never the main driving force.

The third great concept of the Marshall Plan had to do

. with its end goal, which was nothing less than the creation of
& “new” Europe. Speaking before the QOEEC in Paris in July

of 1948, T noted that “while . . . it is in the deepest interest
of the United States that Europe should again become a living,
workable and independent economic and political oreanizaton

. . this goal cannot be set in the frame of 2n old picture or.
-traced on an old design. Tt cannot be brought about oy old
_.ways 'of doing business or through old concepts of how a
- Bation’s interests are best served, New patterns of intra-

European trade and exchange must be found and new direc-
fions in the use of ‘Europe’s resources. These are made

:necessary not alone by the drastic consequences of two wars,

but also by tides of change that run longer and deeper.”™.
" Here again there i3 a valid paraliel between the Maishall

Plan days 2nd our own, for our world is caught up not simply

in a tide of change bt in a veritable tida! wave. As the
building of a new Europe was imperative twenty years ago, so
today’s imperatives dictate the building of a new kind of
global community. Among much else, there must be a rapid
and radical exparsion of the whole world’s economy to meet

.. rapidly growing world-wide needs for more goods, more

services and more fmarkets, There must be z radical improve-
ment i the world's poiitical climate in order to reduce and
eventuaily eliminate those major international tensions which

- ]
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threaten global peace and security. But neither of these great.” -
economic and political goals is realistically attainable so long -~
as more than one and a haif billion of the world’s people are. -
producing far less than they need and living—thanks o]
modern transport and communications—almost Literally on
the doorsteps of their far wealthier and .more fortunate
neighbors.. _ o
Thus, both the rich and the poor countries must rapidly
learn new ways of doing business with each other, and. must -
more rapidly adapt themselves to new concepts of how a
nation’s interests are best served. For the wealthy industrial- -
ized countries, this invoives discarding as : outmoded and
untrue the idea that the provision of developraent assistance s
either a “charity” or an effective device for winning friends ’
and influencing people. It also requires a flexible, pragmatic
approach to providing development assistance based on, the -
recognition that what works well in highly sophisticated .
industrialized societies is not 1 ity a -universal law. of
" nature. The low-income nations, for their part, must work -
harder to disillusion those large numbers of their people who
still believe that the achievement of national independence.
-automatically brings the good life. In these: ccuntries, too}
there is the need for more economic realism——p-.rticuiarly as -
concemns the encouragement of external capital -nd- of inter:.
nal investment and savings. Fortunstely, on both: sides of the -
fence, there has been some really hopeful proghess in these -
matters as both have come o learn the essential? prerequisites
of the development businesses and to master i-: demanding
technigues. S T S
But if there is much profit to be gained f-on: studying the
three basic concepts which animated and guided “the Marshalf *
Plan, there is perhaps an even more imporiant lesson-to be
learned from a secious misconception under wich even the

program’s most enthusiastic supporters labored :t the outset! : :
Sir Oliver Frunks (now Lord Franks) in the t-st surveyr of -

Europe’s needs made after General Marshall's “Harvard ads .
dress, estimated—in conjunction with hia distitguished coi:

leagues—tnat it would take more than 25 billion dollars worth - |

of assistance from the United States to restore Furopean-dgri- .
cultural and industrial production to pre-war lev:ls. They also

predicted that it would take four years to ;omplete the PR

Marshall zid program. The Harrimap Commirse, Teviewing
the Franks report, concluded that the job couls; be ‘done ifor
17 billion dollars but concurred in the estimate -f 2 four-year
_time span. FE ' ERRERTEN R
As we all know, toth of these evaluations: considerably -
overshot the mark. Actuaily, after only two-anc-z-haif years, _
"by which time Marshall Plan ‘costs had been [ess. than ten .
billion doltars, Europe’s agricultural production was 20 per’’ -
cent ahead of the 1938 level, while  industrial production
was 40 per cent ahead, B SRR OS]
The knowledgeable and experienced men’ who “overesti- B
mated the European Recovery Program’s time and costs did, g
so basically because they underestimated the: importance off
one critical factor—morale. In 1946 and early 1947, the
morale of great masses of Eurcpe’s pecple was at a very low!.
ebb. Victors and vanquished alike were suffering the after.: -
effects of six years of- unremitting ‘struggle. - They were
physically tired, emotionally. drained, desperately anxious " §
-about the future and largely- hopeless about effectively ind |
fluencing it. But when the Marshall Plan began. to operate—,
bringing outside aid but insisting that the peaples and govern-. |
ments of Europe both could and must carry most of the foad i
themselves—hope returned, and with it the strength. and’

determination to work as never before. The result was niot. 8

oniy the: economic miracle of thn early 1950's, but: more:
. Zenuine progress toward political stability and political rap-
prochement than Europe had experienced for centuries. - ¢
No one can precisely measure how ‘much_ the Marshalii -
Plan’s psychological blood transfusion contributed towarg
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Europe’s recovery of economic health. Surely, however, it was

a decisive facior., And just as surely, the upsurge in Exrope’s
morale occurred because, for the frst time, all memb. ¢ of

‘the Adantic . Community worked together as partnars to

achieve goals that accorded with each nation’s highest nation-
al interests, ’

* It is the same partnership approach, coupied with the same

" kind of unswerving focus on mutually important aims, which

" dedicated T
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is so absolutely essential today if the problems of global & -

deveiopment are to be soived and its promises realized, All
the natural, human, and technological resources needed to

wipe poverty from the face of the earth are available, But -
cnly if the richer and the poorer nations work together as full .

and equal partners in the business of development ‘can these
resources be effectively applied. Herein, [ think, iies the great
and hopeful lesson of the Marshall Plan for our times. [}

and Mutual Aid L

Averell Harriman brought (o the post [first United States Special Representative in Europe], in addition

to his wisdom and experience, the symbolism, unmistakab
Truman’s choice of a member of his own Cabinet Jor the

W. AVERELL HARRIMAN

ESTERN 'EUROPE is now more prosperous and

dynamic than ever, with higher standards of

Living, increasing productivity, and continuing

economic growth. These achievements were

made possible by the great cooperative undertaking for
economic recovery known as the Marshal) Plan, -

It was barely 20 years ago that Secretary of State Geozge
L. Marshail proposed this plan to a war-stricken Europe. The

levastation and dislocations of the war had jeit the economic
life of Western Evrope in stagnation, oo

One is apt to forget that General Marshall’s proposal for
European recovery was made pot just to Western Europe but
to -Europe as a whole, including the Soviet Union and the
Eastern European countries, He stated, “Our policy is direct-
ed not against any country or doctrine but against hunger,
poverty, desperation and chaos.” .

