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Abstract of a thesis to be submitted for the degree of
Ph.D. at the London School of Economics in the
University of London

This thesis examines the American anti-colonial
tradition's role in establishing the principle of
international accountability for administering dependent
peoples in the League of Nations mandates and the United
Nations trusteeship systems. Where relevant, British ideas
and schemes are compared with American ones in so far as
this helps to understand the latter and where the final
outcomes were based on Anglo-American compromises. It
contributes to the literature on international relations in
two main areas. First, it analyses the formulation,
development and inter-relation of the American anti-
colonial tradition and international accountability.
Second, it is the first study of the interplay of those two
concepts within the context of differing Anglo-American
views on creating the mandates and trusteeship systems.

There are eight chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the
main objectives and themes. Chapters 2 and 3, the
conceptual heart of the thesis, examine imperial and
colonial relationships, the American anti-colonial
tradition, and international accountability for dependent
peoples. Chapter 4 focuses on the interplay of those
concepts and the American role in establishing the League
mandates system. Chapters 5, 6 and 7 do the same regarding
the United Nations trusteeship system. Chapter 7 also
contains a postscript on trusteeship developments since
1945. Chapter 8 summarises the thesis' conclusions.
Throughout, the methodological approach is analytical and
historical rather than theoretical.



The overall conclusion is that so long as the national
interests of the United States were protected, the American
anti-colonial tradition did play the major role in
establishing the principle of international accountability
within both the mandates and the trusteeship systems. The
determination and anti-colonial sentiments of Presidents
Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt were especially
important. American policy was usually based on the right
of all peoples to freedom; the practical application of
this precept hastened the demise of Western European-style
colonialism.



Chapter 1.

Chapter 2.

Chapter 3.

Chapter 4.

Chapter 5.

CONTENTS Page

Introduction

i.
ii.
iii.

Objectives and Perspective
Methodology and Chapter Summaries
Sources and Contrlbutlon to Knowledge

Colonialism and the American Anti-Colonial

i.
ii.

iii.

Tradition

Imperial, Colonial and Neo-Colonial
Relationships

The Nature of the American Anti-
Colonial Tradition

Anti-Colonialism and American Policy

International Accountability for the

Administration of Dependent Peoples

i.
ii.
iii.

The United States and the League of Nations

The Sacred Trust Principle
International Accountability

The Vital American Contribution to
the Concept of International
Accountability

Mandates System

i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

The Proposals on Dependent Peoples
which the United States brought to
the Paris Peace Conference

The American Role in the Creation of
the League of Nations Mandates
System at the Paris Peace Conference
American Involvement in the League
Mandates System

An Overall Survey

Franklin Roosevelt's Administration and

the Trusteeship Principle

i.
ii.

iii.

iv.

Trusteeship in the Americas

The United States Original Plans

for United Nations Trusteeship
President Roosevelt and International
Trusteeship

Great Britain and the Postwar Future
of Dependent Peoples

4

30
43
51
92

93
107
133

143

147

155

169
180
195

197
202

219
234



Chapter 6. Conflict and Resolution: Annexation or

Trusteeship

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

Chapter 7. San

Military Objections to Trusteeship

The Continuing Anglo-American Dialogue
Towards an American Consensus

The Trusteeship Proposals Brought

by the United States to the San
Francisco Conference

Francisco and Beyond

i.
ii.

Chapter 8. The

The San Francisco Conference
The Constitutional Aspects of United
Nations Concern with Colonial Problems

United States and International

Accountability: An Overall Assessment

Appendices. 1.
2.
3.

Bibliography.

The American Empire (Map)
The Allocation of League Mandates

Territories Under United Nations
Trusteeship

The League of Nations Covenant and
Dependent Peoples

The United Nations Charter and
Dependent Peoples

252

253
260
276
296

311

312
334

360

371
372
373

374

376

382



Chapter 1 : Introduction

1. Objectives and Perspective

This thesis examines the role of the American anti-
colonial tradition in the evolution of the principle of
international accountability for the administration of
dependent peoples. It focuses on the tradition's part in
establishing the mandates system of the League of Nations as
set forth in Article 22 of the Covenant and the trusteeship
system of the United Nations as enshrined in Chapters XI,
XII, and XIII of the Charter. Events since the establishment
of the United Nations trusteeship system at the San Francisco
Conference of 1945 and the submission of the original
trusteeship agreements in 1946/47, lie outside the main
purview of the thesis. They are outlined in Chapter 7,
however, in so far as they throw light on the response of
the United States to the efforts of the anti-colonial powers
to bridge the constitutional gap in the Charter and give the
United Nations comparable powers over non-self-governing to
those it possessed over trust territories. This culminated
with the establishment in November 1961 of the Special
Committee to report on the implementation of the United
Nations Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples of December 1960.

The thesis is confined primarily to examining 'official'
and 'semi-official' American sources for ideas and plans
regarding international accountability, mandates, and
trusteeship. The methodological approach is analytical
rather than theoretical. Throughout, the emphasis is not on
the facts as such and what actually happened, but rather on
analysing the issues raised by the inter-play of the two
concepts, the American anti-colonial tradition and
international accountability for dependent peoples.



The Anglo-American dimension. Where relevant, British

schemes are examined in so far as they help to understand
American ones, were in marked contrast to them, or because
the final outcome was based on an Anglo-American compromise.
This comparison is undertaken because Great Britain, the
foremost colonial power in the nineteenth and first half of
the twentieth centuries, was the country against which much
of American anti-colonial sentiment was directed. Great
Britain and the United States, moreover, were the two powers
who made the greatest contribution to the principle of
international accountability for dependent peoples.

An important intellectual distinction between American
and British blueprints should be underlined. Although a
generalisation, there is an element of truth in the
contention that whereas British stands on colonial issues
tended to move from specific to more general conceptions, the
Americans were more inclined to be influenced by conceptual
propositions in particular matters. For example, during the
Second World War, the British Colonial Office's views
regarding independence and/or self-government were based
largely on its understanding of the lessons to be drawn from
the experience of specific colonies and the evolution of the
white Dominions to autonomy within the British Empire and
Commonwealth. The attitudes of many officials within the
State Department to such questions as the future of Indo-
China, however, in part were determined by the intellectual
constraints of concepts like the "open door", '"the right of
all peoples to independence'", and the general ethos of
American anti-colonialism. If this intellectual distinction
is borne in mind when probing their wartime policies
regarding international accountability, then it is easier to
appreciate more fully the occasional mutual incomprehension
which the Americans and the British had for each other's
proposals.

A further point is that when comparing American and
British plans, clear analytical threads may well now be drawn



which at the time were by no means apparent to the actual
people dealing with them. Another complication is that it is
not always clear, nor was it always clear at the time to the
protagonists themselves (even within their own planning
circles), whether differing American and to a lesser extent
British proposals on international accountability were to be
universal or confined to specific categories of non-self-
governing territory such as the colonies of the enemy Powers.

Anglo-American mistrust in large part arose from
differing cultural and historical heritages. British
responses to American mandate and trusteeship proposals
tended to vacill®.te between regarding them as ill=-conceived
but only so much hot air to positively dangerous threats to
the existence of the British Empire. This was especially
important during the Second World War when the United States
was the senior partner in the wartime alliance who would
inevitably exert major influence over the postwar colonial
situation. On colonial issues at least, there never has
been an Anglo-American 'special relationship'.

The intellectual framework. At the heart of the thesis is
the American anti-colonial tradition's role in predisposing

the United States to favour international accountability for
dependent peoples. The tradition's origins, nature and
impact are analysed in Chapter 2. At this stage, however, it
should be pointed out that the tradition derives from the
image perceived by almost all citizens of the United States
that their country was the first one in modern times to win
its independence in a war of liberation against a colonial
power. Myth and imagery are very important in the American
view of the United States' revolutionary origins. The
consequent anti-colonial implications have helped to provide
a sense of historical purpose in American political folklore.
In this respect, especially in so far as it promoted a
national sense of identity, American anti-colonialism bears
some resemblance to the emotional and psychological aspects



of post-1945 Afro-Asian anti-colonialism. The American self-
image has been renewed and reinforced by both the teaching of
history in American schools and the ideological tenets of the
Declaration of Independence. The impact of the latter was
emphasised by Cordell Hull, Franklin Roosevelt's long-serving
Secretary of State:

"I suggest that these should be memorized by every schoolboy
and girl....'All men are created equal,...they are
endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable
Rights....among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of
Happiness....to secure these Rights, Governments are
instituted among thenm, defiving their just powers from the
consent of the governed."

Whether or not American policy-makers have lived-up to
the Declaration's idealism, for the purposes of this thesis
is not so important as the fact that it predisposed them to
believe that colonialism was a moral wrong which the United
States should not support. In the words of Harry Hopkins,
Franklin Roosevelt's long-time White House adviser: '"Nor do
I see why this nation should not state unequivocally its
belief in the political and economic freedom of all people
throughout the world. Now, you can say that that spells the
doom of all the Colonial Empires. Well, it probably does":

"I am not recommending that we stir up revolutions all over
the world, but I do say that the United States should not
cooperate in any international enterprise that will tend to
solidify for all time a political relationship which does
not"§ive actual and complete freedom to the people who want
it.

The fact that the American War of Independence was
fought against the England of George III gave many Americans
a special distaste for British colonialism., The impact this
has had on American historical and political images is also
somewhat analogous to Afro-Asian post-independence memories.
For example, Jawaharlal Nehru's comments on the post-
independence legacy of Asian anti-colonial nationalism are
apposite to the ethos of American anti-colonialism: '"the
memories of past colonialism are very vivid in our minds.

Today a few individuals may escape those memories or get over



them but the vast masses of the people do not forget them".3

This aspect is examined further in Chapter 2 as is the
American belief in their own "higher morality" regarding
colonial questions. For the moment it is sufficient to quote
Franklin Roosevelt's remark to Prime Minister Churchill:
"Winston, you have four hundred years of acquisitive instinct
in your blood and you just don't understand how a country
might not want to acquire land somewhere if they can get
it".* The Prime Minister's response to President Roosevelt's
statements on British colonialism in general and India in
particular, was that '"States which have no overseas colonies
or possessions are capable of rising to moods of great
elevation and detachment about the affairs of those who
have".”

Within the United States, '"carefully selected and highly
sentimentalised memories of America's liberation from England
conditioned an attitude of sympathy, if only sentimental",
towards peoples living under European especially British,
colonial rule. '"Conveniently' overlooked by most Americans
in their "self-righteous condemnation'" of colonialism was
"their country's own imperialist ventures and pursuit of
self-interest".6 Indeed, even in the last decade of the
twentieth century, "America does not like to think it has
colonies, and many of those who live in them wince at the
very word":

"Official language speaks of commonwealths or territories.
But facts are facts. Military conquest and strategic need
over the past 100 years or so have left America a modest,
yet far-flung empire of islands. Most have governments and
flags of their own, but none is free. And though they are
sovereign territory of the United States, and use its
currency, neither are they part of it. They have go direct
say in its political process. Colonies they are."

