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ABSTRACT 

FROM OUR ABUNDANCE: THE LOGICS AND PRACTICES OF US FOREIGN 
ASSISTANCE AS EVIDENCED IN THE DEBATES OF CONGRESS, 1789-1949 

Melissa Sinclair, Ph.D. 

George Mason University, 2019 

Dissertation Director: Dr. Thomas Flores 

 

Conventional wisdom places the origins of US Foreign Assistance in the wake of the 

Second World War, primarily as a tactic intended to thwart the spread of Communism 

and to promote peace through the expansion of a liberal economic world order. This 

placement risks overlooking the ways in which the massive programs launched in the 

mid-twentieth century may have been shaped by the previous 160 years of congressional 

decision-making. This dissertation takes a new approach by reaching deeper into US 

congressional history. Through the compilation and analysis of a novel dataset, the 

Foreign Assistance Congressional Debate Archive (FACDA), the study provides the first 

comprehensive account of foreign assistance legislative initiatives in the 1st through 80th 

Congresses (1789-1949). 

 

Two overarching questions guided the research: what were the cases of foreign assistance 

prior to the Second World War and what relationship, if any, do they have to the massive 
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programs that were launched in the mid-twentieth century? Content analysis was used to 

identify patterns and trends across all 129 FACDA cases. Rhetorical analysis was then 

used to build a historicized understanding of political rhetoric during six specific cases at 

key moments of change. 

 

The study concludes that the concept that came to be known as foreign assistance is the 

transformation of a concept of “foreign charity,” which dates back to the nineteenth 

century, into the notion of “enlightened self-interest” in the mid-twentieth century. This 

transformation was made possible, in part, by the introduction of a tripartite justification 

for legislation to feed starving Europe after the Great War: humanitarian imperative, 

economic interest, and national security. Legislators adopted this same political rhetoric 

after the Second World War in the framing of the Marshall Plan and other massive 

programs of the 80th Congress. This century-old rhetorical device continues to align 

Americans from vastly different ideological persuasions in support of foreign assistance 

legislation today. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

In 1947, a new term was introduced to the lexicon of the US Congress: foreign 

assistance.  

The term was new, but the concept was not. At least not in its entirety. Legislators 

had been intermittently deliberating opportunities to apply federal resources to the 

alleviation of suffering abroad since the 12th Congress (1811-1812). Ad hoc proposals 

targeted populations in every corner of the globe: Venezuela (1812), the Canary Islands 

(1812), Greece (1822 and 1826), Ireland (1847, 1879, 1880, 1918), Cape Verde (1856), 

Crete (1868), France and Germany (1871), Jews throughout Europe (1891, 1892, 1915, 

1919), Russia (1892, 1909, 1917, 1921), Armenians (1895, 1918, 1919), India (1897, 

1900), Cuba (1898), South Africa (1900, 1901), the French West Indies (1902), Chile 

(1906), Jamaica (1907), Italy (1909), Costa Rica (1910), China (1911, 1914), Poland 

(1916), Lithuania (1916), Syria (1916), Ruthenians (1917), Belgium (1917), Canada 

(1917), Europe (1919) and more. Some pleas were in response to natural disasters such as 

earthquakes and volcanic eruptions. Others sought to alleviate suffering in the wake of 

conflict, whether outright war or the suffering caused by famine or political oppression. 

These activities were referenced using various terms: foreign charity, foreign relief, 

philanthropy. 
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Following the Second World War, Congress continued the tradition by 

appropriating unprecedented billions for international relief and rehabilitation through a 

variety of programs. Yet two years later, the European economy was still stagnant and 

tensions with Moscow were rising. In 1947, newly appointed Secretary of State George 

C. Marshall proposed a change in tactic: “Any assistance that this Government may 

render in the future should provide a cure rather than a mere palliative.” He suggested 

that the United States abandon its “piecemeal” approach and commit to a comprehensive, 

multi-year plan for the recovery of the European economy. The plan was to be drafted 

and executed jointly by the governments of Europe with the “friendly aid” and “support” 

of the United States.1  

In response, the 80th Congress appropriated $13.5 billion ($133 billion in 2015 

dollars) over four years for the European Recovery Program, better known as the 

Marshall Plan. Ten months later, the fourth point of President Truman’s inaugural 

address announced intentions to “embark on a bold new program… for the improvement 

and growth of underdeveloped areas…. (whose) poverty is a handicap and a threat both 

to them and to more prosperous areas.”2 In the academic literature as well as popular 

culture, these two programs – the Marshall Plan and Truman’s Point Four program – are 

cited as the “birth” of modern foreign assistance. 

                                                
1 For a transcript of Secretary Marshall’s speech, see Richard Hofstadter and Beatrice K. Hofstadter, Great 
Issues in American History: From Reconstruction to the Present Day, 1864-1981 (New York, NY: Vintage 
Books, 1969), 408-411. 
2 For a transcript of President Truman’s inaugural address, delivered on January 20, 1949, see “Truman’s 
Inaugural Address,” Harry S. Truman Presidential Library and Museum, accessed March 3, 2019, 
https://www.trumanlibrary.org/whistlestop/50yr_archive/inagural20jan1949.htm. 
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Interestingly, narratives about foreign assistance make scant reference to events 

that preceded these two programs. When acknowledged, early cases tend to be positioned 

as precursors to the massive programs that were launched in the mid-twentieth century, 

void of a history of their own. In the words of Theda Skocpol, they are treated as 

“evolutionary backdrop” to the scene-arrival of the major policy event(s) with which the 

audience is most familiar.3 

This dissertation is built on a curiosity – we know that Congress engaged in 

sending aid abroad prior to the Second World War but we don’t know much about most 

of these events or the associated deliberations in Congress. What are these early cases 

and what relationship, if any, do they have to the massive programs that were launched in 

the mid-twentieth century and that carry on to this day?  

Even a cursory glance at nineteenth and early twentieth century legislation and the 

debates associated therewith suggests that some of the ideas with which legislators 

wrestled in formulating foreign aid after the Second World War were not entirely new. 

Questions about who should receive aid and why, justifications based on moral, 

economic and security reasoning, the anticipated return on investment, the positioning of 

the United States as benevolent, the overtones of “duty” and perceived threats of what 

might happen if assistance was not provided – these issues were faced by previous 

generations of legislators, each of whom found resolutions with justifications that were 

relevant for their particular moment in time. 

