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PREFA

Dwight David Iii senhower was closely associated with
the North Atlantic Treaty Crganization (NATO) throughout
the decade of the 1050%'s. As Supreme Allizd Cormmander,
Burope (SACEUR), and as President of the United States he
helped to bring NATO from its beginnings in December, 1950,
as only a paper organization to a somewhat workable reality
in the mid~-to~late 19050%'s. Although Lisenhower was closely

involved with MNATO for over ten vears, sixy of

those years,
1950 to 1956, were most crucial. These years narked the
period of the Alliance's formation and early development.
During this time Sisenhower gave MATO a vast amount of at-
tention, uhich was not the case after 1956,

The purpose of this thedis is to define Eisenhower's
impact on the Alliance during these six years. This is
accomplished through an examination of his public and pri-
vate statements and a careful analysis of their consequences.
Such a technique can be followed fthrough an exclusive use
of primary source material through 1955, but at that point
the researcher increasingly confronts security classif!
tions. Through a very selective use of nemoirs and secondary

sources an accurate study of the events of 1956 can be made.
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INTRODUCTION

With the end of the Secend World War, the United
States began to assume active political leadership of the
non=Communist world from the liberal democratic nations of
Europe. The developing competition with the Soviet Union
quickly brought the two new super-powers into conflict over
the future of LBurope. Americans reacted to the Soviet
influence in Zastern Zurope with programs like the Marshall
Plan and Mutual Security“Assistance. Such programs focused
U.S. attention on the Continent, and American leaders
gradually concluded that Europe had no means with which to
defend itself {rom the apparent Soviet threat.

The Communist take=over in Czechoslavakia and the
Berlin bloclkade of 1948 intensified the desire of the U.S.
to build an adequate defense against further challenges.
The signing of the Brussels Pact in 1948 (the United King-
dom, France, Belgium, Lutembourg, and the Netherlands)
and of the MNorth Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in
1949 were seen as the groundwork for such a defense. The
Morth Atlantic Treaty pledged all signatories to assist
an attacked member with such action as they deemed necessary
"to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic
area,"! Though considered satisfactory at the time, especially
since the U. S. had a monopoly on the atomic bomb, this ar-

rangement soon proved to be inadequate.



Surprisingly, the June, 1950, North Iorean invasion of
South Korea surfaced many fears for the security of Zurone.
President Harry S. Truman feared that the invasion was a
éﬁmmunist diversion to draw the U.S. away from Europe. He
also feared that a Communist attack in Zurope might also
result in a Pusan-fype of defense on the French coast.

The Europeans feared that the U.S. would net be able to
effectively respond to Soviet aggression in Europe since
it was now pre=occupied in the Far East. These fears,
combined with a desire by all to build a credible European
defense with indigenous forces, favorably disposed all the
members to the formation of a‘permanent NATO armed force.

The creation of such a force required cooperation by
all NATO powers, and the leader of such a force needed to
have the confidence of all. It was taken for granted in
the North Atlantic Council (NAC) that the United States,
since it would provide most of the financial and material
support, would provide the supreme commander. Truman had
highly qualified generals from which to choose. Many had
extensive experience in World War II, and nearly all were
respected by the NATO leaders, but General of the Army
Dwight D. Eisenhower's experience as Supreme Commander
of the Allied Expeditionary Force placed him in a class of
of his own. While Supreme Commander, Eisenhower had gained

the confidence and respect of most Allied leaders, and to



many Buropeans he more than anyone else symbolized the Allies
cooperation and their triumph over Germany. His experience
in leading the multi-national Allied Army made him the
{Qgicai choice to command the new NATO army.

Besides having the confidence and respect of the Luro=-
pean leaders, Eisenhower enjoyed Truman's confidence.
Not only did the Administration feel that Eisenhower could
sell the U.S.-financed rearmament plan to the Ruropeans,
it also hoped to transfer the General's prestige to an al=
ready harassed Truman.® A man of Zisenhower's public stature,
the Administration believed, would keep the European situa=-
tion on tﬁe public "back burner' while HST dealt with the
explosive situation in the Far Zast.

Thus began Lisenhower's association with NATO, one
which would require much of his attention for the next six
years., The attention which he gave it greatly influenced
the future bf the Alliance. It is here that the focus of
this thesis lies; his actions and statements were chiefly
responsible for the strengths, and more importantly, the

weaknesses of NATO.



CHAPTER I
EISENHGWEﬁ AS SACEUR

The creation of the post of Supreme Commander, Europe
(SACEUR) was formally proposed for the first time by the
British Porelgn Secretary Ernest Devin at the North Atlantic
Council meeting in New York City on September 12, 1950.
There are indications that the idea had been informally
considered earlier, at least by the United States,] and it
was well=received by everyone at the meeting. It was sti-
pulated in the discussion that the commander should be an
American, thus symbolizing the American support for the
Alliance. It was also hoped that such a move would give
the Zuropean governments confidence and spur them on toward
sound rearnanent programs. Apparently Eisenhower was
mentioned, informally if not publicly, as being the likely
candidate for the post.2

The next MAC meeting scheduled for December 18~19,
was to designate SACEUR, State Department staffers had
worked out a complete scenario for this. So that no room
would e left for error, actions by the NAC, Secretary of
State Acheson, and President Truman were carefully orches-
trated. Resolutions were written, draft telegrams proposed,
and even debate by NAC members was anticipated, so as to
insure the dJesignation of Hisenhower as SACEUR, while at
the same time allowing the Zuropeans to believe that they

were choosing him on their own. 3



EVERY PAGE OF THIS
BOOK HAS A MARK
IN THE SAME SPOT

CAUSED BY THE
PRINTER USED ON
THE ORIGINAL
PRODUCTION.

THIS IS AS
RECEIVED FROM
CUSTOMER.



-5=

Through an invitation extehded by the President .en
October 19, 1950, General Lisenhower, then serving as
President of Columbia University, visited the White House
on October 28. The discussion centered on ene topic: Would
the General accept the Supreme Commander's post? ZXisenhower
assented and returned to New York. On December 18, the NAC
met and reorganized NATO according to the resolutions writ-
ten months earlier by the State Department creating the
post of Supreme Allied Commander, Europe. The NAC then
passed a resolution asking Truman to appoint Zisenhower to
the post. Truman formally told Eisenhower of his new job
in a letter on December 19, and advised him of the great
respensibility that came with it:

You are undertaking a tremendous responsibility.

As President and Commander=in=Chief of the Armed

Forces of the United States, I know that our coun-

try is wholeheartedly behind you. Indeed, you

carry with you the prayers of all freedom=loving

peoples. I send you my warmest1peysnna] good w&shes

for success in the great task which awaits you.

General Zisenhower began his role as SACIUR by desig-
nating Lieutenant General Alfred M. Gruenther, USA, as his
chief=of=staff. General Gruenther gradually selected a
staff of Anerican officers to identify the probiéms to be
encountered in orpganizing and commanding the yet-to=be-
formed NATO army. Meanwhile, in January, 1951, Lisenhower
toured the NATO countries in what was officially termed an

inspection trip but in actuality was a campaign to gain



Buropean support for increased defense spending.

It was during this tour that the Buropean leaders
became acquainted with Zisenhower'!s view of the Cold Var.
The General saw the LZast-West conflict as a moral struggle.
The only way, he felt, that Cemmunism could be effectivaly
deterred was through united resistance in the West. This
unity must not be troubled by internal bickerings:

Unreadiness by free nations for joint defensive

action against an aggressor is only one of the

evils that sten from (misunderstanding among neigh-

bors.) Tarough these same misunderstandings

there 1s certain to be suffered econo-nmic loss and

therefore ineffectiveness in the satisfaction of
human hungers. Uoxrst of all, even the slightest

misundergganding among the nations not conmitied

to communism is another chink in the defenses

against an aggressive ideology which overloolks no

opportunity to subvert and destroy.~

Believing that unity was essential, Zisenhouwer felt
WATO was "about the last remaining chance for the survival
of Western civilization.”® This was because the United
Nations had'proved ineffective due to "vetoes of hostile
groups.' Thus, he felt the failure of NATO would spell
disaster for the West: "If we allow the whole plan to fizzie
out into a miserable failure, it would seem to me that nux
future would be bleal: indeed.”™? Above all else, the General
felt that the Supreme Commander should not bully the Zuropean
nations into action. Instead, he should respect their pride
and sovereigniy and regard them as equal partners. But each

member of NATO had to realize that only through his performance

could the organization be effective.S



The campaign to raise forces for NATO was not limited
to Burope. Concurrently a debate was taking place in the
United States en how many U.S. troops should be stationed
in Europe. As of December, 1950, there were only two ful]
American divisions stationed in Germany. So far as the
defense of Europe was concerned, this force could hope for
immediate aid only from the two British divisions also in
Germany. DBacking up these four would be U.S. air and atonic
power,” Sseme, such as former President Herbert Inover,
argued that no American ground troops should be sent across
the Atlantic. ZXurope, this faction felt, could he ade-
quately defended with U.S. air and naval pswer.]o At the
opposite extreme were those, such as New Yorl Governor
Thomas E. Dewey, who urged the dispatch of 100 Anerican
divisions to Burope.!l Taking a more moderate stand were
those, such as Eisenhower, who adveocated an American con-
mitment of ten to twenty divisions to Europe. This figure
presupposed that the Zuropean nations would contribute
thirty to forty divisions themselves. With the Korean Jar
draining the American manpower pool, Congress only approved
in January, 1951, an increase of four divisions to the U.S.
contingent in Zurope, thus disappointing even the IDisenhower
moderates. |2

The North Atlantic Council meeting of September, 1950,

decided that the new NATO army would be comprised of troops
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from all member natisns, each contributing its "fair share.™
Though no formal plan was discussed, there was a general
feeling that West Germany would somehow be included. Fol-=
fowing the conference, plans were proposed to form a single
European defense sys‘cem.]3 Eisenhower, however, could not
rely on such speculations and attempted to get the Europeans
to rearm. As mentioned above, he had only four divisions
(two American and two British) with which t» resist an in=-
vasion of Germany from the East. Opposing the Alliance
divisions were twenty-five Soviet divisions supported by
6,000 aircraft. These units were in positions adjacent to
West Germany, while the "massive bulk of the Red army and
air forces™ stnod in reserve.'? Besides the Soviet forces,
there were local units, like the Zast German 50,000=man
"oolice force'™, which could be used in the event of hostilities.
disenhower argued that a minimum force of thirty Allied
divisisns was needed to resist a Russian attack effectively.!>
But the NAC set an even higher goal of sixty divisions on
December 18, 1950, thus reinforcing the LZisenhower request.
By May, 1950, the Alliance forces lhiad been increased to
fourteen divisions, ten more than in January but still six-
teen less than Disenhower's ninimum.!0
Although there was much talk of forming a unified Euro=
pean arny, it was not until October 24, 195Q that a plan was

formally propnsed. French Prime Minister Rend Pleven called



P
for “"the creation of a EBuropean Army linked to the political
institutions of a united Burope."l7
The Pleven Plan, as it was known, proposed that a single
European Army be formed from battalion or regimental=-size
units from France, Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Italy, and West Germany. This army would be financed by
a commen military budget overseen by a European Defense
Minister. The Defense Minister would be chosen by and
responsible ta a supra=-national parliamentary assembly of
the participants. The Army would be placed at the dispo-
sal of SACIZUR for the defense of IJurope under the auspices
of NATG. FKey to the plan was the participation of West
Cermany. hile the other five member nations would be
aliowed to retain their own national armies, West Germany
could only have military forces as part of the RBuropean
Army. This provision ruled out the possibility of a German
Defense Ministry or General Staff. Thus, though the rest
of Hurope would still have national armies and defénse estalb-
lishments, it would be able to take advantage of the German
manpower pool and technical know-how.