The nature of American empire building and the
similarities or otherwlse to that of the Europcan colonial
powers 1s outside the scope of this thesis except in so far
as light is shed on the American anti-colonial tradition and
the role this played in predisposing the United States to
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favour international accountability for dependent peoples.
To many non-Americans, however, United States' anti-
colonialism has often appeared to be a cloak for the pursuit
of her own national interests. This aspect is also
elaborated upon further in Chapter 2. For the moment it is
sufficient to point out that the more severe critics of
American policy have characterised it as "the curious picture
of a state ruthlessly pursuing its own ends under the mantle
of the highest idealism".8 The frequent stress on the innate
virtues of their policies by some American policy-makers has
irritated both European and Afro-Asian statesmen and
commentators. To quote Prince Sihanouk of Cambodia; "Is God
white? Is he American?"? Nevertheless, a constant theme of
this thesis is that there has been a very real element of
idealism in American anti-colonial pronouncements and
policies. Although at times it is very hard to draw the line
between self-delusion and hypocrisy, the central contention
is that the United States in large part motivated by anti-
colonial sentiments in the idealistic sense, played the most
important role in establishing the principle of international
accountability for dependent peoples as laid down in the
League mandates and the United Nations trusteeship systems.
Nevertheless, the element of self-interest in American
plans cannot be ignored. It was a persistent theme, and
often the dominant one. Consequently, throughout the thesis
there is consideration of such questions as the degree of
tension between idealism and self-interest in the American
schemes to promote international accountability for dependent
peoples? To what extent did American policy constitute a
continuum in the respective planning for the League mandates
and the United Nations trusteeship systems? In particular,
how important was the desire in both sets of plans to
restrict any potential enemy (namely, Japan) having
'unfettered' control over the German Pacific Islands North of
the Equator? 1In fact another constant theme is American
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suspicion of Japan and desire to safeguard the national
security of the United States.

Analysis of these issues throws considerable light on
both American anti-colonialism and international
accountability for dependent peoples. In particular, they
demonstrate the key role of the former in developing the
latter. The term international accountability is used
throughout the thesis, although many commentators tend to
regard it as synonymous with international responsibility.
International accountability, however, embraces three ideas,
one of which is international responsibility. First, the
sacred trust principle; essentially the idea that colonial
rule should be for the benefit of the governed rather than
the governors. Second, that in undertaking their
administration, colonial powers have a responsibility to the
international community at large. Third, giving teeth to
that responsibility by the provision of institutional
measures sufficient to provide the international community
with a meaningful role or over-sight in the actual conduct of
colonial administration. Fhe

Chapter 3 demonstrates that many oflideas involved in
international accountability originated in the experiences of
the British Empire, but American efforts in both world wars
reinforced the international element. 'Whereas the British
had considered a colonial trustee answerable only to his own
conscience, and perhaps to a vague world conscience, the
mandates system added a third party, the Permanent Mandates
Commission and the League Assembly".10 President Woodrow
Wilson played a major role in this 'internationalisation' of
colonial trusteeship. The international accountability
element was extended further during the Second World War by
the American planners for the postwar world under the
leadership of President Franklin Roosevelt. The key role of
the United States in establishing the international dimension
within both the League mandates and the United Nations
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trusteeship systems is the subject of Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7
of this thesis.

A number of background and qualifying factors to the
thesis should be pointed out. First, colonial policy in
general and international accountability for the
administration of dependent peoples in particular had very
low priority in the two world wars. Both the League of
Nations and the United Nations were designed as agencies to
keep the peace; colonial aspects having only a relatively
small part to play. To quote Lord Beloff on the Paris Peace
Conference and the creation of the League of Nations: "it
might have been expected.... that Woodrow Wilson's
commitment to national self-determination would extend to the
subject nationalities of the British Empire. But Wilson's
concerns were Eurocentric and.... only the former Ottoman
Empire provided serious non-European issues of a political
kind".1l The fate of the former German colonies and even
that of the former Turkish territories was not a serious
threat to world peace compared with the European settlement.

Colonial issues were more important during the Second
World War; especially to President Roosevelt and Cordell Hull
who believed that future threats to world peace could well
arise through the efforts of dependent peoples to throw off
the chains of colonial bondage. Allied wartime propaganda,
moreover, centred on the ideals of democracy and freedom
which essentially meant rejecting the idea of the strong
ruling the weak. Alien rule in Africa and Asia had long been
resented, if only passively, and such wartime Allied
pronouncements as the Atlantic Charter Declaration aroused
hopes of colonial emancipation. However, even though the
Americans devoted considerable efforts from 1942 onwards to
planning for a postwar international trusteeship system under
the auspices of the envisaged United Natioms (efforts
strongly supported by President Roosevelt), these still had
very low priority compared with defeating the Axis powers and
establishing international peace and security on a firm

13



basis. American trusteeship plans were only a facet of the
latter.

Another related qualifying factor is that although
obviously significant as parameters against which policy was
conceived, the thesis itself is not concerned as such with
the roles of dependent peoples in the two world wars, debates
on whether particular dependent peoples should be independent
or self-governing, the disposal of individual dependent
territories, or the detailed wartime planning for the future
League of Nations and United Nations. Rather the conceptual
focus is on the roles which the United States thought the two
organisations should play in furthering international
accountability for dependent peoples. In examining the
various mandate and trusteeship plans, furthermore, the
centre of enquiry is upon the evolution of ideas rather than
the details of actual negotiations and the parts played by
particular individuals. The details of diplomacy, however,
are important in the evolution of ideas especially in so far
as a particular idea is eventually contained in written draft
proposals. The motives behind the mandate and trusteeship
schemes have to be evaluated against the exigencies of high
and low diplomacy. In other words, the various economic,
military, political and other requirements for actually
winning the two world wars and laying the foundations for
successful peace settlements.

It is also necessary to bear in mind that the documents
emanating from international wartime meetings and conferences
were often conceived in haste and after the event appeared
highly ambiguous. Sometimes, indeed, this was the deliberate
intention of the drafters themselves. In particular, this
qualification should be remembered when examining the
Atlantic Charter's provisions and the Yalta agreement on
trusteeship. The participants at conferences and meetings,
moreover, were not always certain themselves of the actual
significance of what had been decided. 1Individuals, |
furthermore, perceived events in different ways. For
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example, as is developed in Chapter 6, many commentators have
maintained that Winston Churchill's outburst regarding
American trusteeship proposals at the Yalta Conference in
January 1945 was an important factor in making the United
States more circumspect regarding its plans in this area.

Sir Alexander Cadogan, then Permanent Under Secretary at the
Foreign Office and a participant at the Conference, however,
was very scathing in his comments on the Prime Minister's
outburst:

"Silly old man - without a word of warning to Anthony [Eden]
or me, he plunged into a long harangue about World
Organisation, knowing nothing whatever of what he was
talking about and making complete nonsense of the whole
thing. The worst of it was that what he said was
completely contrary to the line already agreed with the
Americans! However, I was able to explain privately to
them that they needn't take it too tragically, that it
didn't really meaEzanything and that we could clean up the
mess afterwards."

Another qualifying factor is that the roles of
individual American policy-makers in furthering international
accountability is not a primary concern of this thesis.
However, while the primary focus is upon the evolution of
ideas, the part played by key individuals or groups is also
obviously important in regard to both the American anti-
colonial tradition and international accountability. The
American military, for instance, in the Second World War
especially tended to be suspicious of British objectives and
pro-annexationist regarding territories like the Japanese
mandated islands which they believed important to American
security. In contrast, State Department officials, although
also aware of security requirements, tended to be anti-
annexationist. Individuals like Harley Notter (a special
adviser in the State Department) and Leo Pasvolsky (Executive
Director of the Committee on Postwar Programmes), were pro-
British, but disliked European colonialism .

Similarly, at the highest political level, in the First

World War, Woodrow Wilson and Robert Lansing, and in the
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Second World War, Franklin Roosevelt and Cordell Hull, in one
way or another could all be described as Anglophiles,
although without enthusiasm for British colonialism. The
tenacity and conviction of Presidents Wilson and Roosevelt
played crucial roles in developing the principle of
international accountability for dependent peoples. The
anti-colonial sentiments of President Roosevelt were of
particular importance. He was not a conceptual thinker and
did not have the academic training and abilities of Woodrow
Wilson. Franklin Roosevelt probably could not have sat down
and drafted his own United Nations trusteeship proposals in
the same way President Wilson did with the League Covenant.
His distaste for colonialism of the European variety,
however, was such that he wished to place even the Japanese
Pacific islands mandate under trusteeship, although
recognising their importance to American security. If he had
bowed to the annexationist pressures emanating from Congress
and the American military, the United States would have found
it much more difficult to gain the European colonial powers
acceptance of the United Nations trusteeship system.

The power of the presidency was crucial as "in those
areas in which he chose to exercise his authority, the
President was not only independent but supreme".13 Both
Presidents Wilson and Roosevelt could dominate policy-making
regarding the formulation of the mandates and trusteeship
systems respectively. Woodrow Wilson was almost his own
State Department so far as the Covenant and mandates were
concerned, while Franklin Roosevelt controlled and
manipulated the State Department in so far as it was possible
with any bureaucratic machine and kept its trusteeship
policies in line with his own aims and objectives. His own
administrative procedures have been described as disorderly
by Henry Stimson and others, but President Roosevelt chose to
work through the State Department. This was "in contrast to
the procedure of the First World War, when a Commission of
Inquiry - the famous 'House Inquiry', under the chairmanship
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of Colonel M. House - was established by President Wilson to
study the problems of peace-making and operated, for all
practical purposes, without reference to the Department of
State'". President Roosevelt was also ably served in that
"“Secretary Hull endeavoured to make postwar planning during
the Second World War more farsighted than that of the House
Inquiry. As a result of his initiatives, preparations were
begun early and were largely centred on his department as the
one chiefly responsible for advising the President on the
conduct of foreign affairs."14 Consequently, the Roosevelt
Administration had detailed trusteeship proposals giving it
the initiative when dealing with Great Britain and the other
European colonial powers. This initiative was essentially
maintained up to and during the San Francisco Conference
despite the severe modification in the State Department's
plans brought about by the American military's desire to
annex the Japanese Pacific islands mandate.

The racial issue as such lies outside the purview of
this thesis and it will not be examined except to illuminate
the nature and practical manifestations of American anti-
colonialism., Sufficient to state that whatever their views
on colonialism as such, almost all the American and British
participants in creating the mandate and trusteeship systems,
were people of their time and usually did not believe that
non-whites were the equals of whites. Arthur Balfour, for
example, decried the tenet in the American constitution that
all men were created equal: "I do not believe that any man
can approach this question wisely who really thinks that all
men are equal in that sense".1? Given the perspective of the
times, however, it was not wholly inconsistent for Americans,
"who tricked and bullied the Indian tribes" and "ill-treat
their own Negroes', to be anti-colonialist and to "preach
virtue to others".l®

Finally, a central hypothesis of the thesis is that the
American anti-colonial tradition combined with international

accountability for colonial administration contributed to the
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demise of Western European-style colonialism. Few Western
European colonies now remain and even the Russian empire in
Eastern Europe is being dismantled. The United Nations'
Committee of 24 continues to investigate the remaining bits
and pieces of Western European colonialism, mostly-remote and
sparsely populated islands, but without the fervour and
publicity of the 1960s and 1970s. All but one of the
territories placed under mandate and/or trusteeship have
either achieved independence or otherwise ceased to be a
matter for international accountability. The Trusteeship
Council itself only remains in existence because a part of
the American strategic trust of Micronesia has still not
determined its future. The territory is Palau, a collection
of small Pacific islands with an estimated population of
14,106.17 In the plebiscite of February 1990 on whether
Palau should enter into a "Compact of Free Association" with
the United States, 7621 valid votes were cast. "4,663 or
60.8 per cent, were cast in favour of the Compact, and 2,988
or 39.2 per cent, were cast against. The Compact did not
pass because of a constitutional stipulation that a 75 per
cent majority was required."18 In the next plebiscite, if
the extra 1000 or so votes are found to give the required 75
per cent, then the age of United Nations colonial trusteeship
will be over.