                                                
3 Theda Skocpol, Protecting Soldiers and Mothers: The Political Origins of Social Policy in United States 
(Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1995), reprint edition. Skocpol makes these observations in the context of 
her research about the evolution of domestic social policy and the events that preceded the advent of Social 
Security in the United States. 
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The question then arises, why have these early cases been overlooked? At least 

three factors come to mind that may contribute to, or at least benefit from, the inquiry of 

foreign assistance beginning in the mid-twentieth century while de-emphasizing that 

which came before: the difference in size and scope of the programs, the utility of 

creating a ‘new tool’ for a ‘new moment’ in international relations, and the lack of a 

‘majestic moment’ in the past around which a future foreign assistance narrative could be 

built. Each is considered here in turn. 

 First, the lack of interest in earlier cases may be accounted for in part by the sheer 

size and scope of post-Second World War programs. Comprehensive, multi-year 

initiatives like the Bretton Woods Institutions and the European Recovery Program were 

on a level theretofore unimagined. Pitched as solutions to the systemic problems that the 

patchworked efforts of the Great War generation had failed to address, the more 

extensive approaches of the 1940s required funding and authorities on a level that made 

previous efforts look quantitatively and qualitatively different.  

This mindset is reflected, for example, in Carol Lancaster’s assessment that there 

had been a “few temporary programs” prior to 1945 but they were not “sizeable and 

sustained” and therefore “foreign aid as we know it today did not exist.” Accordingly, her 

book devotes a mere two pages to what she calls the “pre-1945 antecedents of foreign 

aid” and the assessment of these early activities is tailored toward a narrative intended to 
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support her assertion that “if there had been no Cold War threat, the US might never have 

initiated the programs of aid or put pressure on other governments to do so.”4   

This leads to a second reason for the omission: to the degree that 1945 is cast as a 

‘new beginning’ – the moment that mutual cooperation took root, the moment that the 

United States became the ‘leader of the free world,’5 etc. – it makes sense to frame 

foreign aid as a concurrent invention, designed to manage the unique needs of an 

emerging political system. This holds true across the spectrum of political ideologies. 

For realist Hans Morgenthau, foreign aid was an “innovation which the modern 

age has introduced into the practice of foreign policy” in order to pursue “interests abroad 

which cannot be secured by military means and for the support of which traditional 

methods of diplomacy are only in part appropriate.” 6 At the other end of the spectrum, 

David Halloran Lumsdaine argues from a liberal perspective that “free or near-free 

provision of technology and finance to weaker states is an extremely anomalous and 

recent departure from all past practices” that can be attributed to an “idealist 

commitment to establishing a world with ‘freedom from want’ as well as ‘freedom from 

                                                
4 Carol Lancaster, Foreign Aid: Diplomacy, Development and Domestic Politics (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2007), 5. Accordingly, her book devotes a mere two pages to what she calls the “pre-1945 
antecedents of foreign aid” and the assessment of these early activities is tailored toward a narrative 
intended to support her assertion that “if there had been no Cold War threat, the US might never have 
initiated the programs of aid or put pressure on other governments to do so.” 
My original draft had the following – keep some of it in a footnote? . 
5 See Painter on how this contemporary phrase represents the culmination of a process to position the 
United States as both successor to Great Britain in the role of leading the interstate system and as the 
hegemonic power in the world capitalist system: David S. Painter, “Explaining U.S. Relations with the 
Third World,” Diplomatic History, 19, no.3 (Summer 1995): 530. 
6 Hans Morgenthau, “A Political Theory of Foreign Aid,” The American Political Science Review 56, no. 2 
(June 1962): 301. 
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fear.’”7 Lumsdaine opens his discussion with a quote by Swedish economist and 

sociologist Gunnary Myrdal: “The very idea that the developed countries, in all their 

dealings with underdeveloped countries, should show special consideration for their 

welfare and economic development, and should even be prepared to feel a collective 

responsibility for aiding them, is an entirely new concept dating from after the Second 

World War.”8 

Marxists immediately denounced the Marshall Plan as a front for American 

imperialism, a tool intended to secure and maintain US hegemony. A substantial body of 

literature has grown around this critique. For example, Noam Chomsky (2008) and Jean 

Bricmont (2006) assert that foreign aid is a new form of imperialism – ‘humanitarian 

imperialism’ – that uses human rights as a front for exploiting vulnerable nations. More 

nuanced critique comes from political scientist Tomohisa Hattori (2001, 2003) who 

argues that foreign aid is essentially a “gift” that signals and confirms the status quo in 

global social hierarchy. By offering a gift that cannot be reciprocated, Hattori argues that 

foreign aid is serving as a symbol of domination that transforms the Powerful to the 

Generous and recasts material hierarchy as a moral hierarchy between donor and 

recipients (Hattori, 2003, 237).9  

                                                
7 David H. Lumsdaine, Moral Vision in International Politics: The Foreign Aid Regime, 1949-1989 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1993), 33-34. 
8 Gunnary Myrdal, The Challenge of World Poverty: A World Anti-Poverty Program in Outline (New 
York: Pantheon Books, 1970), quoted in Lumsdaine, Moral Vision, 30. 
9 Taking these arguments further, post-development scholars see ‘underdevelopment’ as a concept invented 
by the United States, specifically President Truman, in order to secure the nation’s hegemonic position in 
the global community. For example, see Gustavo Esteva, “Development,” in The Development Dictionary: 
A Guide to Knowledge as Power, ed. Wolfgang Sachs (London: Atlantic Highlands, 1992), 7-8 and Gilbert 
Rist, The History of Development: From Western Origins to Global Faith, Fourth Edition (Zed Books, 
2014), 6. From this vantage, foreign aid is a violent force that eliminates local diversity, imposes a false 
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Thus, whether treated as a tool of power, mutual cooperation, or hegemonic 

control, narratives that frame foreign assistance as an “entirely new” innovation of the 

post-war generation need not look prior to the 1940s for explanations of its form and 

function; the information needed to understand the phenomenon is provided in the 

perceived point of origins or in grand theories that explain how the 1940s fit into a larger 

explanation of political behavior.10  

The final explanation for why these early experiences might be overlooked is that 

none of them offered a ‘majestic moment’11 around which a myth could be built to help 

launch the massive programs of the 1940s. Though some cases were memorable – food 

aid to starving Ireland in the mid-nineteenth century, American Relief Administration 

activities after the Great War – none held decisive sway over the outcome of a situation. 