However, the Soviet Union putled out of the preliminary
talks in Paris and refunsed to ceoperate. - Furthermore, the
Soviets compelled Poland and Czechoslovakia to reverse theip
stated intention io participate, Moscow’s refusal was a signal
of Stalin’s intention. to intensify the cold war. Stalin’s hostile
actions aroused the demand for mumal seeurity measures and
‘ed to the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty two vears

ater. .

Neéver in bistory have nations worked so closely in peace-
time {0 achieve common objectivez as did the 13 European
participants in the Marshall Plan. Self-help and nyutuat gid
were the guiding principles. The United States participated

ith material and techhical assistance and used its influence to

" .acourage the integration. of Europe and the_ increase of

‘productivity, .

A regional body, the Organization for European Economie -

Cooperation, was established, well-staifed by ‘capable and
entati from the member countries. It

agreedontbe&visionoftheai&avaiiableﬁnmthﬂUamd

le to European eyes, represented by President
purpose.

States. It set the standards for self help and established
procedures for mutual action, Trade barriers were broken
down. Joint action for development was undertzken. ‘Mechan-

isms such as the European Payments Union were formed to

pretooie trade zad common economic progress, -
The United States had one objective: the recover: and

permanent strengthening of Western Europe. European nity, .
based first on economic integration and, Lopetully, later on
political ties, seemed at the time clearly the only way to -
achieve that objective. The United States Government, the |

President and the Congress were in fufj agresment, :

The extraordinary success of the Marshall Plan was due in-
large part to the spirit of cooperation that developed -among -

the European countries, Though there is much Ileft to be

done. important progress has been made towards economic
integration. The economic growth that started during the

Marshall Plan has continued at a rapid pace throughout the
past 20 years. Thus Western Europe is more vital and

vigorous than ever and ready to play an important role in the
d

new problems that have unfolded.

Of prime importance now is social and economic prograss
“in the developing nations. The problems of each country may. -
be different, but all have one thing in common—the need for

capital and technical assistance for developmert.

It is my hope that in the 20 years shead the lessons iﬁ'se!f- e

help and mutual aid of the Marshall Plag can be applied to

these pressing world problems through vatious regional and
A _ through
bilateral programs. As ap outgrowth of the Marshall Plan, a -

worid-wide internationai organizations, as welf as

committee already exists in-Paris for cooperation among the
industrial countries for the purpose of aiding the developing

nations. Together with the. Western Eﬁm;inn countries, the
United States, Canada and Japan are Aow members, Thus the

creased assistance, but more needs to be done. Let us hope
that at this time the Soviet Union, 00, will agree 1o cooperate

In, rather than tum aside from, these international undertak.
ings vital to human progress, : TR

__—%__fu;: oo




After T wenty Years

The many-sided Presidential, Congressicnal and citizen
activities made the Marshall Plan the Presidents, the Con-

- gress’s and the people’s own.

MILTON KATZ

Conspectus
N THE beginning was the speech by Secretary of State
"George C. Marshall at Harvard University on June 5,
1947. But there were bits and pieces of beginnings be-
. fore that and aiso bits and pieces after. They coalesced

-into the Economic Cooperation Act of *048, enacted on

April 3, 1948, The Act, ity administration in Washington
and abroad, and the European cooperztive institutione that
paraileled and supported the American administration bore
several names, but were most widely known then and are
still best known today as the Marshail Plan,

The Marshall Plan in its orizinal substance and spirit ended
in the autumn of 1951, Much of i organization and formal
relationships with European organizations, a few of iis senior

personnel and more of ifs intermediate and jutior personnel

were absorbed into 2 complex of foreign aid activities thag
differed from it in style, frame of reference and emphasis as
well asy geographic scope. Legaily, the Marshal! Plan expired
on January {, 1952, to be reborn into the Mutual Security
Agency that combined responsibility for economie aid, largely
recast as “defense support” and administered within the
Agency itself, military aid administered by the Department of
Defense, and technical assistance to developing areas adminis-

The Marshall Plan has meant many things to different men,
depending on the angle of vision. Four main views can be
identified. They overlzp, differing essentizlly in emphasis.

Te o i

. Some saw the Plan primarily as a rescue and reconstruction _
‘operation for a Europe torn by World War IT and threatened -
by C s .

d to be chiedl £
aid that began with
November, 1943:

and § in a process of forei
American participation it UNRRA in

" continued through the American loan of $3,750,000,000 to the

United Kingdom in 1946, the Greek-Turkish aid act of May
22, 1947, and the joint resolution for telief to devastated
areas of May 31, 1947; ramified out to the new states of Asia
and Africa and the developing states of Latin America after

* the announcement of the Point IV program in 1949; and runs
itz course today through the Agency for Internationz] De-

velopment. A third proup has stressed ‘the Marshall Plan’s
function as the the Europesn Payments Union,

Yy Woreeror Eomtrm ¥ame e v

-

. Asia and Latin America as wei] as the United States. I belie

for other measures to free trade and bharmonize pational -
economic policies within  Euro , aod indirectly for the
European Coal and Siee] Community and the European