2, Methodology and Chapter Summaries

The thesis is divided into eight chapters. Chapter 1
introduces the main themes and concepts. Chapters 2 and 3,
the conceptual heart of the thesis, examine the main ideas
underlying the American role in establishing the League
mandates and the United Nations trusteeship systems; imperial
and colonial relationships, the American anti-colonial
tradition, and the principle of international accountability
for dependent peoples. The "open door" concept is also
investigated in so far as it is an aspect of international
accountability. The concept embraces the notion that for the
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good of both dependent peoples and the international
community, trade with colonies should be open to all
countries and not restricted to the colonial metropoles
concerned.

Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7, focus on the interplay of the
anti-colonial and accountability concepts in the American
role in establishing the mandates and trusteeship systems,
Chapter 7 also contains a brief postscript on trusteeship
developments since 1945. Chapter 8 outlines the overall
conclusions of the thesis.

The examination in Chapters 4 to 7 is undertaken in
broad chronological order: first the League mandates system
and then the United Nations trusteeship system within the
context of American anti-colonial sentiment, developments in
the notion of international accountability, and the
exigencies of wartime planning and Anglo-American
cooperation. An alternative (and rejected strategy) was to
examine concurrently the various probleﬁs and aspects of
international accountability involved in creating the League
mandates and the United Nations trusteeship systems within an
analytical institutional framework. This approach would have
entailed continuously moving the historical framework back
and forth, and required chapters on the future of colonial
domains, the advancement of dependent people, and
international administrative machinery (including supervisory
powers and functions). The approach has merit, but was
rejected for four inter-related reasons. First, the various
American ideas and institutional proposals would have had to
be investigated within their own historical perspectives. To
compare contemporaneously proposals from different historical
periods/backgrounds could give false images and conclusions
in so far as each proposal has to be seen against its own
historical background. At the extreme, moreover, although
apparently comparing the comparable, seemingly similar ideas
and blueprints might not actually be comparable; the time
factor being all important. Second, although to some extent
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this problem might be overcome by constantly re-emphasising
the differing time frames, a lot of tedious repetition would
be involved. Third, a considerable increase in the thesis'
word length would be required. The final and key reason was
that the thesis objective is to examine the impact and inter-
relation of American anti-colonialism and international
accountability for dependent peoples over a specific time-
scale determined by the two world wars. The objective is not
to conduct a comparative analysis of institutional machinery
as such.

Nevertheless, the questions posed in such a comparative
institutional approach are underlying themes within the more
historical methodology of the thesis. Thus, throughout,
there is repeated reference to such questions as which
colonies should be placed under mandate or trusteeship,
should there be a 'colonial charter' covering all dependent
peoples, and who should be the administering states? How
should the interests of dependent peoples be advanced and
should this include the right to self-government or
independence? What kind of international administrative
machinery would be required? Should it be regionally or
globally based, possess real power or merely be a clearing
house for ideas and information? Who should undertake the
actual administration: the international organisation
directly, groups of states, or individual states? If the
latter, should it be those states best qualified, small or
neutral ones, or those in actual possession of the
dependencies concerned? To what extent should the wishes of
the dependent peoples themselves be taken into account when
selecting administrative authorities? What should be the
duties of the latter? Should they report to an international
body, and if so, what should be the actual distribution of
supervisory powers and functions? Where did sovereignty lie?
What, if any, should be the possible sanctions on
administering authorities in the event of maladministration?
How should a mandate or trusteeship be terminated? Who
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should decide whether a dependency was ready for self-
government or independence and the desirability of target
dates for achieving either status?

Chapter Summaries:

Chapter 1, the introduction, consists of three sections: a
long section on objectives and perspective, and two shorter
ones on methodology and chapter synopses, and documentary
sources and the original contribution to knowledge made by
the thesis.

Chapter 2 is concerned with colonialism and the American
anti-colonial tradition. There are three sections: an
investigation of imperial, colonial and neo-colonial
relationships designed to illustrate American understanding
of the terms; the nature and origins of the American anti-
colonial tradition; and the implications which the tradition
has had for American policy. o
Chapter 3 analyses the notion of international accountability

for dependent peoples. It is divided into two main sections:

the sacred trust principle; and the substance and development

of international accountability itself. Throughout, American

traditions and historical experience are contrasted with
European ones, especially those of Great Britain.
Chapter 4 investigates the American role in creating the
League of Nations mandates system. It is divided into three
main sections: the proposals on dependent territories and
peoples which the United States brought to the Paris Peace
Conference; the American contribution to the Conference
decision to create the League mandates system; and American
involvement with the mandates system.

Chapter 5 looks at the development of the trusteeship
principle by Franklin Roosevelt's Administration. It is
divided into four sections: the Administration's ideas on
international accountability for dependent peoples prior to
American entry into the Second World War; the evolution of
American trusteeship proposals during the war up to the
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intervention by the Navy and War Departments in the policy-
making process in the summer of 1944; President Roosevelt's
attitude to trusteeship; and wartime British views on
trusteeship.

Chapter 6 primarily focuses on the impact on American
trusteeship proposals of the desire by the Navy and War
Departments to annex the Japanese mandated islands in the
Pacific. It is divided into four sections: the roots of the
opposition by the American military to trusteeship; the
continuing Anglo-American dialogue on trusteeship; the final
stages of the internal American debate on trusteeship and the
impact of President Roosevelt's death; and the actual
trusteeship proposals which the United States brought to the
San Francisco Conference.

Chapter 7 is divided into two sections: the American role
during the San Francisco deliberations on trusteeship; and
American attitudes to the constitutional aspects of United
Nations concern with colonial problems ﬁp to the
establishment of the Committee on Decolonisation in November
1961.

Chapter 8 draws the various strands of the analysis together.
It provides an overall assessment of the arguments in the
thesis as a whole and summarises the role played by the
American anti-colonial tradition in establishing the
principle of international accountability for dependent
peoples.

There is also a bibliography on the sources consulted in
compiling the thesis and five appendices: a map illustrating
the contemporary American empire; details of territories
placed under League mandate; a list of former United Nations
trust territories; Articles 22 and 23(b) of the League
Covenant relating to mandates and dependent peoples; and
Chapters XI, XII, and XIII of the United Nations Charter on
the non-self-governing and trust territories. '
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3. Sources and a Contribution to Knowledge

The thesis is based on a wide range of documentary
sources, published and unpublished, together with some
interviews. The overwhelming bulk of the research has been
library based. Many papers, articles and books were read for
background information, but not cited in the thesis. The
thesis bibliography lists the main sources quoted in the
text. :

The major documentary source for information on American
attitudes to colonial problems and international
accountability was the Foreign Relations of the United States

series published by the State Department. Particularly
useful were the published records of the Paris Peace
Conference, the Yalta Conference, and the San Francisco
Conference. The State Department's Postwar Foreign Policy

Preparation, 1939-1945 was also very useful. Other sources

of primary material were the State Department's "Notter Files
on Postwar Policy'" and the British Cabinét, Colonial and
Foreign Office state papers. United Nations documents were
another source of basic information.

The biographies, diaries and memoirs of American
statesmen such as James Forrestal, Cordell Hull, Robert
Lansing, Franklin Roosevelt, Henry Stimson, and Woodrow
Wilson were a major fount of ideas and information. For
general ideas on colonial problems and American attitudes,
the writings of Richard van Alstyne, Rupert Emerson, and Hans
Kohn were especially useful. Four books were particularly
valuable on the United States and the League of Nations
mandates system: George Louis Beer's African Questions at

the Paris Peace Conference, Lawrence Gelfant's The Inquiry:
American Preparations for Peace, 1917-1919, Seth Tillman's
Anglo~-American Relations at the Paris Peace Conference of

1919, and Quincy Wright's Mandates under the League of

Nations. The incomparable source for the American role in
establishing the United Nations was A History of the United
Nations Charter by Ruth Russell and Jeannette Muther. Useful
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commentaries on the United Nations trusteeship system were
James Murray's The United Nations Trusteeship System, Emil
Sady's The United Nations and Dependent Peoples, and George
Thullen's Problems of the Trusteeship System. Two books were

particularly useful on Anglo-American relations: Great
Britain and the United States by H. C. Allen, and The
'Special' Relationship edited by William Roger Louis and
Hedley Bull.

Overall, the numerous writings of William Roger Louis on

colonial problems and Anglo-American relations were
stimulating sources for ideas and basic information. If some
of his work had been published earlier, especially
Imperialism at Bay, I would have been saved much painstaking

library-based research. Indeed, in formulating many of the
ideas and propositions contained in this thesis, much is owed
to the work of Professor Louis as well as to that of
Professors Emerson, Kohn, and Russell. Finally, a special
debt of gratitude is due to Professor Geoffrey Goodwin. It
was his idea, many years ago, that I should investigate the
American involvement in colonial problems within the context
of international cooperation.

To what extent does the thesis make an original
contribution to the body of literature on international
relations? The thesis itself is a synthesis drawing together
the ideas, research and writings of numerous other observers.
The originality lies in looking at the material, asking
questions and posing propositions, and putting them
altogether within a logical framework in a manner which
nobody else has done before. The specific contribution to
knowledge lies in four areas. First, it is a British
commentator looking at a field usually the preserve of
American researchers. The second, and key aspect, lies in
the intellectual heart of the thesis; the formulation,
development and inter-relation of the two concepts, the

American anti-colonial tradition and international
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accountability for dependent peoples. To my knowledge nobody
else has done this with the same degree of intellectual
rigour. For example, the writings of William Roger Louis are
diplomatic surveys rather than the examination of ideas as
such. Similarly, Rupert Emerson has analysed many of the
basic ideas, although not the concept of international
accountability as such, without dwelling on the institutional
aspects. Third, the thesis is the first study to trace the
inter-relation of the American anti-colonial tradition and
international accountability within the context of differing
Anglo-American views and the creation of the League mandates
and United Nations trusteeship systems. Finally, the thesis
provides another study of the inter-play of idealism and
national interest in American foreign policy. This has not
been done before within the context of American anti-
colonialism and international accountability and the
establishment of the mandates and trusteeship systems.
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Chapter 2 : Colonialism and the American Anti-Colonial

Tradition

United States' attitudes towards international
accountability for dependent peoples cannot be understood
without an appreciation of the nature and potency of the
American anti-colonial tradition. The tradition has a strong
sentimental appeal to many Americans who point with pride to
the successful efforts of the Thirteen Colonies during the
American War of Independence to rid themselves of the tyranny
of George III. This they regard as the first example in
modern times of a dependent people struggling against and
succeeding in throwing off the shackles of colonial bondage.
Their perception is well illustrated by John Foster Dulles'
statement that "we ourselves are the first colony in modern
times to have won independence. We have. a natural sympathy
with those everywhere who would follow our example."1 From
its birth, moreover, the United States insisted on striving
for political, economic, cultural and idealogical
independence from Great Britain despite the affinity and
interdependence existing in all these respects between two
peoples who had developed from the same historical roots.
Their inability to do so, especially in the nineteenth
century, gave rise to a vocal frustration resembling the
protests against neo-colonialism by many Afro-Asians after
1945,

Secretary of State Dulles along with other Americans,
however, overlooked the fact that '"the revolution of 1776 was
a movement not of oppressed natives, but of North American
Britishers who enjoyed more rights and liberties than did the
Britishers in Great Britain. The Anglo-Americans had come as
conquerors and settlers, they revolted against their
motherland in a struggle over the interpretation of common
constitutional rights."2 The rule of George III, moreover,
was relatively enlightened and benevolent when judged in
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contemporary terms compared, say, with Spanish rule in the
Americas or the regimes to be found in continental Europe at
that time. 1In addition, as is examined further in Sectiomn 2,
there was no question then or for a long time to come of the
newly independent United States granting full or even partial
citizenship rights to either the native red indians or the
negro slaves. In fact, the rebellion of the American
colonies in 1776 was more analogous to the unilateral
declaration of independence by the white Rhodesian regime of
Ian Smith in 1965 than to, say, the struggles of the Kenyans,
Indonesians, and North Africans respectively against British,
Dutch and French colonial rule.