For an effort as robust as the Marshall Plan, an equally robust historical moment would 

need to be found. It is telling, therefore, that Senator Vandenberg referenced Secretary 

Marshall’s speech as “a shot heard round the world” 12 when introducing the European 

Recovery Program to Congress, thus drawing into the conversation the moral authority of 

                                                
linearity on social progression, and entraps individuals and communities in a knowledge-power structure 
that disadvantages the global south. 
10 This is not to say they don’t recognize broad historical influences – colonialism, bribery, and missionary 
activity, for example – but rather that they don’t examine individual smaller cases of like-minded activities. 
11 Staples identifies the establishment of international development bodies such as the World Bank, Food 
and Agriculture Organization, and the World Health Organization, as a ‘majestic moment’ in which 
“discrete groups of people with international stature, expertise, money and power, influence, and the best of 
intentions began working to better the lives of other human beings whom they had never met or known, for 
no reason other than the desire to improve the fate of the human race.” Amy Staples, The Birth of 
Development: How the World Bank, Food and Agriculture Organization, And World Health Organization 
Have Changed the World 1945-1965 (Kent, OH: Kent State University Press, 2006): 1-2. 
12 The incident was memorialized by Ralph Waldo Emerson in his 1837 poem “Concord Hymn,” whose 
opening stanza is: “By the rude bridge that arched the flood/Their flag to April’s breeze unfurled/Here once 
the embattled farmers stood/And fired the shot heard round the world.” 
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the American Revolution. He framed the program as “a new call to the colors – this time 

a peace call to mobilize for self-help and cooperation in quest of mutual survival.”13  

And so, given the changes presented in the mid-1940s – the dramatic increase in 

size and scope of these new foreign assistance initiatives, the role that foreign assistance 

played in instituting a new system to govern  international relations, and the lack of 

‘majestic moment’ prior to the Second World war to rival the myth-making capabilities 

of the success of the European Recovery – are the early cases rendered unimportant to 

our understanding of foreign assistance as a tool of US foreign policy?  

This study gives reason to pause before answering. By treating 1947 as the “birth” 

of modern foreign assistance, the dominant narrative has failed to consider the ways in 

which congressional experience that preceded the Second World War may have shaped 

the options perceived as available to members of the 80th Congress. The 80th Congress 

was not dealing with a blank slate. In debates about foreign aid legislation, members’ 

speeches made explicit reference to experiences with the American Relief Administration 

(1919-1923) and, moreover, the framing of arguments echoed cognitive constructs that 

legislators had been using for generations. This is particularly evident when looking at 

the discourse surrounding descriptions of Recipients of aid, concepts of Self, and 

competing perspectives on the role of that Government should play in the alleviation of 

suffering abroad.  

This study suggests that by shifting the analytical focus from appropriations and 

authorities toward a consideration of debate rhetoric, we might gain new insights into the 

                                                
13 Senator Vandenberg (R-MI); Cong. Rec., 80th Cong., 2d sess., 1948, vol. 94, pt. 2: 1916. [EUR82] 
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phenomenon that came to be known as foreign assistance in the mid-twentieth century. 

Specifically, by considering the context in which ideas emerged, merged and changed 

both at specific moments in time and across time, and by identifying the forces that 

caused these developments, we can better understand the phenomenon that emerged in 

1948 as foreign assistance.  

Put another way, many factors shaped the development of the Marshall Plan and 

subsequent foreign assistance programs. This study seeks to complement existing 

explanations for the policy and practice by making legible foreign assistance 

deliberations throughout the first 160 years of congressional history.  

The next question, then, is how to approach a study of the early cases, particularly 

given that no comprehensive list or account of them exists. As mentioned, the secondary 

sources are inadequate because studies about foreign assistance tend to begin the inquiry 

after the Second World War. One set of scholars to avoid this trap, and to whom this 

study owes a debt of inspiration, are Louis Picard and Terry Buss, authors of A Fragile 

Balance: Re-examining the History of Foreign Aid, Security, and Diplomacy.14 Through a 

broad overview of many early cases as well as the cultural contexts from which they 

arise, the authors advance the notion that though the “volume of financial transfers” 

increased after 1948, the “developmental dilemmas and moral ambiguities” inherent to 

the enterprise have been part of the nation’s struggle since colonists “forced their way 

into the Ohio Valley, touching off the French and Indian War.”15 Though Picard and Buss 

                                                
14 Louis Picard and Terry Buss. A Fragile Balance: Re-Examining the History of Foreign Aid, Security and 
Diplomacy. Sterling, VA: Kumarian Press, 2009. 
15 Ibid., 37-38.  
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provide a starting point for considering a more historicized approach to foreign 

assistance, there is more of the story to be told. A Fragile Balance takes a very specific 

stance on interpreting events as an extension of Manifest Destiny and as ultimately 

leading to the “three Ds” approach of the contemporary US National Security Strategy – 

the cooperation of diplomacy, defense and development in the pursuit of national security 

objectives. Also, given the scope of Picard and Buss’ work – the entire span of US 

history – their analysis must be limited to highlights from key cases that drive the overall 

narrative forward rather than pausing to explore individual cases within their own 

contextual meaning and considering cases that do not fall in an obvious way within the 

study’s overall trajectory. Their approach also renders mute the cases that Congress 

considered but ultimately decided not to pursue. These rejected cases provide interesting 

and important counter-points in the forthcoming analysis.  

Historian David Ekbladh also challenges the emphasis placed on the mid-

twentieth by situating the modernization concepts that are associated with much of 

foreign assistance today in domestic experiments such as Reconstruction in the American 

south, the Tennessee Valley Authority, and economic development efforts in the 

Philippines. His focus, however is not on the congressional or rhetorical aspects of the 

phenomenon. Similarly, Merle Curti’s American Philanthropy Abroad provides an 

unparalleled overview of the history of private-sector giving and, for the cases in this 

study that contain a private sector element, served as an invaluable reference tool. 

Nonetheless, Curti’s study of private philanthropy focuses on different cases than does 

this study of public engagement (though there is some overlap when a congressional case 
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contained a private sector element) and his presentation often (though not always) lacks 

the details of congressional discourse.  