Fleven considered this plan to be part of a wider whnla.
Only a month before, the Schuman Plan had been proposed,
providing for a uéified Buropean coal and steel industry.
The success of it and the Pleven proposal meant Lurope would

begin unification of its economic and military might. This,
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it was hoped, wnuld be followed by a genuine political uni-
fication of Lurnpe., ZEisenhower called the unification of
Europe a "favorite subject! of his. He regarded it as the
6ﬁly real hope for Europe:

«+. the cconomic and military strength of

Western Curope cannot be fully developed as

long as the region is just a hodge-podne of

sovereipgn political territories.
Without unity, Zurope would sink back into the routine that
had breught on two world wars. His desire to prevent further
European c¢conflict forced him to ignore, or at least de-smpha-
size, the power of nationalism., Beyond the developnent of
a stronger ecomomic and military system, Eisenhower viewed
he unification of Durope as the vehicle for social and poli-
tical reform which he felt was sorely needed. 19

The Pleven Plan was presented to the lNorth Atlantic
Council along with two other plans by the United States
and the Netherlands. The U,S. plan advocated the same MNATO
structure as then existed, but allowed for the formation of
a West German Arny which would be integrated into NATO. The
Dutch plan called for the appointment »f 2 MATO High Commig=

sioner in Vest Gernany who would be resporsible for all

arned forces stationed there including those of est Gernany.
A1l of these plans had ene common denomninator == the formation

of a West German military force. The logic was that if the

Soviet Union invaded the West, it would have tn strike Germany

first. This being the case, a German Army could be used
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effectively as a stumbling block, buying time for the rest
of the world to mobilize.20 The Pleven Plan finally won
the consent of the NATO representatives of the European
ﬁ;tiﬂns involved (France, Belgium, Luxembsurg, the Nether-
lands, and Italy), and on May 27, 1952, the . treaty to imple~-
ment its provisions was signed.

It is clear from the competing plans that basic assurp=
tions about the defense of Europe had already been made.
The major one was that Zurope would be defended by American
and European ground treops. Such an idea was directly op-
posed to the Hoover plan of defense which envisioned U.S.:
air pnwerrtm make atomic and conventional strikes against
any invading arny. This assumption necessitaied a decision
on how and where to defend Western Zurope against an attack
from the east. The most likely place for such an invasion
was the demarkation line between West and Zast Germany.
Unfortunateiy, no major terrain barrier blocked the path
of any invader east of the Rhine River. 8o, as SACEUR, Bisen-
hower argued for a defense-in-depth east of the Rhine without
which:

«es we might lose, Dy defaﬁ1t, the considerable

resources of Germany and suffer, at the sane

time, direct exposure of Denmark and the Nether-

lands. 1ith Western Germany in our orbit, NA

forces would form a strong and unbroken line in

central Jurope from the Baltic to the Alps. Depth

is always a desirable elerent in defense; in the
restricted area of estern ZEurope, it is mandatory.z1
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He had no illusions that the NATO forces initially engaged
would be able to defeat a Soviet assault., But he felt that
they could perform two vital tasks: First, serve as a de-
férrent to Soviet aggression; and, second, if hostilities
should breal: out, fight a delaying action while the NATD
countries mobilized the necessary forces to meet the attack.
One rnust remember that this doctrine was based on the prenise
that conventional weapons would be the mode of destruction.
enployed by both the U.S. and the U,5.8.,R. The dsctrine of
"massive retaliation' was still two years away and tactical
atomic weapons were not part of the U.S. arsenal until May,
1953. The NAC's support of the Pleven Plan, now known as

the Zuropean Defense Comnunity (ZIC), reinforced the Zisen-
hower plan.

While concerﬁed with the IEDC question, Eisenhower was
also occupied with providing an effective organization for
NATO!s milifary arm. Though seemingly minor, the solutions
provided to such problems had a lasting effect on MATO., The
first of these problems was the organizing of a Supreme Head-~-
quarters. General Gruenther and his staff studied this
problem in Decenber, 1950, end January, 1951. Through their
reconmendations the Supreme Headquarters o»f the Allied Powers,

Europe (SHAPI) was made operational on April 2, 1951. Eisen-

hower encountered several stumbling blocks in organizing



SHAPL, the main one being personnel. The Western Union,
which was the military organization of the Brussels Pact,
had 1aid much »f the groundwork here which was adopted by
SHAPLE :

Western Union had alsn created the precedent

of an international and inter=-service staff,

working tepether in time of peace and using

.es two official languages ... French and

English., In addition, they had bequeathed to

SHAPL not only their many studies of the degrees

of what was to be the central sector of the

SHAPE Comnand, but, more imponrtant, a number

of officers of different natlﬂnalities with the

invaluable ex Deﬁﬁence +f working “ogether as

an allied tean.
With'such problems solved, SHAPE itseIf could be organized.
LlSEHhOWEﬂ used many of the same pnznc iples in staffing SHAPE
as he did in staffing SHAEF (uuprewe Headquarters Allied
ixpeditionary Force) in World War II. He named an American,
General Gruenther, as his Chief of Staff. The SHAPL staff
reflected ti:e nmanpower contributions of the various na‘tions.zJ
As in SHALF, Eisenhower mamed a British officer as his
second=in~command~=Field Marshal the Viscount Montgomery.
Montgomery had been the commander of the Vestern Union,
and as Lisenhower himself admitted, was chosen mainly because
of his performance in World War II,

General Eisenhower commanded the only organized NATO
forces which existed at the time. Later other commands would

be established, but as SACHUR Bisenhower had sole responsibility



for the defense of Western Europe against all outside attack.
He organized his forces much the same as he had in the Second
World War=--into three commands (Northern Burope, Central Zu-
;ope, and Southern Europe) which had responsibility for their
respective geographical locations (Scandinavia, Germany, and
the Mediterranean). As in World War II when Eisenhower
commanded not only SHALF, but also the Allied Land Forces,24
he decided pexrsonally to serve as the crucial Central Eurs=-
pean Commander. Unfortunately, he never recorded his reasons
for this move, but one can speculate that, as in World War I1I,
he wanted direct control of that area of his primary command
which he felt to be most crucial. It can be suggested as a
related hypothesis that he wanted to guarantee that the or-
ganization of the Central European Command would be egxactly
as he wanted it.

While recruiting officexs for SHAPE, Eisenhower and his
immediate subordinates became increasingly aware, as they
had in World ‘lar II, of the "great difficulty in finding
staff officers qualified for key positions on fan/ internatiional

S g
staff ...2° The main deficiencies were in knowledge of staff

,.-

methods and procedures. To alleviate this problem, General
Zisenunwer purapnsed on April 25, 1951 to the NATO Standing
Group the creation of a NATD Defense College. It was en-
visioned as similar to the United States Army's Command and

General Staff College. Emphasis was to be placed on training
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field gradé officers from the NATO countries in SHAPE staff
procedures and then on integrating then into the systenm.
The Standing Group approved the proposal and the NATO De-
fense College was opened on November 6, 1951, |

Logistical problems encountered during the Second World
War by SHAEF undoubtedly encouraged the drive for the stan-
dardization of equipment in the NATD forces. One of the
underlying advantages of the IDC proposal was that the Euro-
pean Army would be equipped uniformly without regard to
nationality. There was a desire by the Alliance enebers fo
do rnuch the same thing in all NATO forces. In January, 1951,
the Standing Group created the Military Agency for Standar~-
dization to deal with the problem. Among the areas con-
sidered by the Agency were standardization of administra-
tive materials, fuels, component perts, jet trainers, and
ammunition. The most publicized of all the Agency's
accompiishménts was the adoption of the 7.62 mm cartridge
to be used as the universal NATO small arns ammuni%ion.
Althouch Eisenhower's influence cannot be seen directly in
this standazdization, his feelings about the unity of the
alliance and the need for the least amount of "red tape™
would imply his approval of such an action.

Again, during the initial organization of the NATO
forces, LZisenhower was confronted with the need to convince

the NATO members to contribute rniore troops. As mentioned
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above, in May, 1951, the Soviet forces outnumbered the Al=-
liance forces by at least two to one. To investigate and
propose plans for the raising of the needed forces, the NAC
éﬁpointed U.S. Director for Mutual Security W. Averell
Harriman to head the Temporary Council Committee (TCC).
The TCC was given access to information on each member na=
tion's financial, manpower, and natural resource capabilities.
The TCC then set out to reconcile the military needs of the
Alliance with each counitry's capabilities. The TCC proposed
a specific force levei of fifty divisions Ctﬁenty-five on
active duty) for 1952, and provisional goals for 1953,
General pfoposa?s were made for 1954 and beyond. Despite
such an ambitious effort, General Eisenhower met continual
resistance from the NATO members in achieving the fifty
division goai; France proved to be the biggest problen of.
all, Since the end of World War II, the French had attempted
to regain tﬁeir lost colonies in southeast Asia known col=
1ective1y as Indochina. The military campaign waged against
the local insurgents proved increasingly costly, so that by
1951 and 1952 the French were in desperate need of troops for
Indochina. ZEisnehower later recalled:

France was deeply involved in Indochina and

it was costing a lot to keep those forces out

there, and they were getting no where ... the

French were constantly taking troops that

had begn allocated to NATO to go out to Indo-
ghing .=
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As President, the General was again to clash with the French
over Indochina. As SACEUR he never received the troops
needed from France for NATO.