Nevertheless, the United States' perception of herself
as the first and the foremost anti-colonial power was widely
accepted until comparatively recently. On at least a
superficial level American attitudes to colonial questions
were strongly influenced by the values and myths pertaining
to the birth of the United States and her heritage of
idealism expressed in such documents as the Virginian Bill of
Rights, the Declaration of Independence and the United States
Constitution. Thus, when American interests were not
endangered by so doing, policy-makers and others in the
United States usually sympathised with the anti-colonial
cause. Few Americans (or even non-Americans) whether
academics, publicists or politicians contested the American
anti-colonial image during the time period covered by this
thesis.

The American anti-colonial tradition itself can be seen
as a continuing, practical, case-by-case development arising
out of the interplay between sentimental anti-colonialism and
perceived American national interests. Fortunately for the
United States during much of her history as a sovereign
state, sentiment and national interest coincided. Where this
has not been so, usually sentiment rather than national
interest has been reinterpreted. This has been generally the
case since the Second World War as well as during the period
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when the League of Nations mandates and United Nations
trusteeship systems were being formulated. American anti-
colonialism has been subordinated to and sometimes employed
to further geopolitical and other considerations.3

The analysis of the American anti-colonial tradition in
this chapter is divided into three sections. Section 1
investigates imperial, colonial and neo=-colonial
relationships in order to place the debate on American
attitudes to colonialism into its conceptual perspective.
Particular attention is paid to the understanding which many
but by no means all Americans have had of the terms and the
light they shed on the actions of the United States. Section
2 probes the nature and origins of the American anti-colonial
tradition and in so doing looks at the various factors
contributing to its evolution. Section 3, the bulk of the
chapter, examines the implications which the tradition has
actually had for American policy. It is divided into eight
inter-related sub-sections: the American emotional
commitment to anti-colonialism; the supremacy of the national
interest; strategic imperatives; commercial considerations;
the desire for power and influence without responsibility in
the third world; a lack of knowledge and comprehension of
colonial problems; the Anglo-American special relationship
and colonial matters; and an assessment of the degree of
sincerity or hypocrisy in American policy regarding
colonialism. This last sub-section draws the various themes
together and inevitably touches upon material already
analysed. The overall conclusion is that the Americans had
genuine doubts about whether their dependent peoples were
ready for independence, and so advocated training for self-
government over a specified time period. This they also
advocated for the dependent peoples of the colonial powers.
The American suspicion of the latter, moreover, predisposed
the United States to favour international accountability in
training dependent peoples.
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Much of the material analysed in this chapter is inter-
related and the examination often takes the form of looking
at the same events or ideas from different standpoints.
American attitudes to British colonialism and how the various
aspects of the American anti-colonial tradition have impinged
on Anglo~-American relations are a constant theme. Although
considered in much greater detail in Chapter 3,L;%?ghtion is
also paid to those aspects illustrating official American
attitudes to international accountability for dependent
peoples. The specific influence of the anti-colonial
tradition on actual American planning for the League of
Nations mandates and the United Nations trusteeship systems
is not examined as this is undertaken in Chapters 4, and 5, 6
and 7 respectively. Throughout, because of the wide time
span involved, the record of events and issues is of
necessity selective. The emphasis is not on what actually
happened, but rather on what Americans bglieved happened and
what they perceived as important. Indeed, the creation of
myths and imagery and their impact on American policy-making
is another underlying theme of this chapter.

1. Imperial, Colonial and Neo-colonial Relationships
In the latter half of the twentieth century the terms
"imperialism", '"colonialism'", and "neo-colonialism'", with or

without qualifying adjectives, have been usually employed as

synonyms to describe Western European power and influence in
the underdeveloped regions of the world.? Imperialism
itself, however, in the sense of '"the extension of political
power by one state over another, has been a principal feature
of the inter-action of human communities all through the
sixty centuries of more or less recorded history".5 It is an
ill-defined term giving rise to many analytical problems:

for example, to what extent were there aggressive aims and
motives rather than reactions to external pressures; was an
"empire" acquired by '"accident", "reluctantly", or in a "fit
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of absent-mindedness'"; what were the relationships between
rulers and subjects?

Imperialism, moreover, often has pejorative connotations
depending upon individual standpoints and prejudices. For
example, to some Americans and others who dislike British
pretentions and power in the world, the term has distinct
anti-British or rather anti-English implications. Thus, a
definition in a dictionary of English and American Literature

published in 1966; "Imperialism, by which we mean the idea of
the supposed right of Englishmen to govern over other

territories and peoples .© The term is frequently employed
to mean unjust, oppressive rule or control; especially white
influence over non-white peoples. The domination of whites
over whites or non-whites over non-whites is usually ignored.
Until the Second World War, however, the various
manifestations of this Western domination were '"'regarded, at
the least, as one of the inevitable facts of life, at the
most, as a desirable state of affairs for the ruling power
and probably for the colonially ruled as well".” This is in
marked contrast to the situation prevailing in the second
half of the twentieth century where Afro-Asian resentment at
all forms of white Western dominance underlies the now widely
held belief that '"colonialism in all its manifestations in an
evil which should speedily be brought to an end".8

For their part, the advocates of Western imperialism
""saw themselves as the trustees of civilisation. They
reckoned it their duty to see to it that civilisation was
disseminated among as many beneficiaries as could be
contrived."? Their ambition was often the noble one of
making the world a better place to live inj; '"to drive the
blade a little further in our time".10 Unfortunately for the
imperialists, however, people do not like to be dominated
whether or not they have benefited materially from the
relationship. Indeed, Albert Hourani defined imperialism as
the imposition of alien control over an unwilling people:
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"The essence of imperialism is to be found in a moral
relationship - that of power and powerlessness - and any
material consequences which spring from it are not enough to
change it". 11 The Encyclopaedia Britannica's definition

emphasises this lack of consent; imperialism is '"the policy
of a state aiming at establishing control beyond its borders
'over people unwilling to accept such control'".12 The key
to the unwillingness is a feeling of inferiority rather than
exploitation as such. To quote W.R. Crocker: 'People do not
like being exploited but they can put up with it. What they
cannot put up with is being considered inferior."13

Hans Kohn maintains that if imperialism is analysed in
terms of the distribution of political power, then there are
five principal models, of which one is the colonial.l4 The
first is when the dominant power grants the subject people
full autonomy within its empire. There are two sub-
categories: first, the subject people participate in the
empire's affairs on equal terms with the nationals of the
paramount power; and second, the paramount power grants full
"local" autonomy, but retains responsibility for defence
and/or external affairs. The second model is when the
dominant people grant individuals among the subject people
full citizenship, but endeavour to sink their corporate
status in the larger political unit as the English did with
the Welsh. The third model is when the conquering people
annihilate or expel the indigenes as the North American
colonists did with the North American Indians. The fourth
model is when the indigenes are permitted to remain, but only
in a permanently inferior status. Good examples are the
Boer's relationship with the Bantu and that of the United
States with the surviving North American Indians until well
into the twentieth century.

The fifth imperial model is the colonial relationship:

'...created when one nation establishes and maintains
political domination over a geographically external
political unit inhabited by people of any race and at any
stage of political development. It is terminated whenever
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the subject people becomes fully self-governing as an
autonomous state, whether independent or as a voluntary
associate within an imperial or commonwealth partnership
from which it may withdraw at will. It is also terminated
whenever a subject people becomes assimilated into the
political structure of the colonial power on equal terms,
or when their political unit is thus assimilated....The
unilateral compulsive nature of this relationship is the
essential factor....A simple test - indicative but not
infallible - is to observe whether an outside power tacitly
claims the fgght to oust an unfriendly government or
sovereign.'

The Hans Kohn model is neutral so far as pejorative
sentiments are concerned; colonialism being understood in
terms of the distribution of political power only. It avoids
the exploitative connotations given by Marxist, many Afro-
Asian and some American commentators.l® For example, the
American Webster's Dictionary defines colonialism as '"the

system in which a country maintains foreign colonies for
their economic exploitation". 17 The Hans Kohn colonial model
also indicates that legally independent states can be
colonies. For example, the United States' relationship with
some of the central American and Caribbean republics until
comparatively recently was a colonial onej; the successful
American 1ntervent10ns in Grenada and Panama in the 1980's
suggest that relatlonAleth much of the area are still '"neo-
colonial" if not "colonial" in form. Similarly, until 1989,
the Soviet Union's relations with its Eastern European
satellites was essentially a colonial one.

This was denied by those holding a legalistic view of
colonialism. To them a colonial relationship exists "when
the government of one political entity has a legal
guardianship, recognised under international law, for the
domestic and/or foreign affairs of another geographically
external political unit".18 Thus, many Afro-Asian leaders,
pre-occupied as they often were with racialism and Western
European style colonialism, maintained that independence
"consists fundamentally and basically of foreign
relations".1? The Soviet Union's East European satellites
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were "members of the United Nations'" and "independent in
terms of international law'" who therefore '"could in no way be
called colonies".20

Hans Kohn's models also avoid many of the pit-falls
associated with mechanistic views of imperialism and
colonialism. Many Americans, however, understand these terms
from a mechanistic viewpoint. For example, the distinctions
drawn between "expansion", '"colonialism" and "imperialism" by
Quincy Wright, a distinguished American commentator upon
international law and colonial questions during the interwar
years:

"Expansion occurs where a people with a naturally increasing
population gradually extends its frontier over an adjacent,
vacant or almost vacant, territory...

Colonialism is much the same but with the difference that
the colony is not territorially continuous with the
motherland. It is separated by such natural barriers as a
range of mountains, a desert, or a sea...

Imperialism occurs when a state attempts to control
territory which may be adjacent or separated but which is
inhabited by azgeople of different characteristics and
institutions."

The distinctions are based on the different processes of
domination: to Professor Wright, "Expansion may be likened
to the growth of an organism and colonization to
reproduction, but imperialism more nearly resembles the
acquisition of property. The people in a state's expanded
area are but peripheral cells of the leviathan, colonies are
its children, but the inhabitants of an empire tend to become
its slaves."22 He characterises expansion and colonization
(in the sense of the original American settlements in the New
World) as good, but imperialism as bad. To him the
"expansion of the United States over its present continental
area and of Russia over much of Siberia'" is natural
expansion.23 Hans Morgenthau underlined the prevalent view

among Americans:
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"The settlement of the better part of a continent by the
thirteen original states seemed to be an act of
civilization rather than of conquest and as such
essentially different from, and morally superior to, the
imperialistic ventures, wars of conquest, and colonial
acquisitigas with which the history of other nations is
replete."