Hence, the works of Picard and Buss, Ekbladh and Curti were helpful starting 

points for the formulation of ideas and identification of cases but left much more ground 

to be explored. To do so required going back to the Congressional Record and its 

predecessor documents, hereafter referred to as the Record. The Record preserves an 

account of the daily proceedings of US Congress since the founding of the institution 

(1789). Thus, the first task was to identify every time that Congress considered sending 

aid abroad. The process for this identification task is described more thoroughly in 

Chapter 2 and Appendix H. During data collection, a wide net was cast so as to not 

impose a priori constraints on the collection process. As collection progressed, the 

decision was made to discard cases that involved US territories such as the Philippines 

and Puerto Rico because metropole responsibility and authority made the options 

perceived as available for these cases qualitatively different than the others in the study. 

Military aid that was strictly lethal in nature was also excluded, though programs that 

intermingled lethal and nonlethal aid were included such as Lend-Lease and Government 

Aid and Relief in Occupied Areas in the 1940s. 

Based upon a review of the collected data, a definition for foreign assistance 

during the period of study was established: the application of American resources to the 

suffering and want of foreign peoples and governments outside the United States and its 

territories. One hundred twenty-nine cases met this definition. Sixty independent 



12 
 

variables were collected for each case. This information is housed in a novel dataset 

entitled the Foreign Assistance Congressional Debates Archive (FACDA).  

The study then used content analysis to identify patterns and trends across all 129 

cases and rhetorical analysis to build a historicized understanding of six specific cases at 

particular moments in time. The study seeks to reconstitute the many voices that are 

present in the debates – their interests and positions, the arguments caused by this 

diversity and the ways in which rhetorical alignments and coalitions enabled polyphony 

to collapse into one unified piece of legislation. Through the exploration of “themes” the 

study seeks to understand how some ideas changed and or were reproduced over time. 

Themes include but are not limited to charity, immigrant populations, concept of Self, 

and security. 

In order to accomplish this mission, the dissertation unfolds in the following 

manner. 

Chapter 2 develops the argument for the theoretical and methodological approach 

of the study. It provides an overview of the Congressional Record and what we can learn 

from congressional debate (and what we can’t – what is left to other methodologies to 

explore). The chapter introduces Rhetorical Analysis and the ways in which it can help us 

understand political text. It explains why establishing the historical context is important 

for this approach, why the analysis focuses on the “arguments” rather than the ideas of 

the debates, and the concept of rhetorical “assemblages,” which is the primary mode by 

which the single voice that is represented in legislation is untangled to be understood as 

polyphonic. 
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Chapter 3 details the process by which all cases in the 1st through 80th Congress 

were identified and provides a brief introduction to the result: the Foreign Assistance 

Congressional Debate Archive (FACDA). It then uses content analysis to identify basic 

patterns and trends across time that answer basic questions such as where, when and how 

assistance was dispensed and how this changed over time. The overarching trends and 

patterns identified through this process paint a backdrop against which the era-specific 

findings of the cases selected for rhetorical analysis in Chapters 4-6 will be evaluated. 

Chapter 4 (1789-1913) showcases two debates: the successful bid to secure 

congressional support for sending aid to victims of the Irish potato famine in 1847 and 

the unsuccessful attempt to replicate the Irish act on behalf of Russian peasants in 1892. 

Indicative of the era, both cases highlight constitutional concerns about applying federal 

resources to acts of “foreign charity” and the ways in which “in-kind resources” such as 

the use of naval ships was framed as an acceptable compromise. Both cases also 

represent the importance of the private sector in driving such initiatives, an observation 

that stands in contrast to a shift toward massive government-driven campaigns during and 

after the First and Second World Wars. The theme of “abundance” also runs through both 

cases in the form of a perception of Self as blessed by God in comparison to the suffering 

Other. Kinfolk ties with other are also emphasized, though in the case of Russia are hotly 

contested. 

Chapter 5 (1913-1939) is anchored by an exploration of the competing voices and 

rhetorical alignments that led to the formation of the American Relief Administration 

(ARA), the first US Government institution dedicated to foreign assistance, and the 
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framing of supporting legislation in particular ways. The case highlights the tensions 

between a desire to “return to normalcy” after the Great War versus the perception of an 

expanded sphere of responsibility and opportunity by President Wilson and like-minded 

members of Congress. The economic advantages to the United States that providing aid 

to foreign governments and peoples were introduced to foreign assistance logics yet 

fiercely opposed by those who saw such justifications as denigrating to the “holy act of 

charity” and unduly advantageous to American businessmen and farmers who, it was 

said, had already profited tremendously from the war. The logics of “security” – the 

effort aspired to stem the tide of Bolshevism – were also introduced. These and other 

alignments created the architecture that was persuasive in passing legislation in 1919 and 

proved integral to the scaffolding upon which foreign assistance justification during the 

Second World War would rest. Thus, the debates about the American Relief 

Administration introduce the tripartite logic that now dominates the US Foreign 

Assistance literature – security, economics, and humanitarian imperative. The ARA 

debate is an invaluable artifact that equips us to untangle the arguments associated with 

each line of logic and to recreate how these justifications came to be woven together in 

the interdependent manner necessary for foreign assistance bills to pass into law both in 

1919 and today. 

Prior to introducing the seminal ARA case, Chapter 5 also briefly reviews 

experiments in congressional support to private fundraising efforts during the period of 

US neutrality. These bills were relatively uncontested. The experience with the “colossal” 

loans that were provided to allied nations are also considered; nearly one-third of the 
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loans were issued in the form of credits to purchase “flour, grain, meats and other food 

products” and the inability to collect on them after the war ended constrained the options 

perceived as available to legislators during Era 3, as detailed in the next chapter. In 

Chapter 6, the theme of abundance shifts from a blessing bestowed by God to a liability 

as the surplus accumulated during the war threatened the health of domestic markets. 

Chapter 6 (1939-1949) offers brief summaries of the main logics and outcomes of 

debates for four major pieces of legislation during and after the Second World War – 

Lend-Lease, the Bretton Woods Agreements, the Greek and Turkish Assistance Act, and 

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 – as well as an in-depth rhetorical analysis of the 

debates to fund the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agency (UNRRA). These 

cases help to set the stage for the review of the final case in the study – the congressional 

debates about the European Recovery Program (ERP), better known as the Marshall Plan. 

In keeping with a main research question that guided the dissertation, the chapter ends by 

exploring the question What relationship, if any, do the early cases have with the massive 

programs that were launched in the mid 1940s? What relationship, if any, do the early 

cases have with foreign assistance today? 