The MNorth Atlantic Council met at Lisbon, ?ortugal,
February 20-25, 1952, and endorsed the Zuropean Defense Con-
nmunity (EDC) plan. As mentioned above, the EDC Treaty uas
signed by France, Belgium, Luxembourg, the MNetherlands, Italy,
and lest Germany on May 27, 1952. For the treaty to go into
effect, all the participants needed to ratify the document.
By the end of 1952, nearly all parties , except France, had
or were in the process of ratifying the treaty.

Cne of the main forces bLehind ratification was the United
States. The Truman Administration backed it whole=hearzedly
from the first along two main lines of thought. First, the
EDC would.bring West Germary into the defense of Europe.
"iithout CGermany,'t Truman later recalled, '"the defense of
Burope was a rear=~guard action on the shores of the Atlantic
Coast."27 The second advantage of the 3DC, Truman felt,
was that the rearming of West Germany would be accomplished
without "any revival of militazism,n2s

General Zlisenlower, howesver, seemed-cautious avout the
iBC idea at first. Only in late 1951 and eaxrly 1952 did hae
begin to support it fully. His earliest statement as SACZEUR
on the subject was noncommital. He would only say that "...

the more people on my side the happier I will be."2?  Thnis
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statement is understandable since at that time Zisenhower had
only four divisions to command and another four divisions
promised. His desire to get any troops from anyuwhere would
seem justified. By July, 1951, the official policy at SIAPC
was support for the iEDC along purely military lines. "Mle arez
convinced that there is no realistic defense of Western Zurope,
including Western Germany, without some form of German parti-
cipation.“30 By the end of 1951, General lisenhower had
come out in support of the BDC proposal. As was typical of
him, he saw ZDC as part of 2 wider movement--Suropean unity.31

Throughout the first half of 1952, Eisenhower continually
emphasized, both in public and in private, #*hat Zuropean
unity and Cerman rearmament complemented cach other. A
united Zurope without Germany would be weak militarily, and
a rearmed Germany without the supervision of its neighbors
would also be highly undesirable. He even went so far as to
announce in the spring of 1952 that he could not leave his
post as SACEUR until France had ratified the treaty. Unfor-
tunately for him, resistance to ratification was growing
steadily in the French Assembly. The Government was pre=
occupied with the Indochina situation, and accordingly, the
IDC agreement received Tittle attention.

AT the same tide in the U.S., however, a faction in the

Republican Party, represented by Henry Cabot Lodge, sought



Eisenhower as a Presidential candidate. The General ac-
quiesced and formally requested relief from the SACEUR post.
General Matthew Ridgway relieved him on May 30, 1952, and,
in a letter to Secretary of Defense Robert Lovett, Eisenhower
summarized his year and a half in the position:

As of now, I consider that the specific purposes

for which I was recalled to duty have been largely

accomplished; the command has been formed, its

procedures egtablished, and basic questions settled.

Moreover, a program of growth and development, '

based on early experience and searching re-examina-

tion, has been agreed at governmental levels.

There are many difficulties to overcome but, given

the whole-hearted support of the NATO community,

this program will provide a reassuring degree of se=-

curity in this region, despite the continual presence

of the threat of Soviet Communism. There is every

reason to believe that the NATO nations will continue

to work together successfully, toward the goal of

a secure peace.32 :
Clearly omitted from this letter was any specific reference
to the EDC coﬁtroversy. Eisenhower apparently considered
his leaving active duty, which took place on June 2, as
being more important than the EDC Treaty. One wonders the
effect such a move had on the French, who had been told
differently only a few months earlier. The Gencral may have
felt that as President he could influence tle 1iDC ratification
more than he could as SACEUR., But, this hypothesis finds no
support in his statements. He, also, may have considered
any mention of the topic to be a possible political 1ia-

bility in the near future. He cannot, however, be accused



- of supporting the EDC plan onl§ in public, for his private
correspondence reveals that he honestly felt that it was a
vital step toward European unity.33 Also; as will be shown
below, he continued to supporf the plan.

As Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, Eisenhower laid
much of the groundwork of the NATO military structure
without which the Alliance might well have failed. His
organization of SHAPE and of the three Eurbpean commands
recalled his days as Supreme Commander of the Allied Ex~-
peditionary Force. After his departure from SHAPE, some
changes were made, notab]y giving the Centrai European
Command its own commander. But most of Eisenhower's or-
ganization remained intact. While his departure from the
SACEUR post ended his military career, it signalled the
beginning of his new career in partisan politics. In this
capacity, the views titat he favored as SCAEF and SACEUR
stayed with him. His support for EBuropean rearmament re-
mained constant as did his support for European unity.
These two ideas would control his relationship with NATO

through his first term.



CHAPTER 1I
THE STRUGGLE OVER EDC

_ Brom June, 1952, to May, 1955, the fight for ratifica-
tion of the LEuropean Defense Community treaty was the chief
concern of NATO leaders, particularly Iisenhower. The
Alliance suffered its first real internal conflict during
the EDC debate, thus surfacing the impressions held by its
flembers on NATO!'s nature. These impressions, and especizally
those of Eisenhower, did much to define the Alliance's
stability and flexibility.

After Eisenhower's retirement from active duty in
June, 1952, he quickly became embroiled in the contest for
the Republican Party Fresidential nomination. He succeeded
in defeatiné the conservative Senator Robert Taft of Ohio,
and took a young, Communist=chasing Senator from California,
Richard ﬁixpn, as his running mate. What followed in the
“campailgn' against the Democratic candidate, I1linois Gover=~
nor Adlai Steﬁenson, was less a canpaign than a hero's wel-
come, ZEisenhower was elected by a margin of 6.5 million
votes and received 442 of the 531 clectoxral votes. He would
later refer to his victory as a '"mandate for change." here
the change was to take place was unclear, but it did not seem
to be in United States! relations with NATO.

As has been discussed above, Truman's policy was to

lend the Alliance both moral and material support. The presence
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of five American divisions in Burope symbolized the U.S.
commitment to MATO. The Eisenhower Administration did
not withdraw any of these units, nor did it give the Al~-
liance any less moral support than had been received

from Truman. Consequently, it would be incorrect to cre-

dit Eisenhower with any sigrificant change of policy to-
ward NATO.

Dwight D. Eisenhower began his Adninistration with
a call for unity in Durope in order to achieve higher

nonmaterial goals:

In Burope, we ask that enlightened and inspired
leaders of the Western nations strive with a
renewed vigor to make the unity of their peoples
a reality. ©Only as a free Zurope uritedly nar-
shals its sirerpgth can it effectively safepuard,
even with our help, its spiritual a=d cultural
heritage.!

Though neither in this speech, nor in the Jamuary,
1953, State of the Union Message did he make direct re=-
ference to the EDC; he kept his comments on a high syn-
bolic plateau. In the 1953 State of {he Union Message,
he began to develop a new line of argument that would
soon engulf the entire question:

Our policy will be desigred to further the ad=

vent of practical unity in Western iiurope. The

nations of that region have contributed notably

to the effort of sustaining the security of the

free world. PFrom the jungles of Indochina and

Malaya to the northern shores of Iurope, they have

vastly improved their defersive strength. 'here

cailed upon to do so, they have made costly an
bitter sacrifices to hold the line of freedom.

The identification of the French colorial conflict in In=-



port to the French Asian policy for the first time. Later
in the message, he again referred to tl2 need for unity

in Europe and called for "a more closely integrated eco-

nomic and political system."3 1Vhile not a drastic change

ir U.S. policy, this statenert did terd to exterd the 1i-2

]

of official policy beyond purely military-eco=momic defi-
nition of unification.
The first official prornouncenent of the IZisenhower
Adnministration on the IDC Treaty was made by Secretary
of State John Foster Dulles following a ten=day tour of
the Zuropean capitals. He stated that though +the EDC
Treaty had not yet been ratified, it "was rot dead but
only sleepirg. He continued by saying that the U.S.
considexred IDC vital to the future strengih of MATO.
Finally, Dulles emphasized that President Eisenhower had
“deep and firm ... interest in European unity--politi-
cal, eCOﬂomic, and military."s
One month later, Dulles sent irstructions to the Ameri-
can Bmbassy in Paris, describing Eisenhower's feelings on
the IDC question:
EDC-frE§7 not only vital because_it provides
[iag/best means [%o obtain /the/ German con=
tribution without which no real defense of Zu=-
rope caxn bg undertaken but also because it pro=
vides ihg7 neans for eventual Europsan vzah11:ty,

also /it is/ impossible [io/ cteep Germany undexr
occupation status.”



Dulles concluded the message by inferring that the Ameri-
can government was becomirg exasperated at the French pro-
crastination in ratifying the EDC Treaty. Such dilatory
ééctics, Dulles intimated, could result in a cutoff of
U.S. aid to Prance. This comaunication is crucial because
it was the first suggestion that the U.S. would retaliate
against a French delay or defeat of the EDC. The reference
made to Lisenhowertls desire to erd the "occupatio» status!

of Germany odds an interesting twist to the argument foux

]

BPC. Qﬁe must remember that it was Zisenhower who pro=-
posed "The Mew Look" for the U.S. armed forces. This pro-
cram to streamlive the armed forces and malke ther more
efficient required the end of the occupation of CGermany.
While Dulles nade such suggestions, Eiserhower himselfl
cortinued in public to rely on a nore philosophical approach.
He spolie of liberty, unity of purpose, and vigilance, but
refrained from the more earthly matters dealt with by his
aides. The French continued to stall and indicated in May

that more French personnel would leave Zurope for duty in

Indochira. The U.S. approach on this matter reflected o
somewhat conciliatory stance as instructions were sent to
the Znbeassy in Paris to support diversior of certain French
Air Force personrnel. This move was apparently meant to

show the Frerch that we wanted the EDC but would not forsake

our ally for it.