He proceeds to point out that "it was not so much
political virtue as the contiguity of the sparsely settled
object of conquest with the original territory of departure,
which put the mark of uniqueness upon American expansion'.
To expand, the United States 'did not need to cross the
oceans and fight wars of conquest in strange lands, as did
the other great colonizing nations".23 Quincy Wright's
distinctions overlook the element of power present in the
relationships. Professor Morgenthau underlined the
importance of this point in the American case; '"the utter
political, military, and numerical inferiority of the Indian
opponent tended to obscure the element of power, which was
less obtrusive in, but no more absent from, the continental
expansion of the United States than the expansionist
movements of other nations".26 Moreover, the mechanistic

distinctions between "expansion'" and "

colonization", fail to
provide adequate means of determining which geographical
factors make either definition operative in marginal cases;
how large the desert, how high the mountain, how wide the
sea! In addition, as Quincy Wright recognised, "imperialism
is not always easy to distinguish from expansion and
colonization'", as they depend upon such nebulous factors as
the numerical strength and degree of civilization of the
indigenes, and the extent to which they lose their separate
identity through either extermination, expulsion, or
intermarriage with the colonists.2’

In fact, like many Americans, Professor Wright appears
to have been influenced by the "salt water" concept. The
"widespread but unwarranted assumption, which had its origin
in the fifteenth century age of discoveries, that colonial
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empires are established by sea powers, whereas expansion into
contiguous land masses does not produce empire or
colonialism".28 Thus, with regard to twentieth century
attempts to develop the principle of international
accountability for dependent peoples, it was comparatively
simple for Americans to accept the premise that 'rule over an
alien people separated from the mother country by open sea is
intolerable and should be subject to international control
whereas similar rule over an alien people on an unbroken
stretch of dry land is neither suspect nor a matter for
international concern".29 The impact of the concept is such
that, to quote Walter Lippmann, many Americans have not
thought of "China or Russia as an empire", but might well
have done so if, say, Siberia "were on an island or group of
islands separated from Russia", or "Mongolia, Manchuria,
Tibet, and Sinkiang were scattered about in the Iundian
ocean".30 Indeed, "the process of overland expansion has
been awarded an acceptance and favour of a kind denied to the

spectacular, far-flung depredations of the sea powers".31 To

many Americans it was their "manifest destiny" and "
binding" duty to expand "from the Atlantic to the Pacific".

This, to them, was not colonialism, but a noble endeavour. A

morally

"significant myth" soon arose and the "image of 'the
Frontier', whether invoked by television's unflinching heroes
or by President John F. Kennedy, has never lost its potency
and attraction".32 As John Plamenatz has underlined,
although '"severe critics of 'colonialism', the Americans like
the Russians have attacked many peoples weaker than
themselves, taking vast territories from them". For both of
them, "fortunately", the "territories they seized touched
upon their own and were sparsely populated":

"they could therefore absorb them as integral parts of their
own countries. Russia and the United States extended their
frontiers, while Britain and France remained the same size
as before and reduced other countries overseas to
subjection. This difference has seemed to the Russians
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and Americans to put tbem moFal}y 9n"33higher plane than
the peoples guilty of ‘colonialism’.

The salt water concept and mechanistic understandings of
colonial relationships were especially important in American
planning for the future United Nations trusteeship system
during the Second World War. In particular, President
Roosevelt had a mechanistic view of imperial relationships
and would not have regarded the salt water concept as a
"fallacy'". Such attitudes themselves derive from the
American anti-colonial tradition. Before examining that
tradition, however, mention must be made of the term "neo-
colonialism" and its relationship to American attitudes.

The phenomena often described as neo-colonialist are not
new occurrences in international relations. For example, in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the term
"economic imperialism'" was used to indicate a type of
economic relationship similar to the economic model of neo-
colonialism. It characterised many Eurobean and American
relationships with the formally independent states of Africa,
Asia, and Latin America. Similarly, the political=-military
spheres of influence of the European powers in Africa and
Asia, and the United States in Latin America, were a form of
domination which would now be denounced as neo-colonialism.
Likewise, the very process whereby the European powers sought
"to civilise" what they regarded as the backward areas of the
globe, would now be denoted as neo-colonialism.

The actual term neo-colonialism "appears to have been
first used in the late 1950's following the beginning of
Western Europe's retreat from Africa and the tremendous
growth of independent Black African states. The problem of
definition is made particularly difficult owing to the
nebulous and emotive sense in which the term is frequently
used. Indeed, 'colonialism', 'imperialism', 'nineteenth
century imperialism', and 'neo-colonialism', are often used
as inter-changeable and derogatory terms for describing any
western activity in the underdeveloped regions of the world."
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Neo-colonial relationships themselves '"can originate from
either custom or domination (whether political, economic, or
cultural), and be endowed with a veneer of legality in so far
as they derive from either a formal treaty or a general
informal association".3%

At least two models of neo-colonial relationships can be
defined; both having a wider field of application than
western hegemony in the third world. The definitions rest
upon the distribution of non-indigenous power and influence
in independent states. "In one model the emphasis is upon
the existence of non-indigenous influence within a sovereign
state and in the other upon a state's claiming of special
preogatives in an external geographical area. The first
model is best understood by remembering that the leaders of
the emergent states are prone to denounce as neo-colonialism
any tie with the western world which appears to make their
new-found independence less than absolute."32 Although not
mentioning neo-colonialism as such, President Sukarno gave
voice to this apprehension in an address to the Bandung
Conference:

"I beg of you not to think of colonialism only in its
classic form which we of Indonesia, and our brothers in
different parts of Asia and Africa, knew. Colonialism has
also its modern dress, in the form of economic control,
intellectual control, and actual physical control, by a
small but alien community within a nation. It is a skilful
and determined enemy, and it appears in many guises. It
does not give up its loot easily. Wherever, whenever, and
however it appears, colonialjsm is an evil ghing, and one
which must be eradicated from the earth."3

In this reactive sense "neo-colonialism can be defined
as any activity (whether political, economic, intellectual,
or cultural) by a non-indigenous group (be it another
sovereign state, international organization of whatever type,
alien community within the state, or outside economic
interest) which appears to undermine the independent status
of a sovereign state".37 This model of neo-colonialism can

denote both real and imaginary activities by non-indigenous
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groups. Indeed, the myths of neo-colonialist threats are
frequently employed by third world leaders as vital
psychological aids in their endeavours to construct viable
nation-states. Neo-colonialism, in effect, has a cohesive
function in that it can help to cement the "still plastic
unity" of a newly independent state.38

Neo-colonialism in this sense reflects the feelings of
inadequacy and even at times inferiority felt by many
emergent peoples. There is usually more dependence on the
outside world than they desire. Moreover, although now
possessing political sovereignty, they often assume that
independence is incomplete so long as the alien metropole
remains enmeshed in the life of its former colony. "An
emergent people cannot eradicate completely all their ties
with the former metropole, however, as even if all the more
formal bonds of the relationship are broken, its historical
heritage is usually an integral part of the type of
civilization, particularly in the technical sense, which they
ardently desire to achieve."39 Thus, to compensate
psychologically, some of the more nationalistic leaders
denounce any acceptance of western cultural norms as 'mental
colonialism" and to over-stress the distinctive nature of
their indigenous cultures. Their frustration is increased by
the tendency of the western world until at least very
recently to undervalue if not actually despise the emergent
peoples' achievements and native cultures. At the grass
roots level, moreover, independence day did not bring
immediate satisfaction of rising economic and social
expectations:

"The weak are still weak, and the strong are still
strong. The former colonial power rules no longer but it
is still there, one of an allied group of nationms,
including the United States, which wield immense power, and
are united in their 'whiteness', whilst most of them
exercise some form of colour-bar, or at 1285t racial
superiority, against the coloured world."
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This model of neo;colonialism, although usually confined
to Western relations with emergent peoples, is also
applicable to relationships among the emergent peoples
themselves and to relationships within the Western world.
Thus, a dislike of supposedly alien influences was applicable
to relations between the newly independent United States and
Great Britain. After the War of Independence, in '"name", the
United States was "an independent nation with its own unique
government. But in reality it would be many years before
America could feel itself truly free of Britain."*l Thomas
Jefferson's denunciation "of the 'bastard liberty' of the
British with their aristocracy and inequalities",%2 in part
can be explained by President Bourguiba of Tunisia's comment
that, "To show how truly independent one is, one insults the
former colonial power".43 In fact, American reluctance to
become embroiled in the European balance of power lest the
new United States become tarnished with the 'imperialist'
habits of the 0Old World, resembles the ehergent states' fear
of neo-colonialism. Like most of the latter, 'the United
States was a former European colony unable to sever all her
cultural and historical ties with the former metropole and
whose own national achievements tended to be despised by the
longer established nations of western Europe".44 Americans
were infuriated by the remarks of such British visitors as
Mrs. Fanny Trollope: "I do not like their principles, I do
not like their manners, I do not like their opinions".45
Although by no means all Britons held such views as Mrs.
Trollope, it was perhaps understandable that the reaction of
some Americans should be "Gratitude! Gratitude to England!
What does America owe to her?.... We owe her nothing!"4®
Indeed, like Afro-Asian nationalist sentiments in the
twentieth century, there were advocates of an American
culture to emphasise separation. Noah Webster in his

American Dictionary of the English Language of 1828, even

called for a new American language: "as an independent

nation, our honour requires us to have a system of our own,
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in language as well as government".47 The perhaps natural
attempt by the "hypersensitive ex-colony" to "define American
interests and values as the opposite" of those of Great

48 is a classic case of the emotional model of neo-

Britain,
colonialism. It goes a long way towards explaining both the
psychological roots of the American anti-colonial tradition
and the general assumptions in the United States about
colonial and related issues.

Finally, another point of similarity between the Afro-
Asian and American reactions to new-found independence, lies
in their desire to stand aloof from international conflicts
which they believed were not of direct concern to them. In
the 1950's and 1960's especially, there was widespread
criticism in the United States regarding Afro-Asian desires
for neutrality and nonalignment in the Cold War. It is
somewhat paradoxical, therefore, that the United States held
views regarding the power struggles of the ."0ld World" in the
early days of her independence (and, in fact, until well into
the twentieth century) resembling those of the modern Afro-
Asians. Indeed, some passages of George Washington's revered
Farewell Address could have been made by an Afro-Asian

statesman advocating avoidance of becoming entangled in the
Cold War:

"As avenues to foreign influence, in innumerable ways, such
attachments are particularly alarming to the truly
enlightened and independent patriot. How many
opportunities do they afford to tamper with domestic
factions; to practise the arts of seduction; to mislead
public opinion; to influence or awe the public councils!
Such an attachment of a small or weak nation, toward a
great and powerful one, dggms the former to be the
satellite of the latter."

The second neo-colonial model describes a state's vital
economic and or strategic interests in external geographical
areas where its influence is preponderant vis a vis other
states. Usually the geographical area is outside the
external state's formal judicial orbit in that normally it
does not have responsibility for the area's internal
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administration. "Forceful" diplomacy might have been
applied, however, to extract commercial and legal privileges
for its citizens or to obtain formal treaty rights to
preserve vital economic, political and strategic interests.
The model embraces both a specific vital interest in one or
more states or general spheres of influence. It can be
defined as when a state possesses either an economic and/or
strategic interest in an external geographical area covering
one or more political units, whose preservation it regards as
vital to its national well-being. It differs from a colonial
relationship as defined by Hans Kohn in the degree of
interference in the domestic administration of the political
unit in question. Usually the state claiming special
prerogatives does not possess either formal governmental
responsibilities or the political will and/or de jure right
to intervene in the day-to-day administration of purely
domestic affairs. The neo-colonial relationship is
terminated whenever the state claiming special privileges no
longer possesses either the necessary political-will,
diplomatic dexterity, economic, or military power to
safeguard those privileges in the face of either indigenous
ambitions and challenges or those of other external states.
In effect, this model of neo-colonialism is based on
"informal" rule as opposed to the "formal'" governmental
powers normally found in colonial relationships.