Common Market. In a fourth as the Marshall Plap was
regatrded primarily as a pro to enable Europe definitively - |
to balance #ts in ternational accounts and increase its real

incomeé s0 as to raise consumpfion and provide - enough -

internal savings to expand European investment without -
speciai external aid. Ia fact, the Marshall ‘Plan fitted alj the

descriptions. By the criteria of the first and the second, it - [HEEE

succeeded to a degree seldom realized in affairs of state and
with an acclaitn on both sides of the Atlantic that bas stood
the test of time, In the perspective of the years, I believe it . -
also stands as a distinguished accomplishment -under the
criteria of the third. In the fourth aspect, the verdict must be -
taken as of 1952 to be meaningful. In the sixteen years since
the end of the Marshail Plan, the ‘situation -of Europe is .
Tespect of its international accounts, real income, consumps
tion, savings and invessnen: has been radically tra-formed

by am intricate succession of internal -and external events. As

of 1952, the verdict in retrospect can be no. bétter than that -
the case was not proven. As I now see it, the Marshaill Plan at .

best could have accomplished no more in this dimension by . '

1952 than to spark a vital ingfial stimuivs in a Jong and
complex course of uaﬁmshmbumnes\s Too :much was in-
volved: internal institutiona} Patterns and the folkways of
Peoples; deep-rooteci habits of mmancgement and - labor; the -
relations of Western Europe to Eastern Euzope and Africa,

the spark was there. Beginnings were made in: identifying the
lines of direction along which to apply an energizing thrust,
and here and there thrusts
beginnings were not lost, but they were caught up in political
an. economtic movements derived largely from orher sources:

and primarily oriented toward other purposes. after the -
outbreak of the Korear War and the adoption ¢f American’

and Euro
followed the war. :

In this essay, I want to look at the Marshall “Plan-in yet! .

another way. I'll try w0 identify certain factors in its snccess .. |

that tay within the political and legistative process: that gave it;
birth, within the pattern of diplomacy that attended its genesis P
and iis administration, and within the way in waich it was
organized and :dministerced. though thesc: fictors were | -
critical to the success of the Marshall Plag, I believe they !

have not been generally understecd. Even when understoad, |

they have been allowed to recede into the back of the mind .~ SHE
and have too often been overiooked when they could have | |

been applied in later efforts.
The Political Process Within the United States i
I take Diean Acheson's speech of May 8, 1947 in Cleye-
land, Mississippi as a pre-beginning that antedated ‘the- great - -
beginning in Secretary Marshall's Harvard address, The then .

Under Secretary of State's statement offers as good a point of ; - B

departure as any for examining the political process, Acheson
spoke before the Delta Council ngt only for himself butas an

officially designated substitute for President Troman. e :
cxamined “what the people of the woild need if they are to ;
eat eaough to maintain their physical strength and at the same :
time carry on essential measures of reconst:uction and be. | .
come seif-supporting.” Immense as h ' :
American commodities and services to the world sifce the end
of World War 11, it had fallen far shore of the requirement. It

meet this or that- crisis. A

increase in- American
exports; the elimination of rade barr; '

were applied to good effect, The: K

pean programs of rearmament that awended and’ -

i the conceatration of . ‘I'ﬁ'
Amerkanmergencyaidazpoinn.whmitwculdbem o
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effective “in building world political and economic siability, in

-promoting human freedom and democratic institutions™; fur-

ther efforts to restore the basic strocture of economic life in

. Germany and Fspan; and adequate Congressional delegation

to the Executive Branch of powers over the sale, ranspertas
tion and export of commodities needed for the security of the
freeworld. -

‘A fittle less than a month Iater, Secretary Marshall nar-
rowed and sharpened the focus from the world to Europe. He
kept the need and the potential contribution of Europe in
perspective in relation to the worid. It was “apparent to all
intelligent people” that the “worid simation Twas] very
seriows.” Marshall ther turned to the role of public opinion in
the conduct of foreign policy, and the difficuity of conducting
foreign policy in relation to democratic public opinion. He
pointed out “that the problem is cne of such -enormous
perplexity that the very mass of facts presented to the public
by press and radio make it exceedingly difficult for the man in

the street to reach a clear apprzisement of .the situation.

Furthermore, people of this country are distant from the
troubled areas of the earth and it is hard for them. to
comprehend the plight and consequent reactions of the long
suffering peopies, and the effect of those reactions on their
governments in coanection with our efforts to promote peace
in the worid.” He concentrated on Europe as the critical area,
and insisted on viewing Furope as a whole. While “the
physical loss of life, the visibie destruction of cities, factories,

‘mines and railroads [had been] correctly estimated.” it was
-imperative to understand that “this visible destruction was

probably less serious than the dislocation of the entire fabric
of European cconomy . . . The feverish preparation for war

.and the more feverish maintenance of the war effort engulfed
" all aspects of naional economies. Machinery has fallen into

disrepair or is entircly obsolete. Under the arbitrary and
destructive Nazi rule, virtuaily every possible enterprise was
geared into the German war machine, Long-standing com-
mercial ties, private institutions, banks, insurznee companies,
and shipping companics disappearsd, through loss of capital,

absorption through nationalization, or by simple destruction .

..'I'hebmakdownofthebusfness structure of Eurcpe during
the war was compiete . . ." The division of labor between
farm and city bad broken down. “Aside from the demoraliz-
ing effect on the world at large and the possibilities of
disnn'banma.ﬂs_ﬁzgasarenﬂtofthedmﬁonoffhe
peopie concerned,” the consequences to the sconomy of the
United States shoutd be apparent to all.” _

The remedy lay “in breaking the vicious circle and restoring
the confidence of the Buropean people in the economsic future
of their own countries and of Europe as a whole , . . It is
logicai that the United States should do whatever it is able to
do to assist in the return of normal economic heaith in the
world, without which there ¢an be no political stability and no
assured peace . . , [The purpose of the United States] should
betherevivalofawortingeoonomyinmewurldsouto

permit the emergence of political and social conditions in

which free institutions can exist.” American assistance “mist
not be on 2 piecemmeal hasis as various crises develop . . . [cad]
should provide a cure rather than 2 mere palfiative.”