The same arguments for EDC ratification were made
throughout May and Jurme, but in July a completely new line
of thought emerged. A%t a press conference on July 8, the
President spoke, as usual, of the high philosophic basis
of WATO and the 3DC, Surprisingly, hovever, he added 2
brief new touch to the old argument: "I believe that firee
elections as of now can be held whether Germany belongs
to the IDC or whether it does not."® This linking of Ger~-
man unification to the EDC question seenms to have been a

two=edr

o

ed suword. On one side, Iisenhower appears to have
been fryirg to assure the Russians that the EDC was not
necessarily intended to oppose orly them. The rearmament

of the Fedexal Republic of Germany did not mean an end, for
all time, to the principle of German unification. The other
side of this argument would appear to be an unconscious

slap in the face for France. The last thing that France
desired was a unified and sovereign Germany which would

be a potential opporent militarily ard econmomically. The
French defeat and German occupation in the Second World

VVar were too recenrni foxr the French to forget so eas

)..'_;

1y.
‘This statement narked the Leginning of the difficulties
which the Zisenhower Administration would have with France
throughout Doth. terms.
Again, on July 25, the President brought up the ques-

tion of CGerman reunification. This tine he elaborated
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somewhat nore on his logic:
It has long been my conviction that the strengthening
of the Federal Republic, through adoption of the
EDC, the contractual agreemenis and further pro-
- gress in the integration of Western Europe, can
only enhance the prospects for the peaceful
unification of Germany, Dby increasing the attrac-
tive power of his procperous estern Gernany
vis-a-v1s th2 Soviet Zone ...-
Thrugh this communication did not apply to the French,
Eiserlhover seemns to assure West German Chancellor Konrad
Adenauver that German reunification and participation in
EDC are compatible. It would appear difficult, if not
impossible, that such feelings were not being relayed to
the Frerch. Two months later a very important developnment
took place. 1In conversations with Frencih Prime Minister
Laniel, W. i. Knox, President of Vesti 'glouae Elegtric ine
ternational Company,IO became aware that the Frenrnch wanted
to 1ink the Indochina situation to the ratification of the
treaty. Though Laniel personally apbroved of EDC, he felt
"hat politically it was impossible for Fronce to ratify
the treaty until the situation in Indochina was resolved,!!

Fe further observed that many Frenchmen vere becoring ine

5
creasingly wary of being in the same military organization
as Gernany, who had fought them three times within the last
83 years. The split Detween the U.S. and Brarce over ZDC
had widened.

The first sumnit conference between Liseniower and

his Vlestern European counterparts in the United Kingdom
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and France took place in Bermuda on December 4-8, 1953.
Not surprisingly, a main topic of discussion was the fate
of the EDC Treaty. Though Prime Minister Laniel formally
represented France, it is apparent that Foreipn Minister
Bidault did most of the talking. Bidault demandesd certain
pre=conditions before the treaty would ﬁe ratified. First,
if Germany were to become a sovereign armed state as was
proposed by the EDC agreenent the Saar territory nust be
autoronous. Bidault argued that the Saar should only be
returned to Germany by a formal peace conference. Second,
the United 3tates and Britain nust agree to a twenty=-year
cuarnatee that their force levels on the cortirent would

n substantially the same. Finally, since Frarce would

}.l-

remna
be forced .to make "the humiliating sacrifice of integrating
its forces with those of another nation which had long becn
its eneny," the United States and Britain should be ready
to make greater contributions Min other fields.ml? Though
Liserhower knew that French pride had smuch to do with such
an argument, he was left astounded by the French demands.

"t %5 iy 15 - ™
To Le sure vliere B

idault stood, tue Presidert aglzed ain

whetiier France considered Germany or Russia as a potential

eneny. Though the Soviet threat was obvious, French poli-
. ol s

ticiang, IZisenhower felt, were ofraid of being idertified

too closely with any plan of cooperation with Germany. These



&
feelings, he felt, could well be sincere, but were ouitmoded,
since the real danger was the "formidable aggregation of
pouer zﬁhat wa§7 at the command of the Communist Czars in
ﬁbscow."IB

Eisenhower nust have considered the Franco-Cerman riflt
serious, for in his State of thé Union message he speci=-
fically noted that: |

Within Mestern Burope/ the building of a urited

Buropean community, including Prance and Germany,

is vital to a free and setf-reliant Zurope.

This will be promoted by the Zuropean Defense

Conmmunity,which offers assuramce of Zuropean

secnrity.lé
He returned to this in a more general way two weeks later
by stating in his budget message that unity i» Zuope was
"necessary for‘s+rength and security in fhe Morth Atlantic
area. 15 |

Slowly, but surely, the Indochina question seemed
to become intertwined with the ratificatiom of EDC. The
Joint Chiefs of Staff in a memorandunm to Secretary of De-
fense Charles 3. Wilson reviewed the Fremch setbacks in Indo=-
china. One of the JCS proposals was to allow the French
to revise their MNATO commitment to enable then to deploy
additional air force support personnel in Asia. This the
JCS considered mecessary in order to upgrade aircraft maine
tenance and performance, neither of which were satisfactory

16

at the time by American standards. Such a pesition



reinforced the earlier instructions sent by Dulles to the
Anerican Imbassy on March 23, 1953, yet was not a clear

statement in support of the French position in Indochina.

At the sane time, the French began to ask for direct aid
from the U.8. in.order {o extricate themselves from the
siege at Dien Bien Phu. At the time their requests were
taken to be linked in any way with the EDC ratification
fight. The Zisenhower Admiﬁistration denied such aid for
a2 variety of reasons, and on May &, 1954, Dien Bien Phu

fell. Although the Dien Bien Phu defeat did not necessarily

spell total capitulation for the French, it did irflame

French public sentiment against the war., The French govern-

ment then begsan to seek alternatives to continuing the war.

Ambassador to France C. Douglas Dillon in a cable %o
Dulles on llogy 19, estimnated the chances for EDC in the light
of Dien Bien Phu.

Any attenpt to force EDC to a vote before 15337
Indochina .crisis has been further clarified would
lead to_indefinite posipouement efeat of ZDC.
White [the/ pro=tDC menmbers of [ﬁie French Go=
vernment originally saw no connection beiween
EDC and Geneva, the fall of Dien Bien Phu and

the/ present military crisis in Irpdochina haos
drastically changed fthe/ situation. IDC is
for the moment inextricably intertwined with
both Gemeva and France=~U.S. negotiations re=-
garding united action in Indochina.l7?

Dillon continued by stating that there were two key elenents
in the situation. First, the French wanted a solution to

the Indochina problem, which while granting independence,



‘would not force the French to publicly proclaim theéir with-
drawal from the area. Second, the French wanted the assis-
tance of U.S. Marines in controlliing the situation. Dillon
ended the nessare by bluntly stating:
Unless we can satisfy this veqmeot for Marines
I an very nuch afr id that the emotional react

?

R
here will be such that there will be no hope g
EDC ratification at least for months to come.

on

This direct connection between the Indochina situation

and EDC gained little sympathy from Zisenhower. He later
said that he '"was mever happy /[ir/ tying the fate of IDC to
our willingness to do things in Indochina as the French
government desirc red."19 Zisenhouer's refusa]‘to introduce
U.S. troops into the Ihdochina conflict made clear the U.S.
position om the issue. In August the French made good on
this threat.

In the nonths before the final decision the rhetoric
exchanged became increasingly heated. Throughout March and
April, official Presidential statements on the subject were
concise and to the point: The U.S. position was complete
support for EDC ratification. Statenents were nonde fo the
effect that no U.S. troop reductions would be made if the
£EDC canme into beirg. By June, Iiscrnhower's impatience with
the procrastination of France was beginning to show in
the official statements. A joint statement issued by Eisen-

hower and British Prime Minister Winston Churchill on June 28,
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referred to a deterioration of relations between Alliance
nations that could result from a failure to bring the EDC
agreenent into force.20 This suggestion was reinforced
during Secretary of State Dulles' trip to Paris in July.
Upon bkis return to the United States, Dulles reported to
the Mational Security Council that, in his meeting with the
new French Prime Minister lMendes-France, he

... DIlad pointed out that the U.S. public was

geiting a trifle short=tempered on the EDC

topic and that if Mendes was not careful, the

U.5. Congress might terminate aid to MATO which

would be detrimental to the military effort of

all Zurope, especially France.2
Such diplomatic intimidation was designed to convince the
TFrench goverrment that the U.S. considered EDC vital to
its own national interests and to those of Zurope. Whether
this wes a last ditch effort to save HDC or whether IHisen-
hower homestly felt that such tactics would call the French
bluff is not clear. Whichever, the result of this action.
care on August 29, 1954, when the French Assembly rejected
the Treaty.

TTorlm ge e . - ey ain g s - - ] * i oA 2 -4
llubert S. Parmet has attempted, in his book Zisenhous

e s

the Anexrican Crusades, to explain the divisions in ths

o e e o . ——

French Agsembly. He points out that government of Prine
Minister Reng'Mayer, which had succeeded the Merdes=France
govermment, was dependent upon the Gaullist Party which was
strongly opposed to ZDC. Their main fear was that EDC would

deteriorate in the future and France would be left vulnerable
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to a rearmed Germany. This fear was one which all U.S.

efforts had failed to alleviate. References to a united,
réarmed Germany by the Eisenhower Administration did little
to increase French confidence in the EDC concept. This fear,
when combined with the U.S. refusal to give France the aid
requested for Indochina, resulted in a general lack of con~
fidence on the part of the French in the NATO alliance
system.zg
Reaction to the rejection of IDC was predic?able.
The day after the vote in the French Assembly, President
Eisenhower spoke on the subject in Des lloines, Iowa:
my fziends, whereby the free
ish, without indulging in the

J

1

s among themselves in Vestexn
from any threat fron without,23

This was 2

world could
traditional
Fuzr 'ope, sec

But others did not react so calmly to the "setback."
Ambassador to Italy Claire Zooth Luce wrote to the President:

"Today an 'integrated Europe' is decd and the strength of
4

L

E\J

VATC ney be greatly damaged.
disenhower's commitment to the principle of & teadised,
sovercir— YWest Germany spurred the Admiristration to seel:
an altez—~ative solution to the probiem. In cooperation
with the U-~ited Iingdom, the Urited States proposed a nine-
povwer comfererce foxr the discussion of a new proposai.zs
This met ir London September 28= October 3, 1954. There
the difficulties with the old LDC proposal were identified

-

and alterratives were discussed. All nine powers realized
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the need to use the West German manpower, but they could

not agree on the exact method of implementation. The
étatement issued at tihe end of the conference referred to
a compronise based on ™most of the values irherent in the
original Luropean Defense Community proposal.n20
A second conference was held in Paris October 20-22,
to approve the London compromise. The Paris Agreements,
as the compromise was known, specified:
1) Though the occupation of the Federal Republic
of Germany would be formally ended, foreign
forces, in strengths equal to those then sta-

tioned there, would bte allowed to remain.