Chapter 7 presents the Conclusions of the study. 

To a more carefully developed explanation of the theoretical and methodological 

approaches to the dissertation we now turn. 
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CHAPTER TWO: THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES 

This chapter introduces the study’s theoretical and methodological approaches. It 

begins with an overview of the particular theory of political rhetoric that underpins the 

work. It explains that, by adopting an interpretive approach, the study seeks to understand 

the ways in which congressional debate about foreign assistance was tethered to the 

public culture from which was produced and created rhetorical artifacts that established 

meaning around abstract concepts at specific moments in time in response to challenges 

and changes in the operating environment. The Bakhtinian Paradigm is introduced as a 

mechanism to move beyond the confines of bipolarity toward an assessment of “all the 

voices that comprise the debate’s polyphony.”16 The primary data source for the study, 

the Congressional Record and its predecessor documents, is then introduced. One 

hundred twenty-nine cases of foreign assistance were identified in the Record and 

entered, along with 60 independent variables for each case, into a novel database called 

the Foreign Assistance Congressional Debate Archive (FACDA). The FACDA provides 

the first comprehensive account of foreign assistance in the 1st through 80th Congresses 

(1789-1949). This section also provides the study’s definition of foreign assistance and 

its justification. The next section discusses the Theory of Change that explains 

disruptions to foreign assistance narratives across time as at specific moments in time – 

                                                
16 Theodore F. Sheckels, When Congress Debates: A Bakhtinian Paradigm (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2000), 
xiii. 
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the histories within the history. In this we see that conflict played an important role in the 

up-ending and renegotiation of foreign assistance narratives is noted. The connection 

between conflict and foreign assistance will be explored more fully in forthcoming 

chapters. The chapter concludes by providing an overview of the two-step approach that 

was used to analyze the data in the FACDA: content analysis of all 129 cases followed by 

rhetorical analysis of six select cases. 

A Theory of Political Rhetoric  
To the modern reader, political rhetoric often strikes chords of skepticism. Claims 

may seem exaggerated, threats amplified, complex situations over-simplified. Such are 

the charges of a modern era that has emptied the ancient art of its meaning, deeming 

rhetoric superfluous showmanship at best and outright deception at worst. Many believe 

that the true work of Congress occurs behind closed doors or in brief exchanges in 

hallways. Many continue to agree with the assertion made by Woodrow Wilson in his 

1885 doctoral dissertation that “It is not far from the truth to say that Congress in session 

is Congress on public exhibition, whilst Congress in its committee rooms is Congress at 

work.”17 

And yet, we know that political speech cannot be accepted as plausible unless it is 

intimately tied to the broader public culture in which it was produced. In other words, 

rhetoric is dependent upon social norms and “public vocabulary” to function.18 As such, 

                                                
17 Woodrow Wilson, Congressional Government: A Study in American Politics (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin 
and Company, 1885), 79. 
18 Marouf Hasian, Jr., Celeste Michelle Condit, and John Louis Lucaites, “The Rhetorical Boundaries of 
‘the Law’: A Consideration of the Rhetorical Culture of Legal Practice and the Case of the ‘Separate But 
Equal’ Doctrine,” The Quarterly Journal of Public Speech 82, no. 4 (November 1996): 323-342. 
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rhetoric, particularly political rhetoric, offers a unique window into particular moments in 

time. Like an old photograph, it preserves curious details that can be examined, 

compared, and contextualized. Whereas legislation, the final outcome of persuasive 

rhetoric, collapses complexity into one simplified and unified document, the rhetorical 

exchanges of legislators as presented in the debates of Congress are polyphonic, 

representing a multitude of competing perspectives and nuanced approaches to public 

problems.  

Political debate is not only a reflection of the culture in which it was produced – 

an object to be examined – but is also an agent that is actively creating meaning as it 

navigates the values, belief systems and traditions that define public policy. By nature, 

public policy deals with ideas that on their own lack “clearly limitable, definable 

meaning” – ideas such as freedom, justice, charity, health.19 Part of what politics is then 

is establishing and re-establishing meaning for these philosophic abstractions at particular 

moments in time in response to challenges and changes in the operation environment.20 

For example, consider political disputes about poverty and its relief. Finlayson contends 

that arguments do not only concern the best policy instrument to alleviate poverty but 

also how poverty should be defined (and thus what would actually constitute its 

alleviation), whether or not poverty is a problem and, if it is, then the kind of problem it 

might be (a moral, economic, social or security problem, for example).21 

                                                
19 Alan Finlayson, “Rhetoric, Political Theory and the Analysis of Political Ideologies,” Presentation at the 
University of Jyväskylä, Jyväskylä, Finland, September 28, 2009, accessed December 6, 2014, 
http://moniviestin.jyu.fi/ohjelmat/ytk/en/rhetoric/visiting-lecture-by-professor-alan-finlayson. 
20 Ibid. 
21 Alan Finlayson, “From Beliefs to Arguments: Interpretive Methodology and Rhetorical Political 
Analysis,” British Journal of Politics & International Relations 9, no.4 (November 2007), 550. 



19 
 

Abstract notions are thus reified through the negotiation of specifics in the course 

of public debate. In other words, rhetoric goes beyond the mere art of persuasion, the 

typical definition offered for the phenomenon, to the art of the making of meaning.22 

Yoos refers to this as an ‘architectonic art’ that leaves behind ‘literary and language 

artifacts’ that preserve the meaning of concepts and their configurations at particular 

moments in time.23 These meanings are held as true until a new set of challenges and 

changes is introduced to the operating environment, thus requiring a renegotiation of 

meaning and rhetorical assemblages. This change process will be described more fully in 

a forthcoming section of this chapter. 

This dissertation placed the multi-voiced nature of argumentation in the spotlight. 