Marzhall offered the cooperation of the United States to

- any “government that is willing to assist in the task of
recovery.” He would deny American belp to any “governmeat -

whicli maneuvers to block the recovery of other countries.”
He watned that “governments, political parties, or groups
which seek to perpetuate human misery in order to profit

‘erefrom politicaliy or otherwise will encounter the oppo-
sition of the United States.” :

Smsiﬁvaaﬁhewtheneed-forexmmalacﬁonmdtheuwd
for internal understaniding and support, President Truman
ﬂdﬁmdthenkﬁomhipbetwmthemamofpoﬁﬂmm
ihemu&:yofbighpolicyatitsbest.%ieuweremtlncking

]

to compound the difficulty of “the man in the street” in
reaching “a clear appraisement of the situation.” PRAVDA, on
June 15, 1947, blasted “President Truman’s plan for political

pressure with dollars™ and his “program of interference in the S

internal affairs of other ctates.” On the same day; ex-President
Herbert Hoover publiched = letter that be had sent to Senator.
Styles Bridges, the chairman ¢f the Senate Appropriations
Committee, in whick he rang a warning bell. Hoover called on
Americans to remember that the United -States could not -

reconstruct the world alone. o the preceding two years, the ~ B
United States had spent $29,000,000,000, including $13,000,~ -

000,000 in relief. In addition. the United States had already

committed itself to.$6,000,000.000 of expenditure in the. -

coming year. Russian obstruction had intensified the cost to
the United States. Stressing the need for limitation and
coordination, Hoover also insisied that the Uinited States
shmﬂdﬂmuammfmiusaaiﬁmmmgicm_ :
from abroad to he stockpiled for the American national
defense. A week [ater, President: Truman appointed a com-
mittee of specialists within the government under the chair-. -
manship of the Secretary of the Interior to survey American
Tesources on a comprebensive besis. Simultaneousiy, he di- |
rected the Councdl of Economic - Advisers, created .z year .
before by the Employment Act of 1946, to examing “the

impact on our economy of aid 1o other sountries.™ He alko

appointed a 19-member advisory commitiee copsistiig of .
financial, business and farm leaders, populatly known s the
Harriman Committes, to take coumnsef among ‘hemselvis and

among the grov-a in the population with whom the were

identified and to advise him “on the Emits w! hin wh -h the -

United States may safely and wisely plan w exten~ suck
assiciancs,” '

Mindful of the occasion and stirred by the  Preident’s
vigor, the House of Reprzsentatives moved inle ap assersment
of its own. In July, & subeommittee of the House Cor mittee

on Foreign Affairs published & preliminary study 3f the - |

“Needs, Limits #md Sources of American 43¢ to oreign

Countries.” On the 'nitistive of the late Christan A. Jerter, -

then 2 member of Congress, the House extablished ;- Select
Committee on Forcign Aid, consisting of 19 metmbers, "nelod-
ing representation from each of the major stazding cqmmit-
tees concerned with one or another of the many phases of ‘the

problem. The committee cartied its inquirss scriks the

Atlantic. Organized into a sube :mmiittes for -Great Gritain,
a subcommittee for France, Beigium, Holland and 2 umem-
bourg, a subcommiitee for Germany snd Austtia, y sub-

committee for Ialy, Greece and Trieste and a 'snerat = .

subcommittee on Furopean agricuiture, it systemz:ically
gathered data. Under the feadership of its chairman, Con-
gressman Charles A. Eaton, and particularly its vice chairman,

Mr. Herter, and with the help of s professional staff, §¢ -

published 2 searching study of the problems and prospects in
ali of their ramifications. In the Senate, the chafrman of the

Comumittee cn Foreign Relations, Arthur H. Vandenberg, -

commissioned & study by the Brookings Institution of the
vaﬁmmproposalsforanadmisistraﬁvemmathad‘
been put forward in refation to the prospective prograns,

In Gctober and November, 1947, the Presidential Com:nit-
tee on National Resources and Foreign Aid, the: Courcil of

Economic Advisers, and the Harriman Committee filed their -
- reports, The House Select Committes on Foreign Aid. the - -

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, and the House
Committee on Poreign Affairs met and began hearings. The |
reports of the Presidential committess and the reports and
hearings of the congressional committess were widely pub-
lished. So also was the report of a sixteen-nation  Committes
for European ic Cooperation, compieted on Septem-

ber 22, 1947, in a process of which the significance will be . -
examined separately below, o E
Mawﬁwmmm&nnmhmdmme-wmf
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was paralleled by an immense and far-flung process of public
discussion throughout the fall, winter and {ollowing spring.
Citizens’ organizations sprang up to carry the word and argue
the case in cities and hamlets. They were assisted, stimulated
or irzitated by a flow of speeches from the Executive leader-
ship, the Corgressional leadership -and the opposition.

The many-sided Presidential, Congressional zand citizen ac-
tivities made the Marshall Plan the President’s, the Congress’s
and the people’'s own. When snacted on April 3, 1948, the
Plan became pational policy in a full and realistic sense,
I pause to dwell upon the point. Career foreign affairs person-
nel, academic studemis of foreign affairs, and specialists on
foreign affairs in the news media often speak of 2 Presidential
ofder, a pronouncement of a Secretary of State, or even of an
imernal - docement (of the Naticnal Security Council, a
Secretary of State, and Under Secretary of State of an Assis-
tant Secretary of State) as “national poiicy.” Interdepartmen-
tai dissension concerning such a promouncement, Congression-

al disaffection, or public outery tend-tc be regarded as -

interferences with “national policy™ rather than as detracticns
from the assumed authentic quality of the pronouncement as
“national poiicy.” For some purposes and in some situations,
such a view of “pational policy” may be factual. In other
situations and for other purposes, i is merely formal. The
Marshall Plan became national policy in a very differont
sense. It emerged with the understanding and support of the
Department of State; other departments of the Executive
Branch, represented in the inter-departmental committees; the
President in both a personal and an official .sense: the
Congress; civic and community leadership; organized farm,
- labor and industry ‘groups; and the general public. It was
incorporated and published in a statute, available for all to
" see. The process of explamation, challenge, and eventual

favorable decision was renewed each year in connection with.

the annual requests for new appropriations,

President Truman chose an Administrator whose talent and
standing corresponded to the twin aeeds for peblic support
and efficient  administration. None understood better than
Paul G. Hoffman that the enterprise could not fiy on one
wing. He poured his imagination and energy int equal measure
into the quality of administration =nd the cultivation of public
understanding.