American expansion in the twentieth century 'generally
followed 'informal' methods of commercial and financial
penetration, most notably in Latin America".’? In fact,
United States' use of the Monroe Doctrine and relations with
the Latin American states, especially those situated in the
Caribbean, are classic examples of the second model of neo-
colonialism. Her relations with Latin America and the Monroe
Doctrine itself are examined more fully in Section 3, and for
the moment only a few general points need to be made.
Essentially, the Latin American states have had to accept the
Monroe Doctrine and its various corollaries, unilaterally
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pronounced by Washington, as they did not possess the
necessary economic, military or political strength to
challenge effectively the United States' claim to hegemony in
the New World. While Americans sometimes described the
relationship in idealistic and moral terms, it remained one
based on power.

Although now less marked than in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, the relationship is still
essentially a neo-colonial one for the Central American and
Caribbean states; witness the successful United States'
interventions in Grenada and Panama during the 1980's. The
advent of the Castro regime, however, severed the neo-
colonial tie between Cuba and the United States, despite
continued American occupation of the Guantanamo base and the
successful efforts of the Kennedy Administration in 1962 to
have the Soviet Union's Cuban missile sites dismantled. The
United States still possesses the economic-military means to
overthrow the Castro regime, but does not use her full power
to do so for a mixture of internal domestic considerations,
the risk of forfeiting Latin American good-will, and until
recently, perhaps, the threat of Soviet retaliationm.

2. The Nature of the American Anti-Colonial Tradition

American anti-colonial sentiments are rooted in the fact
that the United States itself is the product of a successful
revolt by thirteen British North American colonies against
the nominal rule of George III. It was a revolt, however, of
whites against whites; there was no question of civil rights
for non-whites. With regard to the Red Indians, as
Representative Dorn of South Carolina pointed out in June
1955, "we did not advocate self-government for American
Indians. That would have been absurd."?l Negro slavery was
widely accepted and regarded by many as part of the natural
order of things. Stoughton Lynd, among others, has argued
that at the Constitutional Convention of 1787 which framed
the American federal constitution, slavery was "central" to
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the compromises reached and the '"clauses providing for
federal suppression of [slave] insurrections and capture of
fugitive slaves, as well as for postponing the abolition of
the slave trade, were all integral to the framing of the new
government".52 To Thomas Jefferson, a principal author of
the Declaration of Independence, the rights of man meant
essentially '"white man".?3 A Supreme Court judgement of
March 1857 upheld this interpretation by five votes to four.
Chief Justice Roger Taney ruled that '"a Negro slave or a free
Negro whose ancestors were slaves, could not become a United
States citizen'". Negroes had not been "intended to be

included under the word 'citizens in the Constitution:

"They had for more than a century before been regarded as
beings of an inferior order, and altogether unfit to
associate with the white race, either in social or
political relations; and so far inferior that they had no
rights which the white man was bound to respect and that
the negro might lgztly and lawfully be reduced to slavery
for his benefit. L

The American anti-colonial tradition itself has varied
in content and intensity at different epochs of the history
of the United States. There is an ideological core, however,
from which the various forms of American anti-colonial
sentiment derive. John Quincy Adams expressed its basic
tenets in 1821:

"colonial establishments cannot fulfil the great objectives
of governments in the just purpose of civil society....They
are incompatible with the essential character of our
American institutions, and as engines of wrong it would in
time be the duty of the human family to abolish them, a8
they are now endeavouring to abolish the slave trade."

The potency of this central ideological core stems from
and is reinforced by the American political heritage. In
particular, the American "Declaration of Independence" denied
the ideological basis of permanent colonialism with the
assertions that "all men are created equal", and that
governments derive '"their just powers from the consent of the
governed". Although the United States' own treatment of her

non-white "citizens" did not live up to these assertions
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fully until well into the twentieth century, this did not
prevent many Americans from alleging that European colonial
practices were undemocratic and unjust. The believed lessons
of the American frontier experience further reinforced the
ideological core. There arose the myth that the transit of
the settlers across the North American plain during the
nineteenth century demonstrated that if men were left to
their own devices, their innate capacities and goodness were
such that they could stand on their "own two feet" and govern
themselves wisely. Again, in the eyes of many Americans, the
fact that in the nineteenth century those qualities were
attributed to "whites" only, was irrelevant to the tenet that
colonialism hampered the fullest development of human
capacity. Finally, as is discussed more fully later in this
section, the influx of immigrants in the nineteenth century
often brought with them a dislike of the European empires
which gave additional strength to the conviction that the
"American-way" was both different from znd, superior to the
imperialist and other practices of the 0ld World.

From the basic postulate on the unjustness of colonial
rule, two distinct yet related convictions have sprung:
first, colonialism impedes world trade; and second, it
threatens international peace. The former is underpinned by
two historical factors arising from Anglo-American commercial
differences. The first is rooted in the economic causes of
the American War of Independence; namely, the attempt of
George III's government in Westminster, influenced by
eighteenth century mercantilist doctrines, to regulate the
trade of the North American colonies. The second factor
derives from the confounding of the American expectation that
after their revolution, they would "continue the privileges
and profits that had formerly been theirs, particularly the
once lucrative trade with the British West Indies". Instead,
the British Government treated '"the United States as the
foreign nation it had so ardently desired to become", and
endeavoured '"to strengthen the empire by reserving the
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benefits for those colonies, such as Canada, that had
remained 1oya1".56 The resulting American contention that
colonialism created artificial trading barriers detrimental
to the economic interests of both dependent peoples and other
sovereign states, was reinforced by the belief that a
principal reason for the United States' own tremendous
economic growth in the nineteenth century was the absence of
such barriers between the states of the North American Union.
Many Americans and Europeans as well, moreover, believed that
European competition for overseas empire to obtain economic
advantages and the subsequent practice of the colonial
"closed door" was a fundamental cause of international
conflict. For example, Cordell Hull's comments in 1944 on
ending '"preferential arrangements in the British Empire after
the end of the war':

"Unless the business people of our two countries recognise
that we have to turn over a new page in economic affairs
and go forward....resolutely....there will simply be no
foundation for any stable peace structure in the future.
On the contrary, there will be the inevitable seeds of
future wars in the forg7of vast unemployment and hunger
throughout the world."

Closed door practices in the Philippines and other
American territories were usually overlooked or explained
away. The American concern with what they considered to be
the economic dangers of colonialism made them firm advocates
of the "open door", especially in plans for international
accountability for dependent peoples.58

The second American conviction on the dangers of
colonial rule was that it threatened international peace and
security because colonial regimes were inherently unstable
due to the desire of subject peoples to be free. A good
example of this belief is provided by the remarks of Frances
B. Sayre (a son-in-law of Woodrow Wilson) in 1943 when
serving as a special assistant to Cordell Hull:

"The problem of colonial government which has tormented
Europe for over four centuries never will be solved until
they come to realise that the supreme values in the world
are human personalities. Every alien rule based upon mass
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injustice or exploitation contains the seeds of unrest and
ievo}ution and"ggkes against international stability and
asting peace.

Indeed, as is demonstrated in Chapters 5 and 6,
underlying the Roosevelt Administration's endeavours during
the Second World War to establish a viable system of
international accountability for dependent peoples as an
integral component of the envisaged postwar United Nations,
was the conviction that once the Allies were victorious over
the Axis powers, a major threat to international stability
could well arise from attempts by the European colonial
powers to retain and/or to regain control of their Asiatic
and African empires. For example, President Roosevelt's
remarks to Elliott Roosevelt in January 1942: "I'm talking
about another war....I'm talking about what will happen to
our world if after this war we allow millions of people to
slide back into the same semislavery....Don't think that
Americans would be dying in the Pacific tonight if it hadn't
been for the shortsighted greed of the French and the British
and the Dutch."®0 oOnce she entered the war, the United
States put considerable pressure on Great Britain both to
hasten the march to independence of colonial dependencies,
especially India, and to cooperate in establishing an
international trusteeship system to assist that process.

Another factor behind the American anti-colonial
tradition was the already mentioned frustration at the
fledgling Republic's inability to break all its ties with
Great Britain. 1In particular, throughout much of the
nineteenth century, there was considerable national
frustration due to the fact that American insular security in
large measure rested on the Pax Britannica. The position was

aggravated in that Great Britain was the one state with the
potential to challenge seriously American power in the New
World. Again, when the United States began to extend her

interests into the Caribbean, the Pacific, and Asia, almost

47



always, the main, usually already entrenched, rival was Great
Britain

American anti-colonialism was given an added impetus by
the hostile feelings which many of the nineteenth century
influx of European immigrants had for the European empires.
Of particular importance was the hatred many American Irish
had for England and all her works; they brought "few
possessions" to the United States, but "a wealth of bitter
memories rooted in eviction, poverty and famine".®l In the
words of the American historian, Merle Curti, '"the presence
of the British-hating Irish led our politicians to curry
their favour by 'twisting the lion's tail' so vehemently that
friendly relations with the mother country suffered repeated
strains".®2 The growing Anglo-German rivalry of the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was also reflected
in the anti-British sentiments of many Americans of German
stock. A good example is provided by the then Secretary of
State, John Hay's account of the 1900 Democratic Presidential
Convention: 'We had great trouble to prevent the Convention
from declaring in favour of the Boers and the annexation of
Canada". He deplored the harm to Anglo-American relations
"because all Irishmen are Democrats and some Germans are
fools", declaring that it was "enough to drive a man mad".®3
Later, Secretary of State Robert Lansing, when writing of the
groups in the United States who opposed American entry on the
Anglo-French side in the First World War, refers to the
efforts of those of "German and Austrian descent', and
especially the efforts of '"the Irish-Americans who
sympathized with those who were trying to free Ireland from
British domination".®4 After the war at the time of the
Paris Peace Conference, the American Irish "were bombarding"
President Wilson for not forcing Great Britain '"to grant the
Irish independence".65 It was "significant that Senator
David I. Walsh of Massachusetts, himself of Irish lineage,
was one of the few Democratic senators who refused to subport
Wilson four square on the League".66
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In the twentieth century, moreover, there have been
numerous attempts by other hyphenated American ethnic groups
to influence United States policy regarding colonial
questions, especially important at election times. American
Jews have been the most powerful of these groups in both
financial and opinion-making terms. The American Zionist
lobby in the second quarter of the century added to the anti=-
colonial chorus through its propaganda against British stands
on creating a Jewish national home in Palestine.®’

The American anti-colonial tradition has been kept alive
by the perpetuation of historical images. Certainly during
the period covered by this thesis, the teaching of history in
American schools reinforced the historical memory of believed
past colonial injustice. Robert Lansing referred to the
"influence'" of "the textbooks in teaching American history to
the youth of the land. Unavoidably there was implanted in
the minds of the students in our public schools the idea that
England was our hereditary foe".68 American history teaching
was such that the '"ghosts" of George III and Lord North
"still haunted the American scene"
War. Richard Law of the Foreign Office reported that "it may
be these ghosts will never be laid, and that it will not be

during the Second World

possible to instruct the American people in the real nature
of the British Empire".®9

Overall, the key factor influencing the growth and
direction of the American anti-colonial tradition was the
historical circumstance of the United States' birth as an
independent state; namely, that she obtained her independence
by fighting a revolutionary war against the Great Britain of
George III. Folk-memories of the Boston Tea Party reinforced
American anti-colonialism. 1Image, not reality is all
important. As has also been the case with many newly
independent Afro-Asian states, the real or imagined
circumstances of the birth are not so important as the fact
that the United States was once the dependency of a colonial
power whose values and interests were still intertwined with
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those of the fledgling North American Republic; legal
independence could not remove all the cultural, economic and
political ties between the United States and Great Britain
inherited from the colonial era. This aspect was aggravated
by the fact that the British Empire was her chief commercial
rival once the United States began to take a wider interest
in international relations. The historical memory is
perpetuated by American "historical landmarks" which for
British visitors are "one deep humiliation after another'":
"Most of the sights celebrate ignominious British defeats or
defiant American triumphs over colonial oppression....
The message is clear. Divine intervention, aided by the
fact that the spiﬂ76ess British were easily scared, allowed
right to triumph.