As Sheckels has observed, the tendency to approach Congressional debate with a bipolar 

paradigm – that is, as a contest between two “sides” – is highly problematic because it 

“privileges” the elements of the debate that more readily fit into the oppositional 

construct and “marginalizes” other important elements that do not. 24 While floor debate 

is structured like an academic debate –  framed by rules that allot time for each “side” to 

speak and the fate of legislation is decided according to binary votes of yea/nay, for 

example – Sheckels contends that its function is actually more complex. Thus, to get at 

the “richness” of these exchanges, analysts should seek to offer “a full description” of the 

many voices contained therein. Accordingly, this study adopts a modified version of the 

                                                
21 The dilemma-centric approach is advocated by Bevir and Rhodes. See Mark Bevir and Rod Rhodes. 
Interpreting British Governance (London: Routledge, 2003).  
22 George E. Yoos, Politics & Rhetoric: Coming to Terms with Terms (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2009), 55. 
23 Ibid. 
24 Sheckels, When Congress Debates, 6. 
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Bakhtinian paradigm that is advanced by Sheckels as a means to “explore all the voices 

that comprise the debate’s polyphony.”25 The Bakhtinian paradigm and its application in 

this study will be explained shortly. 

The challenge in following this methodology increases with the length and 

complexity of the debate text; the more material one must go through, the more difficult 

it is to make legible the various voices and their interplay. One way to address this 

challenge is to look not at the main ideas of the debate but rather the clashes or moments 

of contestation.26 These disputes direct the analyst toward divergent perspectives and the 

processes by which different positions adapt and respond to each other. Successful 

governance requires either a normalisation process – an integration of various voices into 

the “regime of power”27 – or a binding of at least some of these different positions 

together in order to find a way to approach and evaluate the matter in a manner that can 

win the assent of all (or at least a majority) and develop and implement an acceptable 

response.28 Put another way, in order for the ‘governing apparatus’ to function, a complex 

constellation of interests must assemble before a bill may become a law.29 Rhetorical 

analysis enables us to ‘untangle’ these assemblages and to restore complexity to our 

understanding of the debates by articulating the multiple discourses that were at play 

during periods of contestation and by providing an accounting of their fate. In order to do 

                                                
25 Sheckels, When Congress Debates, xiii. 
26 Sheckels, When Congress Debates, 5-7 and Finlayson, “From Beliefs to Arguments,” 550. 
27 Morgan Brigg, “Post-Development, Foucault and the Colonisation Metaphor,” Third World Quarterly 
23, no. 3 (June 2002), 428 quoting Foucault 1979, 141. 
28 Finlayson “From Beliefs to Arguments,” 550. 
29 Greene defines the ‘governing apparatus’ as a “complex field of practical reasoning that invents, 
circulates and regulates public problems.” See Ronald Walter Greene, “Another Materialist Rhetoric,” 
Critical Studies in Mass Communication 15 (1998): 22.  
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this, the study adapted the 4-step Bakhtinian Paradigm that is presented by Sheckels in 

When Congress Debates,30 as described at the end of this chapter. 

 A potential weakness of the approach as I’ve employed it is a heavy reliance on 

debate text to provide queues for the elements of the historical context that might be of 

importance. The study does not attempt an exhaustive exploration of the socio-political 

context of each case nor of external factors that may have been influencing decision-

makers’ lines of reasoning. Rather, the broad historical context for each case was 

established and within that context, rhetorical analysis was conducted. Consideration of 

influential details was driven, for the most part, by pursuing “tips” that are offered by 

legislators’ in their remarks rather than an exhaustive exploration of source material that 

is external to the Congressional Record. As such, the re-telling of debates risks 

overlooking influential factors that were behind-the-scenes or not openly discussed 

and/or the ways in which the debate under consideration may have served as a 

mobilization device for (and thus may have been influenced by) another policy matter.31   

Additionally, the research does not actively seek primary source material outside 

that generated by Congress (through congressional debate, committee reports, and public 

                                                
30 Sheckels, When Congress Debates. 
31 Keremidchieva reveals one example of this in her analysis of how congressional debates about the 19th 
Amendment “oriented state power away from the principle of gender justice” and transformed woman 
suffrage as a “tool through which the federal government would reassemble the body politic to more 
intensely manage racial and ethnic relations at home and secure its military advantage in an international 
arena rattled by World War I and the Bolshevik revolution in Russia.” Women got the right to vote but 
local governments also used the moment to gain tighter control of voter access, resident aliens lost their 
place at the polls, and nations henceforth would be differentiated as “civilizations on the rise and 
civilizations in decline” in part based on whether or not they had joined the United States in granting 
suffrage to women. See Zornitsa Keremidchieva, “The Congressional Debates on the 19th Amendment: 
Jurisdictional Rhetoric and the Assemblage of the US Body Politic,” Quarterly Journal of Speech 99, no. 1: 
51-73.  
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law). Instead, a variety of secondary source material is relied upon to explain and 

interpret legislators’ statements and the broader ‘public vocabulary’ to which their ideas 

were tethered. While exploration of primary source material, such as the private papers of 

political elites or archival research that might clarify member-constituent relationships, 

would undoubtedly add complexity and nuance to the analysis, it is not assessed that this 

deficiency significantly altered the conclusions of the study. The primary subject of 

inquiry remains the floor debates as presented in the Congressional Record. We will now 

turn attention to an exploration of this material and what we can learn from it.32  

Congressional Debate and Foreign Assistance 
The Congressional Record and its predecessor publications (hereafter referred to 

as the Record) supply the primary data source for this study.33 Dating back to the first 

session of Congress in 1789, these publications provide an account of the daily floor 

proceedings for both chambers of Congress to include debates, reports from 

congressional committees, messages from the President and from one house to another, 

petitions from constituents, memorials from state legislatures, and communications from 

other government entities.34  

                                                
32 Sheckels says while “much decision-making occurs in venues other than the respective floors, 
nonetheless, the floor debates do present, in somewhat crystallized forms, positions on these matters for 
both legislators and the general public to consider.” Sheckels, When Congress Debates, 1. 
33 An account of the proceedings of Congress are recorded in the following publications: The 
Congressional Record 1873-present; The Congressional Globe 1833 – 1873; The Register of Debates 1824 
– 1837; and The Annals of Congress 1789 – 1824. For a succinct introduction to the history and content of 
these publications see Richard J. McKinney, “An Overview of the Congressional Record and Predecessor 
Publications: A Research Guide,” Law Library Lights 46, no.2 (Winter 2002): 16-22. 
34 For a brief summary of each type of written communication, see US Library of Congress, Congressional 
Research Service, Messages, Petitions, Communications, and Memorials to Congress, by R. Eric Petersen, 
98-839 (2008). To see some of the petitions and memorials submitted to Congress see The National 
Archives Record Group 233 (Records of the US House of Representatives, 1789-2015), Series Petitions 
and Memorials, 1813-1968, National Archives Identifier 559822, accessed 15 November 2018, 
https://catalog.archives.gov/id/559822. 
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The organizational structure of the Record follows the temporal patterns of 