The sustained government-wide and public support, active
rather than merely acguiescent, made it possible to design and
carry out measures, and maintain a quality and consistency in
policy and administration that, in my view, would otherwise
‘have been impossibie.

The Pattern af.Diylomncy

in his Harvard address on June §, 1947, Secretary Marshall
spoke neot.only to the American people but zisc te the

leadership and people of Europe. He did not proffer an

Asmerican formulation of 2 European probiem nor an Ameri-
can diagnosis. He did not proposs an American remedy,
buttressed by an offer of American rescurces to put the
remedy into effect. He did not summon American get-up-and-
go to stimuiate, prod, push or galvanize an assumediy inert
Europe intc action. '

Marshall presented American anxiety over an American
problem derived from a problem of Europe. He siressed “the
consequences to the economy of the United States . , .
apparent to ail” from the “demoralizing effect on the worid at
large and the possibilities of disturbances arising as z resuit of
the desperation of the people concerned” . caused by the
“destruction of cities, factories, mines, and railroads . . .
fand] . . . the disiocation of the entire fabric of European
sconomy.” ¥t was “logical that the United States shouid do
whatever it is able to do™ to help restore “sormal economic
health in the world” in order to assure “political stability and
- « peace.” The anxiety of the United States could only be

L i

relieved if Europe could meet its problem. In order for
Europe to get started “on its way 1o recovery, there must be
some agreement among  the countries of Europe as to the’
fequirements of the sitvation and the part those countries
themselves will take. . .
efficacious for this Government to undertake to draw “up

unilaterally 2 program designed to place Earope on its- feet - §
-economically. This is the business of the Europeans. The

initiative, I think, must come from Europe. The role of this :
country should consist of friendly aid in ‘the drafting of a°
Europezn program and of later support of such a program-so
far as it may be practical for us to do s0.” _ o
Barely a week later, it an address in Otiawa on June i1, -
1947, President Truman, proclaiming his support of Mar-
shall's message, re-emphasized that the initiative lay with -
Europe. i :

It was for the Europeans to analyze thieir proﬁtems-a_ihd‘ g

assess their requirements. It was for them to outline a
remedial program and to commit their talent, time, energy

and material resources to it. Since a snortfall in their - [N

resources couid be anticipated, it was for them to czlculate

the size and nature of the deficiency. If the Europeans wished - B
American help, they could lay their calculations alongside "

corresponding American estimates, and determine how any
differences might be reconciled. The ['nited States had al- -

ready recognized the involvement of Atnerican interests in: - §
European welfare. In consequence, if American help was

desired, and if the help needed was of a kind that America .
could supply, America wonld vndertske to supply it so far as -
it lay reasonably within America’s power to do so. That was
the message. :

Among the leaders of Furope, Foreign Minister Ernest’

Bevin of Britain first publicly responded, hailing the proposal . |3
as am appropriate attempt to create a healthy worid through -}

cooperation between Europe and the Western Hemisphere.

The next day, on June i4, the Foreign Minister of Franic, . (O

Georges Bidault, invited Bevin to Paris to discuss the occa-
sion. The discussions led to a series of conferences, culminat.

ing in a meeting of representatives of sixtesn nations in Paris - |

on July 12, 1947. Styling themselves a Commiittee of European 38
Cooperation, they examined Furopezn needs in order ito - B
formulate European recommendations. Their deliberations

were supplemented by discussions on a professional Jevel with .

American experts. B -
Or September 22, 1947, the sixteen participating European - {
natons issued their “general report of the Committee of
Euvropean Economic Cooperation.” ‘They had estimated “their §
prospective requirements and resources duricgz the period %
1948-51 . . . to formulate an economic recovery program.”
They had assembled the necessary data through' question. 3
nairss, the answers {0 which were prepared on the basis of '

agreed assumptions geared to the common purpose of orderly
recovery. On the basis of their calculations. they had elaborat.

ed a program. In adopting the program, they kad commitied - B
themselves individually and collectively by a series of pledges.
They “pledge(d] themselves fo join together, and invited
cther European countries o join- with them, in working”
toward 3 European recovery fo

only made jts pledge “with respect to its own  national

programme, but . , . also {took] into account similar pledge:
made by the other participating countries.” They went on to PEEE

specify their commitments. Eack country “undertakes to use
all its efforts— ) ;

“(1) to develop its production to reach the targess, . . . 3

“(ii) to make the fullest and most effective use of it
exsting proguctive capacity and ail evailable manpower;

“{iif) to modernize its cquipment and transport, so tha: §
labour becomes more productive, conditions of work arc
improved, and standards of livi g of all peoples of Europe |
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“(iv) to apply all necessary measures ffor] . . . internal  became British policy, French policy, Italian poiicy, common
financial monetary . . . stability while maintaining . . . a European policy, as fully as support for European seif-help

high levei of employment;
*{¥} . .. to reduce the tariffs snd other barriers to the

cxpansion of irade both between themselves and with the
rest of the world, . | .

“(¥i} to remove progressively the obstacles to the free
movement ¢f persons within Europe;

“{vii} to organize together the means by which common
resources can be developed in partnership.”