Finally, it should be underlined that Americans have
never disliked the other European colonial empires in quite
the same way as they did the British empire. From the early
days of the new republic, in the words of John Adams, Canada
and the other British possessions in the New World meant that
Great Britain will "be the enemy of the United States, let
her disguise it as much as she will". To him, France was
"“the natural ally" of the United States.’! Indeed, over a
hundred years later, Secretary of State Lansing referred to
"the sentimental friendship which had persisted from the days
of the American War of Independence. The aid which France
had furnished to the colonies during the days of the
Revolution had never been forgotten. France was our historic
friend to whom we owed a debt of gratitude."72 This was
certainly true up to the Second World War when President
Roosevelt demonstrated a marked distaste for French
colonialism as is shown in Chapter 5. In his view, however,
the British Empire was the primary obstacle to intermnational
trusteeship as a staging post on the road to colonial
emancipation.
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3. Anti-Colonialism and American Policy

(a) The emotional commitment to anti-colonialism

The emotional potency exerted on the public life and
policies of the United States by the usual American view of
their national origins and subsequent anti-colonial tradition
may be gleaned from the fact that in official language she

has never possessed colonies or protectorates. When Hawaii
and Puerto Rico were acquired at the end of the nineteenth
century, they were denoted as "territories", while the United
States' other outposts in the Caribbean and the Pacific were
described as "insular possessions':

"The word colony itself disappeared from official
terminology; the Philippines became referred to as a
dependency or as an insular possession as were Guam, Wake,
Samoa, Midway and other Pacific islands (which were
administered by the U.S. Navy). Generations of Americans
grew up without being aware of the colonies of the
Philippines and Puerto Rico existing b;gind the facade of
an administration of insular affairs."’”

In fact, in the words of Richard van Alstyne, "in the
United States it is almost a heresy to describe the nation as

an empire".74 William Fox writing in 1943, referred to the

word "empire'", as having "an evil connotation in America".’>
Until recently, many American historians tended to discount
their country's expeditions into the colonial field. Julius
Pratt maintained that, '"We practised colonialism in the first
third of the twentieth century with an uneasy conscience and
a more or less steady purpose to return to the paths of
virtue".’® Similarly, Neving' and Commagér's evaluation of
the American "imperialist phase'" of the 1890's:

"Time was to prove that the overseas responsibilities which
the United States assumed were in part merely temporary,
and at heart the nation remained non-imperialistic. As the
years passed it c99se to reduce its overseas holdings, not
to enlarge them."

Until after the Second World War it was comparatively
simple for the United States to feel and to pose as an
opponent of colonialism. A constant theme of this section,

to quote Emil Sady, is that the anti-colonialism "firmly
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established in the American value system, happily coincided
with the interests of the national security of the United
States, of American missionaries in the welfare of the people
concerned, and of private corporations in the materials,
trade, and investment opportunities in the colonies".’8

Until the 1890's and her emergence as a "world power",
moreover, she was too preoccupied with expanding across the
North American continent to be greatly interested in oceanic
expansion. It was recognised, however, that force was used
in that continental expansion. For example, John Foster
Dulles's testimony to the Senate's Foreign Relations
Committee's hearings on the Unitedkcﬁg¥¥2¥ in 1945: '"Largely
through force or the threat of force we expanded our domain
from a small strip along the Atlantic seaboard to a general
continental and, almost world empire."’?

The American belief in their own virtue has some
substance in that for most of the nineteenth century each new
territory acquired was destined by law to become an integral
part of the American Union with eventual statehood; its
inhabitants, or at least the white ones, becoming United
States citizens. The principle was first formulated in the
treaty governing France's cession of Louisiana to the infant
United States in 1803:

"The inhabitants of the ceded territory shall be
incorporated in the Union of the United States and admitted
as soon as possible a%§8rding to the principles of the
federal Constitution.

The American colonists prior to the War of Independence,
had favoured the extension of British power in North America.
Benjamin Franklin, for example, '"demanded more living room
and admonished the British that a prince 'that acquires a new
Territory, if he finds it vacant, or removes the Natives to
give his own people Room' deserves to be remembered as the
father of his nation. Past gains established the duty that
Britain now owed her Colonies."®l The United States' own
continental expansion, furthermore, was by no means morally
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superior to British oceanic expansion. Indeed, as is
developed further in Chapter 3, a sometimes overlooked cause
of the War of Independence was the hostility in the frontier
regions to a British proclamation of 1763; one of whose
purposes was preserving "Indian rights to their lands and
hunting grounds".82 George Washington, in fact, was one of
those colonists who acquired lands which created problems
with Indian Chiefs anxious '"to keep the whites out of their
country"; increasing the difficulties of a British government
endeavouring "to honour its obligations to the Indians to
restrain the whites from taking their lands".83

The march of the independent United States across the
North American continent was marked by deceit, treachery, and
violence. The Indian tribes were bullied and tricked out of
their hunting grounds. The white American settlers broke
treaty after treaty with the Indians in their search for
acreage and precious metals. In fact, John Collier has
maintained that in the middle of the nineteenth century
American policy '"drifted" to one "of the destruction of all
Indian organisation'". It '"became - and was actually called
officially - a policy of liquidation applied to Indian
properties and Indian life".84 1n 1867, General William
Tecumseh Sherman remarked that, '"The more I see of these
Indians, the more convinced I am that they all have to be
killed or be maintained as a species of paupers".85 Another
Civil War general, Phil Sheridan, 'urged destruction of the
bison herds, correctly predicting that when they disappeared
so would the Indian'; by 1885 the bison were virtually

extinct and the Indians starving.86

(b) The supremacy of the national interest

In both the North American continent and the Western
Hemisphere as a whole, the United States tended to
subordinate her anti-colonial tradition to the believed
requirements of her national interest. California, New
Mexico and Texas were obtained through military conquest,
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while in 1903, American control of the proposed Panama Canal
was ensured by instigating a revolt in the Colombian province
of Panama; the new, "independent", state of Panama granted
the Canal Zone to the United States in perpetuity. Mexico
was probably the main victim of American imperialism in the
New World. Even Americans like Abraham Lincoln who opposed
the war with Mexico over Texas in the 1840's, still supported
the "patriotic'" cause and those 'ready to pour out their
hearts' best blood, and their lives with it, on a foreign
shore, in defense of the American flag and American glory".87
This was a time of "Manifest Destiny"; a "dream" of "an
ocean-bound republic" stretching from the Atlantic to the
Pacific oceans.83 Alonmso Aguilar, a Mexican, has summarised
the results '"of the aggression against Mexico'":

"the United States first acquired Texas and shortly after,
in 1848, another large slice of territory. Altogether, the
United States incorporated some 945,000 square miles - a
vast area which today includes the states of Texas,
Arizona, New Mexico, California, Nevada, Utah, and part of
Wyoming. After appropriating these lands, to which it had
no right whatsoever, the United States paid $26.8 miléaon
for them - as though this made the annexation legal."

During the nineteenth century the Monroe Doctrine was a
valuable diplomatic instrument for protecting the United
States' insular security, commercial interests, and political
hegemony in the Western Hemisphere. As suggested earlier, it

. . A5 . .
was a classic example of neo=-colonialfi The Doctrine itself
was enunciated by President James Monroe in his annual
message to Congress, December 2, 1823. The essential premise
was ''that the American continents, by the free and
independent condition which they have assumed and maintain,
are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future
colonization by any European powers".%0 John Foster Dulles
described the Doctrine as "originally enunciated and pursued"
as "a doctrine of national self-defence".91

After its initial use to justify opposition to European
conquest and recolonisation of Spain's former colonies in

Latin America, the Doctrine was not really employed until
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"explicitly revised" by President James Polk in December 1845
regarding disagreements with Great Britain over Texas and the
Oregon territory.92 His corollary to the Doctrine took the
form of a "no-transfer" principle: '"We must ever maintain
that people of this continent alone have a right to decide
their own destiny. Should any portion of them, constituting
an independent state, propose to unite themselves with our
Confederacy, this will be a question for them and us to
determine without any foreign influence." The United States
“can never consent that European powers shall interfere to
prevent such a union".93

Until the end of the nineteenth century, the success or
otherwise of the Monroe Doctrine to a large extent depended
on the forbearance of the European powers, especially Great
Britain. By the 1890's, however, the United States herself
was a "Great Power'" with the actual ability to ensure
compliance. In 1895, Secretary of State Richard Olney
extended the Doctrine in an Anglo-American dispute over the
Venezuelan boundary. Olney's '"Fiat" proclaimed that the
United States would be the judge in disputes between the
European powers and the Latin American states: 'Today the
United States is practically sovereign on this continent, and
its fiat is law upon the subjects to which it confines its
interposition".94 President Theodore Roosevelt extended the
Doctrine in addresses to Congress between 1901 to 1905.
Under his corollary, the United States set herself up as the

guardian of "good government" and '"good behaviour" in the New

World:

"Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which results in a
general loosening of the ties of civilized society, may in
America, as elsewhere, ultimately require intervention by
some civilized nation, and in the Western Hemisphere the
adherence of the United States to the Monroe Doctrine may
force the United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant
cases of such wrongdoing or impotence, to the exercise of
an international police power....We would interfere with
them only in the last resort, and then only if it became
evident that their inability or unwillingness to do justice
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at home and abroad had violated the rights of the United
States or had invited foreign aggrgssionggo the detriment
of the entire body of American nations.

From the late 1890's until the early 1930's, the Monroe
Doctrine was used to justify establishing de facto
protectorates in the Caribbean to safeguard American
interests as well as to forstall possible European
intervention. There were numerous American interventions in
and even occupations of Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Haiti,
Mexico, and Nicaragua.96 The Doctrine also ideologically
justified the Wilson Administration's protection of American
security by purchasing the Danish West Indies in 1917 for $25
million in case Germany "conquer Demmark and come in that way
into legal title".97 1In 1928, Franklin Roosevelt summarised
the Doctrine's overall impact and American policy generally
on Latin America:

"The nineteen or twenty republics to the south of us in
Latin America do not scorn us, they hate us. They have
seen us in Haiti, Nicaragua and San Dagingo. They have
seen what they call our imperialism."