2) The Federal Republic of Germany and Italy
would be invited to join the Brussels Pact.

3) The Yestern European Union would be created
and would establish maxinum force levels for
the member nations.

4) The United Kingdom pledged to naintain four
divisions and the 2nd Tacticzal Air Force on
the Continent.

5) The PFederal Republic of Germany would be 1nv1ted
to join NATO.

6) Only SACEUR would command the forces of the
West European Union.

-1
NS

France and West Germany sigred agreensnt

resolving cultuzdl and econonie ¢ifficuli ;e "
in addition to the question of the Swrr. {

[_)r‘- [)

Though the Paris Agreements did not achieve the jeavel of

2

unity envisioned by the proponerts of the 3DC, they di
restore complete sovereigniy to the Federal Republic of

Germany, thus enabling her to rearn,



Presidernt Zisenhower appears to have viewed the Paris
Agreements as evidence that cboperation among the Zuropean
nations was possible but that his hope for a totally uni-
fied Lurope was not. Throughout late October and early
Novenbecr, he nentioned the “working together in Yestern
Burope™ and the placing of West Gernany '"om a basis of full
equality with other states."28 He referred no longer to
the "unity of Europe,“;which had dominated his statements
earlier in tle year.

Christian A. Herter, then Under=-Secretary of State,
would later refer to the Paris Agrecnents as Man Atlantic
solution that replaced a BEuropean solution.”®” This ex-
planation, thoush a Qross over-sinplification, is generally
accurate. It is apparent that throughout the entire EDC
Fignt the U.S., and particularly Ziserhower, was interested
mainly in using the Gernman mdnpower resources for self=-
defense. The Juropean Defenée Commuﬁity, as proposed in
1950 by Pleven, seemed the easiest way of accomplishing
this task. Zisenhower looked upon a unified Burope as being
the best puarcrice argainst another intra=luropean war., lov-
ing served ir two wars that were primarily the result of

Lurppean quarrels, his desire for a pernmanent peace in Zurope

el

.5 underciandadle. However, his apparent disregard for

[}

nationalisn in the Duropean nations, particularly France,

contributed ultimately to the failure of EDC.
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The EDC controversy was significant in that it was a
direct conflict between IDisenhower's idealistic goal of a-
unified Burope and the réa]istic French fear of a militari=-
stic Germany. The failure of the EDC proposal was to affect
the Disenhower Administration's relations with MATO. 1hile
for two years NATO had received close attention, it would
now receéive very little. "This can be crecdited partially
to Cisenmhower's disenchantment with Zurope, particularly
France, which had caused the destruction of the EDC.
Additionally, the West German entrance irto MATO solved al-
nost completely the Alliance's manpower problem that had
persisted for four years. With this problen largely
solved, Ziserhouwer was no longer required to devote so nuch
attention to it. The result was that fisenhower would,
for the next few years, devote less and less attention to

NATO.
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CHAPTER ITX
CONFLICT WITHIN NATO

- While the problems of MATO mﬁnpower and Germnan parti-
cipation were solved by the end of 1954, the Alliance faced
other problems at the same time, The necessi%y for the for-
- mation of a new defense strategy and the basic issue of
the Alliance's applicability to specific situations occu-
pied MATO's attention from 1952 to 1956. As had been the
case with all other MATO mattérs, Eisenhower's position
on these problems greatly influenced théir developnent,
and develop they did culninating in the Suez Crisis of 1956.

When MATO was formed in April 1949, the United States
had a monopoly iﬁ atomic weapons., The sense of security
provided by such a monopoly was jarred by the announcement
on September 23 of that year that the Soviet Union had
develo?ed an atomic bomb. This developnent forced the Al-
liance to meet the possibility of an atomic exchange which
presented many problems to the MYATO planners. But no real
change in ~trategy was made since most felt these weapons
would be used sirategically against cities, and this would
not significantly affect the tactical planning.

Changes in the military environment came quickly.

In 1952, the United Kingdom became the third power to

develop an atomic device. That same year the United States



successfully tested a thermonuclea: weapon. In May, 1953,
the U.S. developed an atomic artillery shell, thus making
the tactical use of atomic warheads possible. This U.S.

advantage was soon eliminated as the Soviet Union announced

(D

in August that it had 2lso eﬁploded a thermonuclear device,
.Thése rapid advances in technology spelled the end of
strategies valid in World War II and required the develop-
ment of new strategies based on the reality of nuclear wazr-
fare. |

The United States began the revision of strategy in
Jéﬂuary, 1954, Secretary of State Johrn Foster Dulles pub-
licly announced that aggression aimed at the U.S. or its
allies would be met by massive nuclear retaliation. This
policy was adequate to deal with strategic problens.since
it was assumed that only the U.S. and Russia would be in=
volved.in such a nuclear confrontation. The problen arose
wher such a“strategy was applied at the tactical level in
Europe. Our allies, except for the Urited Kincdom, had
little or no understanding of the effects and capabilities

£ # @ A p & Sl A > .2 y B oy :
of nuclear weapouns. To help alleviate this situation, Trzsi-
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ent Lisenhower sought and received Congressionnl approval

. to disseninate certain atomic information to NATO

—
I

in 185
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commanders ir oxder that they could bette:r understand the
ranifications of nuclear warfare. Eiseniower hinself attempted

to clarify the U.S. position comcerning the nucléar defense
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of Europe:

Through the Morth Atlantic Treaty Organization,

the United States and its allies are working

to build the concrete strength needed to deter
aggression and, if aggression occurs, to halt

it without the deyastation or occupation of

any MYATO country.

‘The key purase here is "without the devastation or occupa-
tion of any NATO country." Such a statement at least
comnitted the United States to a strategy of stopping ag-
gression without devastating the area invaded. This would
inply the use of strategic nuclear weapons, and possibly
tactical riciear weapons, but only agoinst targets on
eneny soil,

Though accepting the Biserhiower plan for the nuclear
defense of 3urope, the NATC pertrers were not = agreenent
on other matters. The United Iirgdom, throughout the latier
stages of the fight for the EDC, argued that as far as con-
ventional forces were concerred it felt that plans for
European defense should be

ees tzilored to the forces available, and that

the forces should consist of what the country

couid, make available regardless of the require-

rent:”

The United Kingdom's main complaint was that if war did
come to estern Lurope it would be defended primarily through
nuclear forces, not conventional. Thus, the never-ending

request by MATO for an ever=-increasing number of men was

ridiculous. Eisenhower viewed the situation differentiy



=30 -

sk
/

and let it be Lrown that he felt a nation's manpower con=-
tribution to NATO was directly proportional to its belief
in the Alliance. Again, as was cormmon with him, he reduced
TQTD to idealistic principles which were not necessarily
shared by the HEuropeans.

The Frenchh rejection of the EDC Treaty, when combined
with this British desire for the revision of NATD troop

comitnents, produced in some American ninds tlie fear that

the Alliance wes weakening, General Alfred Gruenther, then

serving as SACEUR, wrote to Allan M. Wilson of the Adver-
tising Council that he felt the Soviets were behind the

growing rifts within MATO. What he feared most was that

the Soviet actlons would succeed in isolating the U.8. fro:

-~

o

its allies.® The upper echejons of the President's staflf
shared this fear which permeated a letter from C. D. Jack-
son, Special Assistart to the President for Cé!d War Plan=-
ning, to Stﬁart-Peabody of the Borden Company in April,
1955. The letter was concermed with guidelines for the
forthcoming MATO advertising campaign in which Peabody was

“
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involved. Jaclhsor described oux Zuropesr allies as being

o 4

"ired and scared" and wishing "that Russia and the U.S.
" 4 s . . . .
would just go away."' Also included in the guidelines was

scussion of the Comunist threat to Iurope, but Jackson

5

a d
cautioned that

The luropean dres not fear Corrmunisii as much as
we do, and when sonebody starts foaming at the



mouth on the subject, he knows that there is
an Anerican behind whatever is said or printed.

8
Jackson reiterated that the advertising campaign was de=~
signed to gain European public support for NATO. '"Cne of
the Images we have failed to create," he stated, "is that
MATO is for the defense of Zurope, not the United S'tates.“6

The problems of the Alliance were further corpounded
by the formation of the Warsaw Pact on May 14, 1055, The
Soviet Union and its seven Bast Zuropean gatellites signed
the twenty-year mutual defense pact feeling that they would
be threatened by a rearmed West Germany. The reﬁrming of

€8 &as a

b

West Cermany was also interpreted by the signator
rejection of the 1954 Soviet proposal for the reutraliza-
tion of a permawently divided Germany. Althouch the Russians
had.already begun privately to rearm the Dast Zuropeans,

the rearmanent of the Federal Republic of Gernany gave then
the justification to rearm openly. Though on the surface
this could be considered somewhat disadvantageous, it was
quickly pointed out in governnental circles that having

vest Germeny as a full=fledged ally more than conpensated

7

for any such setback. These people felt that the utili-

zation of German talent in science and weapons tecurolosy

1
&
would more that courter-balance the negative i:pact of the
Warsaw Pact.