The pledges v "¢ taken expressly into account as the hasis
for the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948. In the “Findings
and Declaration # Policy” (sec. 102(a)), it was declared to
be the policy of the United States “to encourage these
countries through 2 joint organization fo exert sustzined
common efforts as set forth in the report of the Committee of
European Economic Cooperation, signed ai Paris on Septem-
ber 22, 1947.” Section 115(b) of the Act was even more
explicit. ¥t stated that the “provision of assistance” under the
Act “resuits from the multilateral pledges of the panicipating
countries touse all their efforts to accomplish 2 joint recovery
P it based upon self-help and mutual cooperatic.. as
embodied in the report of the Committee of European
Economic Cooperation signed ‘at Paris on Sepiember 22,
947, and is contingent upon continuous effort of the partici-
pating countrics to accomplisik a joint recovery program
through multilateral Undertakings and the esiablishment of a
continuing organization for this purpose.”

The “sixteen™ met again in Paris on March 15, 1948, Their
general purpose was 1o carry forward the resolves proclaimed
in their Report. Their particufar purpose was to set up an
organization through which they could jointly “ensure, to the
full extent possible by joint action.” the rsalization of the
paraliel 2nd common cbjectives to which ~2c% had pledged
itseif. Cocking an eye to the anticipated emergence of a new
democeatic Germany as a past of free Europe, they invited
the “Commanders-in-Chief of the French, United Kingdom
and United States Zones of Occupation of Germany to
participate in the work.” On April 16, 1948, they signed and
proclaimed the Convention of European Economic Cooper-
ation. The Convention created an Organization of European
Economic Cooperation (GEEC), with a Council, an Execu-
tive Committee and 2 Secretary General and 2 secretariat,

An expanded conception of initiative had
emerged. It underscored seif-help. It encompassed mutual zid
among the Evropean nations. It crystailized the obligations of
seif-help and mutual aid into explicit commitments of men,
materials and governmental leadership. It supplemented pa-
tional governmental administration with 2 common intergov-
emnmental instrumentality.

When the administration of the Marshali Plan began
toward the end of April, 1948, its American officets and their
European counterparts could build upon a broad and solid
stratum of agreed purposes and policies. The policies and
prirposes had been defined through months of discussion, They
bad been made even more meaningitl by a painstaking
interchange culminating in agreed estimates of resources and
requirements and agreed calculations congerning ibe relevant
data. They had been buttressed by the individual, coliective
and reciprocal pledges of the participating states.

The original Truman-Marshall invocation of a European
initiative had set the toné. The tone was maintained in the
pattern. of diplomacy and administration that prevailed
throughout the three year life of the Marshall Plan. The
<onsensus on objectives and basic policies, and the original
distribution of nxgonsibility——initial responsibility assigned to
the Europeans, and responsibility for support sssigned {0 the
United States—were continually renewed. Seif-heip and mu.
tal 2id directed toward the objectivas of the Marshall Plan

BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT

under the Marshall Pian became American peilicy. It is hard
to imagine a more powerful lubricant against- the friction
endemic in compiex international relationships.

The Patiern of Administration -

There were long disputes in 194748 zbout how 1o organize
the agency %o administer the Marshall Plan. After adequate
veptilation of rival views, a decision was reached to establish
the Econosnic Cooperation Administration in Washington as a

separaie agescy under an administrator reporting directly to .

the President. The decision refiected the scale, complexity and
novelty of the enterprise. It responrded to a belief that
widespread public interest and a continuing need for public
suppoit required a form of organization that would give the
enterprise maximum pubtic visibility. It vindicated:a view that
the concentration of Presidential, Congressional’ and pubtic-
attention upon the effort calied for an administrator -with
direct access to the President and the Congress. It zave effect
to a judgment concerning the kiad of men needed to do the
job and the king of erganization needed to attract the men. It
also reflected a largely inarticulate but widespread. feeling that
the changing nature of foreign affairs and the changing role of
the United States required exprrimentation with the forms of
organization to conduct foreign affairs. Doubt concerning the
capacity of the Department of State to cope with: such an
undertaking also played a part, along with fears lest the
enferprise might divert the Secretary of State Ffrom  his
primary concerns and inject him into domestic industrial,
agricuitural and financial problems. o

The Administrator's powers were plenary, “under the con-
tiej of the President.” He was expressly accorded cabinet
status by the termsz of the statate. He determined ' the
requirements of participating countries for assistance, formu-
lated programs of - American assistance, approved specific
projects, provided as he thought best for the efficisnt execu~
tion of programs, and couid terminate assistance whenever it .
was “no longer consistent with the national interest of the
United States.” The Administrator could appoint persornel
within the United States or .abroad; and on his recommenda-
tion, the Secretary of State was authorized to assign, transfer
OT promiote persons to any class in the Foreign - Service
Reserve or Staff. What if the Secretary of State should believe
“any action . .
“inconsistent with the foreign policy chiectives of the United -
States”? The Secretary could voice his concern to the Admin-
istrator. If they could not adjust their differences through
consuitations, “the matter [would be] referred to the Pres-
ident”

The Administrator could delegate part of his powers. His
freedom to do so was not left to inference. The: statote
expiicitly authorized him to “delegate authority to perform any
of such functions to- his subordinates, acting under his direc- - .
tion and under rules and regulations promulgated by him ™
Pau! Hoffrian used his authority to delegate wisely and well,
especiaily in relation to the Office of the United States Special
Representative in Furope and the chiefs of the ECA special
missions in each of the participating countries overseas. He
maximized their latitude for effective action while hoiding to 2
minimun the risks of Cross-purposes, crossed lines, or jumped
traces.

In 1948, I considered it a wise move to- constitute the
Administration as it was. In retroepect, I find it wise still, with
renewed conviction. In so saying, I do not intend to challenge
the present organization of AID as a distinctive entity within
the Department of Siate. That is another story. I do believe
that in the circumstances of 194851, the estzblishment of the
Administration a3 a separate agency ‘in Washington and
overseas, with its special characteristics, proved indispensable

YOREI6X SERVICE JOURNAL. June, 1087 25

. or failure to act” of the Administrator -




2 - i . .1

j

S

to the success achieved by the Marshall Plan.