There was some change in American policy with the advent
of Roosevelt's own Administration in 1933 and the
inauguration of the "Good Neighbour" Policy.99 This rested
on two basic principles. The first was that to promote
better relations with the Latin American states, the United
States would not insist on all her legal rights. The second
was that she would endeavour to cooperate with them rather
than undertake unilateral actions. The new style American

ANRW W Pphasis an
diplomacy led to["Pan Americanism" and "the principle of
American solidarity" as expressed in the Buenos Aires
Declaration of December 1936: '"a moral union of all the
American Republics in defence of their common interests based
upon the most perfect equality and reciprocal respect for
their rights of autonomy, independence and free
development".100 As demonstrated earlier in this chapter,
however, the sheer size and relative power of the United
States combined with continued unilateralist inclinations,
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meant that she still retained a neo-colonialist relationship
with much of Latin America, especially those states in the
Caribbean and Central American regions. Nevertheless, "Pan-
Americanism'" did at least involve the semblance of collective
action by all the American states. Of the greatest
importance for the purposes of this thesis, moreover, as is
shown in Chapter 5, it was from the desire to foster inter-
American solidarity, that the Roosevelt Administration
formulated its first proposals for international trusteeship.

Until the end of the nineteenth century, however, the
United States continued to refrain from acquiring territories
not destined for eventual statehood within the North American
union. In fact, as Julius Pratt has pointed out, the
anticipation of "eventual statehood, was the prevailing one
among the men of the 1850's who urged expansion into the
Caribbean and Central America in the name of 'manifest
destiny'. That Cuba, if annexed, would become a state - a
slave state - was assumed by both advocates and opponents of
such annexation."10l 1n the post Civil War period, some
American statesmen had distinct colonial-style ambitions.
Secretary of State William Seward was probably '"the central
figure of nineteenth century American imperialism'. With the
end of the Civil War in 1965, he began a series of
expansionist initiatives:

"He threw out several lines in the Caribbean, hoping (though
in vain) for at least one island; and he boldly seized the
bait Russia suddenly held out in 1867 in letting him know
she was ready to sell Alaska....[He also] made a futile
gesture at annexing Hawaii, long since Americanized by New
England merchant§ and.missionaries; but he got M}SYay
Island, thus registering the trend toward Asia.

The debate over President Grant's abortive ambitions for
San Domingo, "produced in 1870/71, the first clear argument
in Congressional history on the issue of 'colonialism' or

'imperialism' as American policy". There was still a marked

distaste for colonial adventures. Senator Thomas Bayard,

denounced the proposal that the United States should embark
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"upon the vast and trackless sea of imperialism, to change it
into an imperial Government of outlying and distant
dependencies with a foreign population, strangers to us in
race, in blood, in customs, in all their systems, political,
social, moral and religious'". Senator Carl Schurz “warned
that free institutions cannot flourish in the tropies'":

"To govern tropical islands as 'satrapies' would 'demoralise
and corrupt our political life....and impart to our
Government a military character most destructive of its
republican attributes'. To admit them as states would be
to induct into Congress 'people who....have neither
language nor tradition, nor habits, nor politisgl
institutions, nor morals in common with us'."

In the Pacific, the region most important to her
national interest after the Americas and the Caribbean, until

the end of the nineteenth century, the direct extension of
United States' power was confined to the forceful diplomacy

of Commodore Perry's expedition of 1853 which extracted
commercial concessions from Japan, annexing a few small
islands such as the Midway Group in 1867, obtaining the
exclusive use of the Samoan harbour of Pago-Pago as a naval
base in 1878, and exercising a paramount influence in, but no
formal responsibility for, Hawaii from the 1870's onwards.

With the United States' emergence as a World Power in
the 1890's, "the arguments for overseas expansion won

widespread popular approval".104 For example, writing in
1895, Senator Henry Cabot Lodge maintained that, '"the great
nations are rapidly absorbing for their future expansion and
for their present defense all the waste places of the earth.
It is a movement which makes for civilization and the
advancement of the race. As one of the great nations of the
world, the United States must not fall out of the line of
march."105 Divergence from her anti-colonial tradition was
governed by similar motives to those influencing the
contemporary European expansion; more general acceptance of
the duty to assume "the white man's burden" and help the less
advanced coloured peoples, national prestige and Great Power
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rivalry, strategic requirements arising from the imperatives
of sea power, and commercial interests. In particular, in
American business circles there was a belief that a '"base in
the Philippines would aid in keeping open the Chinese door
for American trade, now threatened by the exactions of the
European powers".106 Overall, American inhibitions regarding
colonialism were modified to such an extent that the United
States procured an overseas empire not essentially different
in kind from, although smaller in scale to, those of the
European Powers. In 1897, she annexed Hawaii, and as a
result of the Spanish-American War of 1898, she wrested Guam,
the Philippines, and Puerto Rico from Spain.

A popular notion in American political folklore is that
the United States took the Philippines from Spain primarily
for the good of the Filipino people. Often ignored is the
fact that once the latter realised that they were not going
to obtain the independence they had generally expected, the
subsequent Filipino guerilla warfare was firmly suppressed by
the United States with a degree of brutality no different
from that sometimes undertaken by the European colonial
powers. There is evidence, for example, of water torture; of
Filipinos being held "beneath a water faucet turned on full
force, and of army medical officers using a syringe to inject
salt water into the nostrils".107 yilliam Pomeroy maintains
that it was "a matter of significance that virtually all of
the ranking American military commanders in the Philippines
were veterans of the American Indian Wars, which had
frequently turned into wars of extermination".l08 The
"widespread attitude" by the "white American soldiers" was
that the Filipinos were "racially inferior people'"; very
often described as "niggers".109 The overall American record
in the Philippines left much to be desired: "during the
period of United States rule from 1900 to 1946 it is doubtful
whether the living standards of the peasants and agricultural
labourers (the overwhelming bulk of the population) '
registered any marked improvement over the miserable
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conditions of the nineteenth century Spanish colonial
regime".110 This is not to criticise American rule as such,
but rather to underline that American colonial practice was
no better or worse than that of the European colonial powers.

The American anti-colonial tradition was still operative
in that jurisdiction over the Philippines was widely viewed
in the United States as only temporary. For example,
President Wilson in his first annual message to Congress in
December 1913, declared that "We must hold steadily in view
their ultimate independence, and we must move toward the time
of that independence as steadily as the way can be cleared
and the foundations thoughtfully and permanently laiq".111
Nearly fifty years passed, however, before the United States
considered that the Filipinos were sufficiently educated in
the practice of democratic institutions to be capable of
governing themselves. The Roosevelt Administration passed
the necessary independence legislation in 1934, but for a
variety of reasons (in particular, the Second World War and
Japanese occupation of the Islands) the Philippines didnol
become independent until 1946; only one year before the
British granted independence to the Indian sub-continent.
The United States, moreover, 'retained by treaty, military
and naval bases in the Philippines which Britain never sought
from India".112

Anti-colonial sentiment did play a role in American
decisions to grant varying degrees of self-government to her
overseas territories at a relatively early stage. '"'Hawaii
became an 'incorporated territory' - autonomous in local
affairs and with the possibility of ultimate statehood
(granted in March 1959). 1In Puerto Rico and the Philippines,
where Spanish rule had afforded little experience in
democratic practices, measures of self-government were
introduced and rapidly enlarged, so that by 1917, the people
of each dependency elected their own bicameral legislature
and through this largely regulated their own affairs, squect
to the supreme legislative authority of Congress in which it
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had no voice and the veto power of appointed governors."
After their purchase in 1917, the Virgin Islands continued to
have '"the same limited rights of self-government that they
had enjoyed under Denmark' until 1936. With populations of
less than 10,000 and 6,000 respectively, Guam and American
Samoa became '"naval stations', commanded by naval officers;

their "native assemblies had advisory powers only". 113

(¢) Strategic imperatives

It is within the realm of "naval stations" or bases,
that probably the greatest qualification to the American
anti-colonial tradition arises. Admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan
underlined the importance of sea power and hence overseas
base facilities in his book, The Influence of Sea Power Upon

History published in 1890:

"Colonies....afford....the surest means of supporting abroad
the sea power of a country....Such colonies the United
States has not and is not likely to have....Having
therefore no foreign establishments, either colonial or
military, the ships of war of the United States, in war,
will be like land birds, unable to fly far from their own
shores. To provide resting-places for them, where they can
crawl and repair, would be one of the first duties of a
government proposing to 1tse1£1£he development of the
powers of the nation at sea.

The United States had sought strategic gains in both the
Caribbean and the Pacific even before she reached Great Power
status in the 1890's. National security requirements went a
long way towards sublimating American anti-colonialism,
especially after the American Civil War. '"In the Caribbean,
American ambitions had only failed to reach a climax in the
years before the Civil War because they were primarily
Southern, and therefore increasingly suspect in the
North".115 s, F. Bemis has underlined the strategic motives
behind the abortive post Civil War Caribbean initiatives of
Secretary of State Seward and President Grant:

"The national exigencies of the Civil War, and the foreign
interventions in Mexico and Santo Domingo had convinced the
United States Government of the desirability of adequate
naval bases in the Caribbean to prevent such intrusions in

61



the future and to cover the approaches to the isthmean
transit which held an important relationship to Seward's
expectations of expangiTg trade and navigation in the
Pacific and Far East.

The 1890's and new found status as a Great Power renewed
United States interest in the Caribbean due to a recognition
of the importance of sea power in general and the Panama
Canal project in particular. As a result of the Spanish War,
strategic facilities were acquired in Cuba and Puerto Rico,
while the Panama Canal Zone was obtained through Theodore
Roosevelt's forceful diplomacy, and the Virgin Islands
purchased in 1917. The remaining European dependencies in
the Caribbean region were also viewed with interest for their
strategic value by the United States. For example, in
January 1918, the General Board of the Navy argued that the
"intrinsic strategic value" of the Bahamas, Bermuda,
Guadeloupe, Jamaica and Martinique, was such that the United
States should acquire them.l17 -

Similar sentiments were held at the time of the Second
World War., For example, in July 1939, the Chief of Naval
Operations, Admiral William Leathy, in a memorandum to
President Roosevelt advocated acquiring "limited base
facilities at a large number of locations in British
Caribbean possessions".118 In January 1941, regarding the
Anglo~American Lend-Lease agreement, President Roosevelt
suggested that "There is always the possibility of their
putting up their sovereignty to and over certain colonies
such as Bermuda, the British West Indies, British Honduras
and British Guiana".119 Earlier in 1940, the United States
had loaned Great Britain, fifty over-aged (but badly needed
by the British) destroyers in return for ninety-nine year
leases of bases in Antigua, the Bahamas, British Guiana,
Jamaica, St. Lucia, and Trinidad.120 So far as American
opinion was concerned, moreover, the security of the Panama
Canal took clear precedence over anti-colonialism. According

to a Gallup Poll of July 1940, 87 to 13 percent favoured the
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United States taking "immediate possession of the English,
French and Dutch territories in the area of the Panama Canal"
if Great Britain was defeated by Germany.121

The Pacific basin, especially the North Pacific, became
as important to American security as the Caribbean region
with the United States accession to 'Great power" status.
Prior to the United States'expomngion: to the Pacific coast of
North America and the opening of the Panama Canal, American
security interests in the region were of only secondary
importance. The emphasis of American policy at first had
been to prevent other states obtaining bases and concessions.
For example, with regard to Hawaii, in 1842, President John
Tyler declared that while having '"no designs on Hawaiian
independence'", the United States "would be 'dissatisfied' to
see any other power threaten to take possession of the
islands, colonise them, or subvert the native government".122

Mention has already been made of the Senate's refusal to
approve the ambitions of Secretary of State Seward and
President Grant in the Caribbean. This was also true of
their strategic designs in the Pacific; in particular,
regarding the Samoan Archipelago. '"In 1872 an American naval
officer Commander Meade, drew up a treaty with the Great
Chief a