Congress: two-year terms that span the period between congressional elections, typically 

divided into one session for each year.35 This study exhaustively explores the first 189 

regular sessions of the 1st through 80th Congresses, 1789 to 1949. These proceedings, in 

addition to 47 special sessions held during the period, comprise the first 196 volumes of 

the Record. Special sessions, which are typically held for “executive confirmations, treaty 

ratifications, inaugural addresses, or trials after impeachments,” were excluded from the 

study as, by nature, they are not likely to contain foreign aid legislation or debate.36  

While the Record presents proceedings of all sessions of Congress since its 

founding, McPherson cautions that “reports for the first eighty-four years are by no 

means comprehensive, nor could they be called accurate.”37 She divides the history of 

congressional reporting into two distinct periods. From 1789 to 1848, the portions of 

debate that were deemed to be of general interest to the public were summarized and 

published by private journalistic entities, “by either the press or some enterprising 

reporter.”38 These summarized accounts spawned countless complaints by members of 

Congress of misrepresentation and political bias.  

                                                
35 Occasional emergencies have required a third session or special session of Congress. For a concise and 
historically-grounded review of how Congress works see Donald A. Ritchie, The US Congress: A Very 
Short Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010). 
36 A complete list of congressional sessions with corresponding volume numbers for the Record is provided 
by Richard J. McKinney, “Sessions of Congress with Corresponding Debate Record Volume Numbers, 
1789-Current,” accessed May 4, 2016, http://www.llsdc.org/assets/sourcebook/sess-cong-w-debate-
record.pdf. McKinney’s table is part of the Legislative Source Book, an online project the Law Librarians’ 
Society of Washington, DC, last revised April 29, 2016, accessed May 4, 2016, 
http://www.llsdc.org/assets/sourcebook/sess-cong-w-debate-record.pdf. 
37 Elizabeth Gregory McPherson, “Reporting the Debates of Congress,” The Quarterly Journal of Speech 
28, no.2 (April 1942): 141. 
38 McPherson, “Reporting the Debates,” 147. 
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The second period started in 1848 in the Senate and 1850 in the House of 

Representatives and continues to the present. It is marked by the commencement of 

“substantially verbatim” reporting that offers full and accurate accounts of the daily 

proceedings with opportunity for members to make “non-substantive changes” to draft 

transcripts prior to publication.39 In 1873, the responsibility for publication shifted from 

commercial entities, which had produced the Annals of Congress (1789-1824), the 

Register of Debates (1824-1837), and the Congressional Globe (1833-1873), to a “more 

economical and satisfactory” arrangement with the Government Printing Office (GPO).40 

Under the title Congressional Record, GPO has managed publication of congressional 

proceedings since.41  

The first four cases of the study took place during the first period of non-verbatim 

reporting (see Table 1). Conceptually this raised concerns for data collection and 

analysis; summarized versions of the proceedings might omit the details necessary for 

cross-case comparison and, more importantly, the loss of nuanced language in debate 

exchanges might negatively impact the validity of findings in rhetorical analysis. Upon 

review of the relevant text, however, it was determined that the quality of discourse was 

substantial enough to merit inclusion; most of the requisite data for case comparison is 

                                                
39 McKinney, “An Overview,” 16. This second period was made possible by two events: the advent of 
phonetic shorthand by Isaac Pitman in 1837, which presented a superior approach to stenography that 
equipped reporters to more accurately capture the details of debate language, coupled with the decision by 
Congress to issue commercial contracts to produce a full record of its proceedings. This decision, made by 
the upper house in 1848 and replicated by the lower house two years later, “brought to Washington a 
remarkable corps of reporters” and made the enterprise financially viable for publishers. See McPherson, 
“Reporting the Debates,” 147. 
40 McKinney, “An Overview,” 17. 
41 This study uses the term Congressional Record as specific reference to the proceedings published under 
that title since the publication’s commencement in 1873 whereas the term ‘Record’ is used collectively to 
refer to any or all of the four publications since 1789.  
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presented in all four cases and the rare omissions can be supplemented with data gleaned 

from secondary sources. Moreover, the debate discourse, though not recorded verbatim, 

does convey multiple voices and perspectives, attributing the contestation of ideas to 

specific members of Congress and thus providing insights into the rhetorical aims and 

effects and the place of these cases in a broader socio-political spectrum at the time. With 

the inclusion of the four non-verbatim cases, the 129 cases of the study span 160 years of 

US history (1789-1949). 

 

Table 1: FACDA Cases by Section of the Record 
Case	#	 Year	 Place	 Record	Name	 Type	
1	 1812	 Venezuela	 Annals	of	Congress	 non-verbatim	
2	 1812	 Canary	Islands	 Annals	of	Congress	 non-verbatim	
3	 1822	 Greece	 Annals	of	Congress	 non-verbatim	
4	 1826	 Greece	 Annals	of	Congress	 non-verbatim	
5	 1846	 Ireland	 Congressional	Globe	 substantially	verbatim	
6	 1855	 Cape	de	Verde	 Congressional	Globe	 substantially	verbatim	
7	 1868	 Crete	 Congressional	Globe	 substantially	verbatim	
8	 1871	 France	and	Germany	 Congressional	Globe	 substantially	verbatim	

9-129	 1879-1949	 Multiple	 Congressional	Record	 substantially	verbatim	
 

 

Using three academic databases as well as the Index to the Proceedings that 

accompanies each volume of the Record,42 the study embarked upon the task of 

identifying every time that Congress considered engaging in foreign assistance-like 

activities.43 As foreign assistance did not constitute a cohesive concept during the period 

                                                
42 As is common in academia, this study uses the permanent Bound Edition of the Congressional Record 
with its session-long Index to the Proceedings and full appendix rather than the Daily Edition, which is 
printed on a “daily, over-night” basis and for which bi-weekly index summaries are created. 
43 The process for doing so is detailed in Appendix H. The databases used were A Century of Lawmaking 
for a New Nation, HeinOnline, and ProQuest Congressional. 
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of study, the development of a definition for the phenomenon was delayed until data 

collection was complete; to do otherwise risked imposing a priori assumptions on the 

cognitive frameworks used by legislators to make sense of the phenomenon’s purposes 

and goals. Casting a wide net, all initiatives that suggested potential connection to 

modern-day foreign assistance were included in the initial round of data collection. These 

included but were not limited to responses to natural and manmade disasters (to include 

war and political oppression), support for the development of like-missioned institutions 

(such as the American Red Cross, Near East Relief and International Monetary Fund), 

and technical advising and educational exchanges. Military aid was excluded from data 

collection unless it was non-lethal and aimed toward the relief of human suffering (for 

example, through the distribution of supplies in the wake of natural disasters and war). 