I stress three aspects of the organization: first, the autono-
my and flexible authority of the Administritor under the
¢conirol of the President; secong, the capacity of the Adminis.
H2tOr to represant the entéfpiise directly to the Coengress and
o the American people, within the scope of his primary
Sccountability to the President; and third, the organization of
the operations overseas. In the main, 1 think the first aspect
has been teasonably well understood, The significance of the
second appears to me to have been less generally zppreciated.
I've tried to sketch itg ‘implications earlier in this essay, under
the rubric, “The Political Process Within the United States.”
The third has been pethaps the least understood, This is not
surprising, for it is in the field overseas, and i the relationship
of the fieid to the Washington headquarters, that the Marshai]
Plan organization exhibited its most nove] and distinetive
features.

The novelty and distinctiveness came to focus in the powers
and duoties of the United States Special Representative in
Europe, in his relations with the Chiefs of the ECA Special
Missions, and in his relations with the Administrator. The
United States Special Representative in Europe vas appointed
by the President by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate. By statutory stipulation, he had the rank of ambassa-
dor. He was “the representative of the Administrator, acd . | .
also the chief representative of the United States Govern-
ment” to the CEEC. He was required to “discharge in Europe
such additional responsibilities as may be assigned to him with
the approval of the President.” He could “also be designated
as the United States representative on the Economic Commis-
sion for Europe.” (In fret, both incumbents of the office
Were so designated.} It was his duty te “keep the Administra-
tor, the Secretary of State, the chiefs of the United States
diplomatic missions, and the chiefs of the {ECAJ special
missions . ., . currently informed concerning his actjvities.” He
Was 10 “consult with the ‘chiefs of af such missions,” who
were directed to “give him such cooperation as he may
require . . " If a chief of a diplomatic mission objected to the
conduct of a chief of an ECA special mission, the former's
initial recourse under the statute was to “advise the chief of
the [ECA] specizl mission and the United States Special
Representative in Europe.” While the chiefs of the several
ECA special missions were 1o receive their instructiens from
the Administrator and report to the Administrator, they were
made expressly subject to coordination by the Special Rep-

The undertaking wag as fortunate in the personality of the
first United States Special Representative in Europe as in the
personality of the Administrator, Avereli Harriman brought
to the post, in addition to his wisdom and experience, the
symbolism, unmistakable to Europesn eyes, represented by
President Truman’s chaice of 2 member of his own cabinet
for the purpose. Apart from the personalities, the key lay in 5
concept, and the fitness of the concept to the occasion,

The concept was that of a civilian counterpart, suitably
adjusted. to the familiar military arrangement of 2 theater
command. It was hammered out jointly by Washington and
Pariy (the site of the Office of the Special Representative) in
long interchanges through the ecarly months. The line of
command ran from the Administrator to the United States
Special Representative in Europe, s
mean the Administrator himself, not his Washington head-
quarters: and by the Special Representative, I mean the
Special Representative himseif, not his Paris headauzrters.
The understanding was explicit, It was made real by steady
reiferation and unremitting appiication on both sides of the
Aflantic. -

Instructions to the various divisions and branches in the
Paris headquarters ran only from the Special Representative
and his Deputy. The divisions and branches in Paris were, of
course, in constant communication with their counterparts in
" 26 Foxmraw Swavicn FoumMir, Juns, 1987
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the headgquarters in Washington. By cable, letter, telephone
and transatlantic visit, they compared data, exchanged views,
reported, recommended, argued, persuaded; cajoled. Biit the
Washington divisions and branches gave no orders to Paris
divisions and branches. If a Washington division chief wanted -
to challenge an action taken in Paris, his sole recourse was'to
the Administrator. If the Administrator was so. disposed, he
would tzke it up with the Special Representative. The rela-
tionships were refiected in established cable procedures. Ap-
propriate indicators sharply distinguished personal messages
of the Adownistrator or the Special Representative from the
general run of messages sent by Washington or Paris beadgar-
ters in their names, S :
Comparable fines were maintained between the Office of
the US Special Representative and the "ECA special missions.
Communications from the divisions -and branches of the
Office of the Special Representative 1o the corresponding
branches and divisions in the ECA special missions were staff -
communications only. Instructions ran only from the Special o
Representative himself to the chief of the ECA special
missior.. The potential coniusion in fines of authority amorg '
the Administrator, the Special Representative, and the chiefs
of the ECA missions was resolved by a skillful use of the _
Administzator’s authority to delegate his powers. The normal

‘chain of command ran from the Administrator through the-

Special Representative to the chiefs of missions. The Adminis- .
rator reserved always his authority for direct instruction 1o
the chiefs of missions, and preserved their: right of direct
reference to him in any appropriate case, with notice to the -
Special Representative,

The theater command acalogy was fortified nov cnly. by
cable procedures but by procedures relating - to petsonnel;
compensation and. travel. If the significance of these duil
administrative details might cscape the general reader, it -
wor't elude the readers of the Forzrgn SERVICE JoURNAL, By -
appropriate delegation from the Administrator and within’
broad limits defined by his i
Special Representative in Europe could hire or fire executive
and professional personne] in Europe; raise or lower salaries;
assign or reassign persomne! within Europe; and cat travel.
orders or orders-to move personal effects. .