In order to counteract the growing differences and

problens within the Alliance, President ZJisenhower resumed



his public campaign for a unified Burope. In a press con=-
ferenc? on February 23, 1955, he referred briefly to the
problen of a politically divided Europe:
They are a great power if united, 250 million
highly educated people, a great productive
capacity, great resources; but split up into.
contesting snﬂller goverrments and smaller eco-
nomnies, it is 1ﬂdeed ¢a*11ng to achieve the strength
of which it is capavle.b
This fleeting reference was nade in the context of explain=-
ing the failure of EDC, but indicated that he still dreamed
of a fully united Zurope. His renewed canmpaign intenrnsi-
fied in Jaruary, 1956, In his State Cf the Union message,

senhovwer pledged the United States to increase the nmili=-

b
bae
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1y strength of MATO and also to achieve "political cohe=

4]
e

on and uity of purpose."? He continued by calling on
the Western European nations to renew their effort '"to
achieve a greater measure of integration."lo These references

were general yet pointed reminders to all, especially Euro-

peans, that he did not consider the idea of a united Burope

The President's desire to restore confidence in Euro-
pean L“niy becaine apparent in a series of conferences with
two European leaders. Following meetings between Zisenr=
hower and British Prime Minister Anthony Eden, 2 joint state=-
ment was issuved on February 1, 1956. Although it appeared

to be the typical bland summary of their talks referring



only to friendship between the two natlons and their desire

Pl

to e:xchange views, the sta terent broke new ground in the

area of MATO relations

" Ue rerord this association as far more than a
militazy ~lliarce, %e welcome the increasing
range of comnsultation in_the Council on polits
cal and other pro b10”1 Rk

hat TATO was more than a military alliance, and
that political and "other problems” should be dealt with

by the I'AC was =z new approach to the old debate over unity.
Ziseriicver's position became much clearer in meetings with
Italior President Gronchi in February=-March, 1956, In two
joint statements made during the tolls, direct reference
was made to Gronchi's support of Zuropecn urification and
to the two leaders' desire for exploration of the frane=
work In which Juropean ecoronic cooperation could be in-
creased.12 Tais tactic of 1ﬁcernatioﬁa1 politicking seened
to lend a note of Zuropean support to Zisenhovierts effort.
Unfortunctely the process appears to have ended with the
Grouchi conference, as no other joint statement released

in 1956 nakes any reference, subtle or otherwise, to Zuro-
pean unity.,

~—
1
]

The hipgh point of Digenhower's 1956 drive for Juropecn

unity came May 25, 1956 ir Lis comnencenent address at Baylor

University. As le had in 1953 and 1954, he again used a
philosophic justification for European unity. He began his

remarls ay stating that all the leaders of Western Durope
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realized that their only guarantee of security was '"broad
and effective cooperation among the nrations of that region.”‘3
He then proposed that these leaders also realized that’
through a2 geruine unification of their nations their 250
nillion people would become "a mighty pillar of free stre-~c-tl
in the mnodern world." He f{urther emphasized that

A free United States of Zurope would be strong

in the skills of its people, adequately endouwed

with naterial resources, and rich in their com:on

cultural and arxtistic heritage. It would be a

highly progperous cormunity.
Such rhetoric reached new heéights as Eisenhower warred of
‘the consequences of a failure to unite:

+eo the history of the past half century in

Europe could go on in dreary repetition, possibly

to the ultimate destruction of all the values

those people themselves held most dear.
If Burope unified, however, he predicted that "a new sun
of hope, security and confidence would shine for Zurope,
for us, and_ for the free world." As a gloony afterthought

H o o

to all of these rosy predictions, even the Presddent had to
admit that his dream of "a united Western Zurope may still
be on the far-off horizon."4

The idealism with which Zisenhower apparertly appzoachcd
the issue of Zuropean unity was reminiscent of similar
idealism with which Voodrow Wilson approached Liurope thirty-
seven years earlier. As was true then, Nurope apparenily
had different ideas of what its future should be. This dif-

ference of viewpoint was graphically illustrated in the Suez



Canal Crisisi of 1056, In this crisis Anglo=-French national

Py

interests clashed directly with Eisenhowerts conception o

t
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the. furction of MATO.. The result of

he lenst of waich

(2%

had profound effects bn tlie Alliance
being 2 loss of confidence in it by all parties.

The Suez Crisis began when IEgyptian President Gamal
Abdel Masser fornally announced on July 26, 1956, that he
vas nationalizing the Suez Canal. Tiais actior was a direct
challenge to the British and French, uwho congidered the
control of the Canal vital to their national security.
Their reaction to Masserts announcement was two-Told:
they alerted their Mediterranean armed Torces and secretly
began studying the possibility of a joint military e:pe=
ditiorn to re=~occupy the Canal; and second, they contacted
their ally the United States in order to gain support.
Although not clearly covered by the Morth Atlartic Treaty,
any action talien by France and Britain would directly affect
all MATO nembers. This was precisely what Ziserhower hoped
to avolid. Ile opposed the British suggestion of a joint U.S.=-
Britisi-French nilitary move to bring "MNosser 1o
Rather he felt non~military rressure should be applla2d by
all maritine powers.15 The British and French did not share

his view, and they contenrded that the Canal could not be



operated by the Bgyptians. In siezing the Canal, they
argued, Nasser had violated earlier agreements that guaran-=
tee its International control and ownership. Firally,

if Nasser were allowed to get away with such a direct

~

af front to the West, the French and British feared he could

H

become the Arab dictator of the Mediterranean,

Feelings such as these left little room for agreemert.
Lisenhower even went as far as later to describe the Frencl
and Dritish as showing "impatience with the restraining
influence of the United States."10 He proposed that the
question bte brought before the United Mations. He adnitted
that the ' would probably do little nore than to administer
"a slap on the wrist to MNasser," but to-him force of any
tind could not be justified while peaceful solutions re-
nained unexpléred.

The situation was further complicated on July 31,
when Soviet Premier Nikita Khruchchev announced his support
for Masser, IZisenhower's reply to this statement cautionel
the Soviets agairst acting in haste, since the U.S5. was
pledged through YATO {o aild her allies. This exchnnpe lef:

involved in the crisis.
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France and Britain let LIisenhower know that they were still
deternmined to re=-occupy the Canal forcefully unless Masser
retreated, and felt that the Soviets would protest such a

move only verbelly.



The British position was clearly revealed on August 4
in a discussion between U, S. Ambassador Robert ﬁuxphy and
Chancellor of the Exchequer Harold Macmillian. Murphy
later recalled that he 'was left in no doubt that the British
Governnent believed that Suez was a test wiich could be net
only by the use of force.™7 Although Murphy hinself
thought the British position justified, he knew that the
logic behind the American position was that support of any
military action could have a disastrous effect on the Presi=-
dent's chances for re=election that November.!® In a press
conference four days later, Eiserhower qualified the U.S.
oppositioﬁ to the proposed Anglo=French expedition. Ie

-

stated that, though he felt all questions should be

3

egotiated,

¢

iz}

he did not advocate the surrender of -any nation's right
"without using everything they can 4o preserve their rights.m19
The objective of the United States, llisenhower later said,
was not to restore ownership of the Canal to the Anrclo=-
French Suez Canal Company. It was to ensure access to the
Canal for all nations as guaranteed by the Treaty of 1888.
Unfortunately Zgypt was demying access to its arch=-cmeny, |
Israel. Zisenhower wanted the Suez Crisis considered con-
pletely separate from the Arab-Isracli conflict, but others
saﬁ-the two as inseparable.

" While the public and diplomatic statemeﬁts of the Zisen-

hower Administration proposed a peaceful solution to the



Suez crisis, privately Eisenhower believed that force might
be justified.

The fate of Western Zurope nust never be placed

- at the whim of a dictator and It was conceivable

that the use of force under extreme circumstances

might Decome necessary. In this unhappy even*,

quick military action must be so stron; as to be

conpleted successfully without delay--ﬁny other

course would create new problens.”

With these conflicting opinions in the background, a con=-
ference was called in London August 16, to negotiate 2
settlemert of the Suez problem. The U.S. proposal to fornm
an international board to govern the Canal's operation was
approved, but there was little hope for such a settlement

to work. The Egyptian governnent had siesed the Canal

mainly to use its pxofits to pay for the multi-nmillion dollox
Aswan High Dam project. So it was highly unlikely that they
would De willing to give up control of the Canal.

Egyptian rejection of the London Conference plan scuf-
tled Eisenhiower's hope for a peaceful solution to the situa=-
tion. On August 27, U.S. intelligence sources reported tia%
French troops were beginning to arrive at the British base
on Cyprus, where the British were already buildir~gc up their

gived no

(@]

forces. The significance was that the U.3. re
formal notification of this action from France or Great DBrltoin
thus casting some doubt on their confidence in the U.S. position.
On September 1, Prime Minister IZden, in a last attempt to

gain U.S. support for military action, wrote to Ziscriouver.



P
He equated Masser's tactics with those of IIitler's and stated
that any restraint shown by the allies, as was shown in
Munich ir 1938, would result in sinilar turmoil. He con~-
cluded his correspondence by plainly defining what the Bri-
tish felt their duty to be:

We have many times led Zurope in the fight for

freedon. It would be an ignoble end to our long

history if we tanely accepted to perish by degrees.zl

The presumption that Britain would once again have to lead
Europe "in a fight for freedom™ naturally involved the
precarious U.,S. position vis-ﬁzvig MATO. Again the problen
of supporting onre's allies surfaced, as it had in reference
to Indochina in 1954, with the United States failing to sup~
port or oppose the actions of Dritain and France.

President Lisenhower replied to IEden the next day
and warned them not to lose sipght of %he real danger. The
Soviets, he wrote, were constantly engaged in schenes to

-

weaken NATO. Accordingly, the e

7]

t should prese™ a united

diplomatic front and pressure Masser to negotizte without

22

resorting to force. A second letter written by Eisenhowex

to Lden, dated mberl, further exenined the situation.,
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The President feared thnt unless lMasser could be clearly
identified as an aggressor, 2ll the Arab nations would stand
with hinm against any action by the Vest.?> e also feared

that a serious nmisunderstanding between thne U.S. and the

United Xingdon would occur if any use of military force took



Y Ko N

s
place. Eisenhower urged patience, since he too opposed
any capitulation to Nasser., If the situation wére allowed
to cool down, Eisenhower felt more permanent and peaceful
results would come about.

The Zgyptian ability to operate the Conal uwas tested
on September 14, as the Western pilots walked off their
jobs. Contrary to the ill-founded Anglo=French predictions,
the Egyptian pilots proved capable arnd the Canal remained
open. In late September the French and British took the
issue to the Unmited Yations without first informing Zisen=
hower. This begow the two=nonth diplomatic silerce on
Suez between Britain and France or one side and the United
States on the other. Throughout this silence, it became
apparent that Britain and France intended to act indepen=
dently of the U.S. In an attenpt to clarify the issue,
Washington formally asked London and Paris why they had talen

the issue befo ~¢ the UMN.