I turn back from the pattern and mechanics of organization
to their meaning for policy and diplomacy. | At home, the
Marshall Plan fovelved operations thronghout the Executive, -
Branch, relations with ' Congress, and steady communication
with the American peopie. It involved ‘comparable operations.
int each of the sixteen European capitals, and in the beadquar-
ters of the Occupied Zones of Germany, It embraced oper-:
ations within the OEEC in three sectors: the Secretariat, the:
delegations at the official levei established by the participating
countries in Paris, and the Council of Ministers. The constant
need for coordination reached recurrent peaks in négotiations -
for the division of aid among the participating countries, for -
the Jiberalization of trade, or for the arrangement of systems
cf iatra-Evropean payments. It was the theater command
structure on the American side, supported by the flexibie :
2uthorty of the Administrator in Washingion, and meshed - -
with the QEELC structure on the European side; that held the D
far-fiung prits together and harmonized their mavements, e

The Eu appreciated the structure and what jt @
meant. In July, 1951, the Chairman of the Ministerial Council
of the OFEEC, Dirk U. Stikker, Foreign Minister of the .-
Netherlands, took an occasion to point the morai. He asked. .-,
his colleagues to consider the functions of the United States
Special Representative in Europe, “especially in'the tast year,

when world conditions have changed so violently . . _ Firgt of : -
2L, the Special Representative . , . tzkes an active part in the -

policy making of the United States . . .” In addition, he is “the i
head of the huge organization of BT, ”wiﬂ;“l_arge o
(Continued on page 47) T

the United States -
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missions in all oup countries . , , Then, finally, there is [hisj
rejationship with this Organization [the OEEC] in Paris,
which has created a spirit of cooperation which is unparal-
leled up till now ...

After the Marshall Plan ended, the Office of the US Special
Representative in Europe coatinued in form. Its content
changed. The theater commang concept eroded and disap-
peared, and along with it, two-of the functions stressed by
Dirk Stikker. The representational function alone persisted, in
relation to the OEEC and them in a shifting pattern of
relationships that varisd with the evolution of European and
Atlantic organizations. In time, the representational function
was divided among severai units, and the trénsformation in

was refiecied in changes of name,

I do not find the changes surprising. It is perbaps patural
that we reverted to type. In this esszy, T come to explain the
Marshail Plan organizatioa, not to mourn it. I do praise it. It
fitted its fime and circumsiances.

In the conditions of 1948, the general problem of Europe
transcended the separate national problems. The general
Earopean problem was the principal national probiem in each
participating state. It was 5o in fact, and so feit to be by the
gsveral governments. Tt made sense to concentrate upon the
problem as a whele. It made
the comprehensive approach with a comprebensive adminis-
trative scheme. The stress on European initiative pointed to
Europe as the locus for coordination. The pervasive American
Supporting fole required a coptinuous American presence, It
was.not & long jump totbecomeptofEumpeas a theater of
operations in which a ecivili equivalent of a theater com-
mand wss required. But nany a slip remained possible

corresponding sense to match

between the first glimpse of the concept and its effective
definition and application. An additional facter was critical to
its realization. :

The degree of autonomy vested in the Administrator in
Washington and the theater-wide authority of ‘the United.
States Spacial Representative in Europe involved a large
measure of delegation. Delegation to such a degree is only
feasibie within the scope of 2 well-established and well-defined
framework of national policy. Here I turn again to the quaiity
of the Marshall Pian as paticna) policy in a full and realistic
sense, gearsd into agreed European purposes- and policies,
sustained at home by government-wide and public suppert,
and made explicit and proclaimed ip = statute, This frame-
work of nationai policy, comprehen “vely -considered - and
published, and in a sense renewed each yesr in connection
with annual appropriztions, comstituted the Vital: additional
factor. .

Conditions of the kind that made the Marshall Plan pattern
of zdministration feasible and appropriate may not occur
often, But they are not mecessarily unique. Are we to go on )
assuming that—except for the case of the Marshall Plan—it
will not be sujtable to organi overseas activities of the
United States in theaters of operations smbracing more than |
one country, and o delegate substantial responsibility to the-
ater officers, except in the military phases of the conduct of
American foreign policy? I find it hard to believe that such a
limitation inheres in the pature vf things, or in the. nature of
the American system of Eovernment. But that again Is another
stery, lying beyond the scope of thie artieje. 1 do believe that
in the conditions of 1948-51, the pattern of administration of
the Marshail Plan made possible 2 guality of directicn and
coordintation that were st least importaot, and probably
indispensable, te the achievement of iis mission. . [}

DIPLOMATS

CHEZ FRANCOIS, #18 Connecticyt Ave, NW, ME g.1845,
hwmdas&umhd!mmmwbmﬂiu
vint de choix, mudsrate prices.  Open
daily except Saturdey and Sundey for funch, 12-2:30; open
‘daily excopt Sunday for dinnor, 5:00 il 9:45,
* & w
- THE FOUR GEORGES RESTAURANTS—Four distinztivaly
designad dining rooms, sach crested in & mocd and motif re.
floctive of its culinery achiovements. Located in the famous
Goorgaiown fon in the heart of Seorgetown—juzuricus
modations. 1310 Wisconsin Ave., N, Fres Perking, 333-8900.
: k-4 k-4 k-4

LA FONDA, 1539 “R" St, NW., AD 2.8985. For years the
favorite of irue aficionades of delectabls Spanish and Maxi.
can feod sarved in & romantic atmosphers. Complats bar,
Lunck and dismor parties. Ciodit cards honored. Cpen
daily 11:30 fo midnight, Surday, 2 fo 19 P,

k-3 k-4 k- 4
THE SKY RGOM . . . Hcoiel Washington, Penn. Ave, &
I5th . . . A pancramicz view of the Woeshington scony s o
braath-teking backdrep 4o seshisticated atmesphers here . . .
Internationa! menu, with & Franch accent, includes fiaming
sword medallions of best tanderlein bourgsi

k-4 * &

- TOM ROSS’ CKARCOAL HEARTH, 2001 Wisconsin Ave,,
N.W., FE 8-8070, specialtizing in prime ibs of beef, charcoal.
broiled steaks and seafood, Erve parking in rasr. Open daily for
lunch 11:30 to 2:30, dinner 536 to 10:30; Seturday dinngr 3-
1. Closed Sundays. Wide selection of cocttails and liquors,
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* BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT

IUSED TO TALK To MYSELF-
THEN I STARTED READING THE !
FOREIGN SERVICY JOURNVAL.

LSTILL TALK To MYSELF.BUT /
W PEOILE STOP To [JSTEN,
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