Was it a sincere desire to mnecotiate a satisfac-
tory peaceful setilement or was this nmerely a set-
ting of the stage for eventual use of force in
Suez?24

Cr October 5, PFrencih Foreisn Minister Christian Pireau
and British Foreign Seerctary Selwyz Llovd answered thot
"they did ~ot believe that any peaceful way existed.m

Only through the forced capitulatior by Masser "could Western
25

standing in Africe and the Middle Last be restored.m!

<



- This blunt reply shocked Disenhower uwho reiterated that the
use of force by the Vest against Nasser would result in
stro“r opposition fron the peoples of Africa, the Middle
Zast, and Asia.

Although vitzally concerned with any Anglo=Frerc
tary action, HZisenhower refused to disassociate the U.S.
from its allies publicly.

¥ do want to make this clear: our :

with Britain are very, very important to us

only sentinertally but officially, politica

econortically, and nmilitarily.

The same goes for France.Z26
This seemed to indicate that he wished to keep VATO, and
the commifments involved fherein, separated fron any An glb-
French move in the Suez area., After this statement 1ittle
happened, either publicly oz privately, betweer the U.S.
aﬁd her two Eu;opeﬂw allies for the next seventeen days.

-

By October 28, it was cIeal to Eisenhower from U.S.
inte?]igence information that the Israelis were preparing
to launch an invasion against one or more of her Arab reigh-
bors. It also becane clear that the Anglo~French forces
on Cyprus were being readied for action., Iiserliower ex-
pressed his shock and d
speechﬁriTEL Zmmett John IHughes:

I just can't believe fthe British/ would be so

stupid as to invite on themselves all the Arab

hostility to Israel.

Are they going to dare us - _dare us - to defend
the Tripartite: declaration.27




The Tripartite Agreement of 1950 had pledged France,

Great Britain, and the United States to take joint action,
within or without the U ited Mations, and to use force,

if necessary, if the borders specified in the 1950 Axab~
Israeli armistice were crossed or threaterned. Apparently,
Eisenhower fe;red-that he would be forced into a position
of having to choose between his allies and his treaty
obligations.

On October 29, Israel struck across the Sirai
Peningula against Lgypt. That same day the French govarn~
nent lodged a  formal protest with the UM Security
Courcil that insurgent forces in PBrench Alpgeria were being

o

supplied by the Zgyptians. This, along with o publicly

stated fear that the lgyptian=Israeli War would =2ndanger
the Carzl, served as justification for British air

strikes two days later on Cairo, Aiexsﬁdllr, anc Ismailia,
The Egyptians immediately retaliated by sinking concrete-
filled ships in the Canal, thus hopelessly bDlochking it.
The bombirg had been preceded Dy a ten~hour uitinatun
from Bden to the Israelis and the Zgyptians to pull
backfron the Caral ard to aliow Anglo~French forces
to enter the area., The uitimatun was, of course, ignored
by both sides.

All the while, Prance and Britain maint v-’ed silence
toward the U.S. about their intentions. Iiserhower was

visibly concerred over the danger of the conflict



expanding into an all=out war. Both France and Britain
declared the Tripartite Agreement void, since the Zgyptians

had allegedly accepted arms from the Soviet Union. Though

Lisenhower felt this to be the easiest way to avoid direct

-

confrontation with his allles, he thoughi the iole
situation was being badly handled.

I've just never seen great powers nake such n
coiplete mess and botch of things. ... Of course
there's JUqf nobody, in & war, I'd rather have
fighting alongside mgrtnan the Pl;t*ah w e DUE e
this thiﬂg! My God!”

nce was broken when the ultimatum was
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'issued. French Prenier Guy Mollet lTater admitted that

the French and British had kept silence for ""fesr that

if we had consulted fthe United tateg/, it would have
prevented us from acting. w20 Such feelings seen to befit
childzen doing something reclkless which their parents
would »ot allow then to do, rather than attitudes which
allies should.have towards one another. Likewise,
Eisenhower's pﬂlfor“ﬂﬁcm eened to be one of a disgruntled
parent trying to control the actiors of his children.

Unfoxturately for hin, Frawce and Pritain did not share

3

this view, nor shiould it hHe zxpected that they would.

Ligerhiower expressed his dismay with the Ainglo=French

30

attitude in a letter to Lien on “ctob°" 30. e stated

e

his confusion at their silence and queried the French



concerning their alleged shipment_of arms to Israel. MHe
concluded by requesting that each party inforn the others
of their intentions.
~ Once the British air strikes had been made on
October 321, Lisenhower, in a speech to the American
people, acknowledged that Britain, Israel, and France had
all been subjected to "grave provbcations.” But he refused
to condone the attacks and said that the three nations
"were in error."31 Though not a condemnation of their
actions, Eisenhower's statement showed his disapproval.
Yet it also inferred that their disaffectiion was under~-
standable. His true feelings soon surfaced, when on
Movember 5, an’'Anglo~French airborne force landed at
Port Said. Reports from the Central Intelligence Agency
related that there was a
... fear around Nasser, and in Masser hinself, that
his position, before a resolute Anglo=French action,
might fast become hopeless. Dryly, LHisenhower
cormented: 'Tell Nasser we'll be glad io put gém
on St. Helena and give hin a million dollars."
Statements like this left little doubt of where the
President's sentiments lay. He made his postion fornal

in a reply to Soviet Premier Bulganints letter of MNovenber

5. Bulganin had earlier sent messages to France, Britain,
and Israel condemning them as aggressors anrnd warning then
that the USSR was willing to use force io restore peace,

even at the expense of starting World War III. In his



letter to Lisenhowexr, he proposed a joint Soviet-American
military force to intervene in the !Mid=-East war and stop
the fighting. He argued that such measures were necessary
in order to avert World War III, But Lisenhower replied
that such a proposal was unthirkable ard warned Bulganin
that the entry of any new troops into the Middle East
would be met with Meffective couricr-neasures™ by the WN,
including the U.S.33 The rext day he elaborated upon

his principle even further by stating that any Soviet
attack on Britain and Prance would brines the U.S. to
their defense.

Although the Anglo=French action hLad caused Lisen-
hower much embarrassment, he rcferred 1o the whole crisis
as being "like a family spat.”34 e later commented that
if the Anglo-French expedition had been a complete success
and had.toppled tﬁe Nasser government, the U.S. would have
accepted the results and taken a wait-and-see attitude.
Howéver, he felt, '"there'd have been »o great crisis in th
world."gs Unfortunatély for the British and French,
hostilities ended between Israel and ligypt on MNovember 5,
one hour after the first paratroopers landed at Port Said,
thus elimirating the acknowledged reason {or the expedition.
The fighting in the Pprt Said axrea was finally halted on
November 7 due to the pressure from Russia, lack of specific

support from the U.S., and sudden fiscal problems in Britain.

36
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By December 22 all Anglo-French forces had been withdrawn
and the United Mations Emergency Force was beginnimng to
déploy. The officially ended the Suéz Crisis for the
NATO allies, but did not mark the end of the Alliance's
problens.

Throughout the years of 1955 and 1956, Eisenhower
attemnpted to breathe life into his old dream of Zuropean
unity. He approached it by réferring to Munity of purpose
and "increased cooperation.' But ultimately he desired
a "United States of Europe," which he felt would be a
force for peace. The revival was abruptly halted when
the Suez Crisis betan and the Angio-FrencﬁﬁAmerican split
over actions to be taken seemed to threaten the rost
basic principles of the Allieaﬁce. The split widened
until the French and British became silent about their
infentions. It was this act that appears to have changed
the U.8, attitude, or at least broﬁght to the suxface the
basic feelings toward Britain and France.‘ The opiﬁions
Eiserhower expressed privately brought back menories of his
World Waxr ITI days, still referring to the British as his
right arn °7 and wishing them by his side in time of war.
This confidence in the British and the quandary in which
he found himself as he faced re=-clection, as well as the
delicate situation in Hungary, forced him to remain as

neutral as possible during the Suez Crisis.
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For MNATO thé Suez Crisis spelled the end of the
n#ive expectations that had permeated it during the
ﬁrevious six years. It killed, once and for all, any
hope Eisenhower had for a unified Burope. It also
marked the end of any Luropean hopes that NATO could
be used to suppért members? acticns outside Europe. This
left, for the first time, all the NATO members with the
'same conception of the Alliance == it was purely a
defensive alliance épplicab]e only to the MNorth Atlantic

and selected Mediterranean areas.



-CONCLUSION

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization had developed
from virtually nothing in 1950 to a viable deterrent force
in Europe in 1956. In reference to his tenure as SACZUR,
Robert Jordan aptly desc;ibed Eisenhowef‘as ""more than
any other person or body ... the public embodiment of MATC.™
As SACIUR, he represented the hope for a restored Europe.
As President he became vitally involved in the EDC
debate as did the whole Alliance. PFirally in 19356, after
efforts to achieve a unified Europe had failed, he was
terriﬁiy torn between old loyalities and new realities,
os was the Alliance itself.

The mark which Eisenhower left on NATO during the
period examined here is hard to measure. He organized
the Alliance in nuch the same way as he had organized
SHAEF in World War I¥. His éelf;cqnfidence was apparent
in both cases as he accepted personal responsiblif? for
his nost crucial subordinate command. At the same time
he also expressed confidence in his World War II
associates. | |

While relying on his 1941-1945 experience in
organization, he looked to his old eneny, Gernany, for
the solution to his most pressing problem ==~ manpower.

In carrying out the Truman policy of supporting the EDC,



o
he too became convinced of the necessity to rearm Germany
and utilize its manpower. His persistence on this point
continued into his Presidency.

v As SACEUR, he made few references to unifying Europe,
but as President he made it a personal campaign. Wﬁether
unity was simply a vehicle for German rearmament or

whether he actually viewed it as a viable a]teﬁnative,
Biserhower backed the concept strongly during the EDC fight.

His main mistake, however, was his disregard of national-

‘_a

istic feeling in Europe. This is evidenced clearly by
nis statenents concerning IEZDC and the unification of
Gernany. “This implicit affront to the French was inexcus=
able although not necessarily fatal to EDC, it was
definite]y'a poor argument for French ratification.

At this point, the chances for French ratification
deserve consideration. It seems clear that the Frewch,
if they intended to ratify the EDC Tfeaty at all, wished
to gain as many concessions as possible from the Uﬁited
States, Great Britain, and West Germany. These concessions
wﬁu]d not only concern Europearn security directly, but
also deal with the French dilemma in Indochina. The
Treaty might have had some chance for ratification if
the Indochina situation had concluded more favorably for
France. But once the Geneva Accords were signed the EDC
was doomed, and nothing short of a miracle could have

saved it.



Without some defense system 1ike IEDC, there was also
little hope for any meaningful movement toward unificatior.
True, the Zuropean Eeonomic Community later unified
Europe economically, but political unification had to
be preceded by a military unification. Thus Eisenhbwer's
constant push for a unified Europe was, in reality, a
futile one after the adnission of the Federal Republic
of Germany into MATO. His rhetoric of 1955 and 1956 on
European union only clouded this issue and probably
concealed the growing splits with the Atlantic Alliance.

The independent action of France and Britain in
the Suez Crisis spelled the doom for the Alliance system
which Eisenhower had designed. Their complete refusal to
consult with the U.S. prior to the outbreak of hostilities
revealed that the Alliance was no longer based on the
mutual trust and confidence which Eisenhower had‘sought to
build. The crisis forced him back to his old depeﬁdence
uporn his World War II concepts and ideals of co-operation
and assistance. This is tragic for he had attempted to
take the NATO Alliance from its beginning as a collection
of wartimé friendships to the formation of an idealistic

urion of nations dedicated to the good of all men.
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APPENDIX A: Chronology

1048

March 12 = Brussels Pact signed

1949

April 4 = North Atlantic Treaty signed :

May 23 = Federal Republic of Germany proclainmed int Bonn
July 21 = United States Senate ratifies NAT -
August 24 = MAT comes into force

Septemnber 23 = USSR explodes first atomic bomb

1950

Septenber 14~15 = North Atlantic Council meeting in New
Tork

October 28 = Eisenhouwer visits Truman in the VWhite House

October 30 = T;uman informs North Atlantic Council of
Zisenhower's designation

December 16 = Eisenhower granted leave of absence from
Colunbia University

Decenber 19 = YAC designates Eisenhower as SACIEUI

1§

\’D

il

oi Hurope
ebruary 2 = ZBisenhower de]xvers address to the nation
on MATQ
April 2 = Allied Cormand, Europe becomnes operational
with SHAPZ located at Rocquencourt at Paris
October 9«11 =~ Tbmporary Council Cormittee meets in Pa
Movenber 19 = NATO defense College inaugurated in Pari

Jan uary 12=23 = “1se5hower conducts inspection touv-
B

-
ar
S

1252

Joenuwary 30 = NAC  appoints Admiral Lyrde D. }McCornick
as SACLAMT

Jebruary 18 = Greece and Turkey join MATO

February 20=25 «-ITAC holds Lisbon conference

February 21 =~ Channel Conmand established

Marcii 12 = Lord Ismay appointed as Secretary-General
of MATO

* ‘ o
Taken in part from: DRobert I. Vexler. Duicrht D. gi“e“hﬁwﬁr,
120N=T0AD MAahhe Basos  1APAY  we  1A_mo - -3 ar. o




April 16 = VAT opens provisional headquarters at the
Palais de Chaillo%, Paris

May 77 - Zluropean Defense Treaty signed

May 30 = hL“e?ﬁi Matthew Ridgway relieves Eisenhower as
SACTUR

Jure 2 - Eisenhower retires from active duty

Movember 1 = U.S. explodes its first H=bomb

Movenmber 4 = Zisenhower is elected President

January 20 = Jlsenhiover *ﬂ"ugureted

5 = Joseph Stalin dies
May 25 ~ U.S, fires first atomic artillery shell
May 28 -~ USSR recorrizes German Democratic Republic
July 27 = Ilorear armistice signed '
August & = USSR amnounces test of its first He=bonb
1 - Rernuda Conference

I

1954

January 12 = Secretary of State Dulles announces policy
of massive zetaliation

March 13 = Scire of Dien Bien Phil begins

April 17 = Vice President Nixon "floats" rumor of intro-
duction of U.S, troops to Indochina

May & = Dier Bien Pau falls

July 21 = Geneva Treaty ends Indochina War

August 29 - French Mational Assembly rejects Luropeap
Defense Tregt 4
October 235 ~ Poris nts signed =-- Federal Republac
t :

Yoan NATO.

1955 .
May 5 - Tecderal Republic ©f Germany joins NATO
May 14 = Warsaw ?a signed

pu

rsar ok

September 24 - ilsenhower suffers heart attack

December 15-16 =~ ?AC decides to equip NATO forces with
atomic wez S

1956

May 4-5 = NAC appoiris Committee of Three to study
cooperation in MATO

July 26 = Nasser announces nationalization of Suez Canal

August 16 = Great Britain officially mobilizes

September 14 = estern p1lots walk off Suez jobs



October 5 = United MNations Degins debate on Suez question

October 23 = Hungarian revolt begins

October 21 = British bomb Cairo, Alexandria, Port Said,
~and Ismailia. Egyptians retaliate by blocking Canal,

Movember 5 = British and Prench paratroopers land at
Port Said ' ,

Movember 6 = Anglo~French forces land by sea at Ports
Said and PFuad. ZEisenhower re-elected to second
term as President.

Movenber 7 = Cease fire declared : 4

December 14-15 = NAC approves report of the Committee of
Three

Decenber 22 = Last Anglo~French forces withdrawn fronm
Suez area
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Througﬁout the decade of the 1950's Dwight D. Eisen-
hower was vitally involved with the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NJATO) both as Supreme Allied Conmander,

Burope (SACIUR) and as President of the United States.
This thesis examines the effect his words and actions had
on the Alliance for six-of those years, 195C to 1956.

Eisenhower'!s official assmciatiéﬁ with MATO began
with his designation as SACEUR by the MNorth Atlantic Council (IAC)
on Decenber 18, 1950. In this post, he was charged with
organizing all NATO forces in Western Europe into a viable
military force. The General began the task initially by
forming a staff Jargely composed of Americans and headed by
General Alfred M, Gruenther, USA. While his staff considered
the problens of organizing an internationally staffed head-
quariers, senhower campaigned in the MNATO cepitals for
nore troc As of December, 1950, he commanded only fous

land divisszons (tws Amexrican and two British) which obviously

could not offer any significent resistance by themselves to

=

visions in Lastern

Lis

the estimated twenty~five Soviet d
Burope.

In response to this dilemma, many plans for the in-
creasing of manpower were proposed. Anong these was the
Pleven Plan, which was a French proposal for the formation
of a unified Luropean defense establishment called the Zur=-

opean Defense Community (EDC). ZIisenhower indicated support



Througﬁout the decade of the 1950's Dwight D. Bisen~
hower was vitally involved with the North Atlantic Treaty
Orpanization (MVATO) both as Supreme Allied Connander,

Burope (SACIUR) and as President of the United States.
This thesis examines the effect his words and actions had
on the Alliance for six-of those years, 195C to 1956.

Eisenhower's official associatibn with MNATO began
with his designation as SACEUR by the MNorth Atlantic Council (I
on December 18, 1950. In this post, he was charged with
organizing all NATO forces in Western Lurope into a viable
military force. The General began the task initially by
forming a staff largely composed of Americans and headed by
General Alfred M, Cruenther, USA. While his staff considered
the problens of organizing an internationally staffed head-
quariers, senhower campaigned in the NATO capitals for
more troc As of Decenmber, 1950, he commandecd only four
land divis:ons (tww American and two British) which obviously
could not offer any significent resistance by themselves to
the estimated twenty-{ive Soviet divisions in Zastern
LEurope.

In response to this dilerma, many plans for the in-
creasing of manpower were preposed. Anong these was the
Pleven Plan, which was a French proposal for the formation
of a unified Buropean defense establishment called the Zur=-

opean Defense Community (EDC). Eisenhower indicated support



for BDC as he was a great believer in a totally unified
Western Lurope. The EDC Treaty was accepted by the VWestern
Luropean nations on May 27, 1952, and was quickly ratified
by all, save France.

The EDC proposal was debated for the next two years
and many significant policy questions were raised. ZEis=
enhower continually supported its ratification, as SACEUR
and,after his election, as President, on the grounds that
through it a unified Western RBurope could be realized. &
unified Western Lurope, he felt, was the best guarantee for
lasting peace in the area. His statements of this idea
reflected an idealistic attitude toward Curope, one which
considered Europeans as one peaple, united through a'strong

~cultural heritage. He also indicated that EDC was the best
means by which Vest Germany could be rearmed and eventually
reunited with Zast Germany.

The French Assmebly, confronted with the possiblity of
an armed, united Germany and the disasterous resu]ts of the
Indochina Var, failed to ratify the IDC Treaty. This action
disturbed Eisenhower, bui he was successful in getting Vect
Germany rearmed. The formal documents were linown as the
Paris Agreements, signed on October 23, 1954, and provided
for West Germany's admittance into NATO.

For the next two years, President Lisenliower canpaigned
intermittently for increased Zuropean cooperation, which he

felt would eventually lead to some type of unity in Western



(Eurnpe. His cempaign became very active in early 1956, but
was cut short Dy the Suez Conal crisis. This crisis pitted
the United Ningdom and France against Egypt over control of
the Suez Canal. Eisenhower wanted to keep the dispute out
of NALO, but Britain and France felt otherwise.

The crisis was brought to a climax when the Isréelis
invaded Zgypt on October 29, 1956, and wexre followed are
day later by a British air attack on Egyptian ailrfields.
This attacli was followed, in turn, by an Anglo~French
invasion of the Canal area on November 5. These actions
were opposed verbally by Bisenhower, but when the Soviet
Union threatened retaliation, he quickly sided with his
NATO allies. | '

. The six year period saw NﬁTO start as a "paper organ=-
ization" and end as one, though existing materially, that
found it haxd to act in most cases, except direct attack
against Weétern‘ﬁurope. Eisenhower contributed greatly io
this ineffectiveness, howewer, it was primarily his actions

that enabled the MATO forces to exist at all.