Information regarding territories that were acquired by the United States during the 

Spanish-American War was initially collected but then dismissed upon further 

consideration due to the unique nature of the associated legislative deliberations; in 

congressional debates, response to suffering in US territories emphasized metropole 

responsibility and carried the option for the extension of domestic programs as a means 

of relief. As these elements were absent in considerations of all other cases in the study, I 

decided that inclusion bore potential to unduly influence findings. 

The task to define the policies and practice of foreign aid is challenging, as 

evidenced by the myriad approaches presented in the literature. Lack of consensus is not 

confined to academia or the practitioners that are involved in executing projects today. 

Tarnoff and Lawson note the difficulty in creating reports for the Congressional Research 
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Service due to the “different definitions of foreign assistance used by different sources,” 

particularly within the US Government, and “funding being recorded at different points 

in the process.”44 Hence, while the Budget of the United States’ historical tables present 

only traditional programs that fall under the International Affairs Budget, commonly 

referred to as the “150 account,” the Greenbook of the US Agency for International 

Development (USAID) presents a broader picture that incudes non-traditional programs 

such as military assistance, which differs still from the statistics that are reported as the 

Official Development Assistance (ODA) of the United States to the Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).45, 46 To help bring order to this 

cacophony, the Executive Office issued “Guidance on Collection of US Foreign 

Assistance Data” in 2012. The bulletin outlines requirements for reporting based on the 

following broad definition of foreign assistance: 

tangible and intangible resources (goods, services, and/or funds) provided 
by the USG to a foreign country or an international organization for the 
purpose of assistance to foreign entities or populations as authorized 

                                                
44 US Library of Congress, Foreign Aid (2011), 2. 
45 The federal budget is divided into approximately 20 categories known as budget functions. Function 150, 
International Affairs, contains two sub-functions for foreign affairs programs: international development 
and humanitarian assistance (151) and international security assistance (152). The money directed toward 
these two sub-functions represents less than one percent of the total annual federal budget. the definition of 
ODA produced by the OECD provides that assistance is “administered with the promotion of the economic 
development and welfare of developing countries as its main objective.” See Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD), “Papers on Official Development Assistance (ODA),” OECD 
Journal on Development 3, no. 4 (April 2003): III-5.   
46 The definition of ODA produced by the OECD provides that assistance is “administered with the 
promotion of the economic development and welfare of developing countries as its main objective.” In part 
the OECD is able to be clear about primacy of purpose because the scope of activities considered by the 
organization to qualify as assistance is more limited than that used for data collection by the US 
Government; in particular, the OECD exclusion of military assistance enables a focus on humanitarianism. 
See Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), “Papers on Official Development 
Assistance (ODA),” OECD Journal on Development 3, no. 4 (April 2003): III-5. 
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under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, and any other 
Act.47  

 

The guidance further notes that “resources” include, but are not limited to, “any 

training, service, or technical advice; any item of real, personal, or mixed property; any 

agricultural commodity; and United States dollars and any foreign currency owned by the 

USG.”48 Though the specifics of this definition are not novel – the same terms are 

outlined in the 1961 Foreign Assistance Act (Section634(b))49 – the number of reporting 

elements has increased significantly in recent decades. The Economic Analysis and Data 

Services team at USAID asserts that more than 80 agencies, bureaus and offices currently 

report foreign aid data on more than 200 appropriation accounts annually.50 While the 

Foreign Assistance Act “was intended to bring reason to the dizzying array of players 

involved in foreign aid,” Oxfam laments that “after decades in which new directives, 

earmarks, and aid offices have been added, the act has become a catchall of contradictory 

messages with no clear purpose.”51 Vague end-states, multiple motivations and an 

assortment of resources and actors are common to the period of study as well, as Chapters 

3 – 6 will demonstrate. 

                                                
47 US Executive Office, Guidance, “Scope of Data.” 
48 Ibid. 
49 Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, Public Law 195, 87th Cong., 1st sess. (September 4, 1961), 241-243.  
50 US Agency for International Development, Economic Analysis and Data Services Team, “Finding and 
Using Foreign Assistance Data” (PowerPoint presentation, Arlington, VA, October 2013), slide 13. 
51 Foreign Aid 101: A Quick and Easy Guide to Understanding US Foreign Aid (Washington, D.C.: Oxfam 
America, 2014), 17, accessed May 17, 2016, https://www.oxfamamerica.org/static/media/files/Foreign-
Aid-101-Mar2014-single-Oxfam-America.pdf. 
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Upon reflection of the scope of activities and competing logics presented in the 

growing dataset, a definition of foreign aid for the period of study began to emerge. The 

impulse to focus the study exclusively on the humanitarian aspects of aid, as does the 

OECD definition, was considered but ultimately rejected as it would have imposed a 

priori knowledge on the data; this humanitarian distinction was not a differentiating 

factor in the minds of legislators during the period of study, especially during times of 

war when the study shows that bursts of growth in foreign assistance involvement most 

often occurred. With the notable exception of the American Red Cross, Congress had no 

standing body of humanitarians to which it could turn to address petitions for intervention 

in global calamities. Likewise, with no standing body within congress to consider foreign 

aid proposals, issues raised in chamber were shuttled out on a case-by-case basis to 

committees whose perspectives on foreign aid varied widely both within a particular 

moment and across time.  

As legislators debated, a variety of potential responses to foreign suffering were 

considered interchangeably. For example, a discussion of famine might wander from pure 

humanitarian concerns to the perceived political causes of the disaster and moral 

responsibility of the recipient government, thus causing the options contemplated for 

response to drift from solutions such as dispatching ships laden with supplies toward 

issuing a sternly worded political statement and a variety of options in between. The 

debates about the Russian famines and persecution of Jews in Europe are examples of 

this. 
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Also, modern-day distinctions between humanitarian, political, and security 

objectives were not present during the period of study. This freed a wide range of 

petitions to be considered interchangeably without the activity being labeled as inherently 

diplomatic, security-focused or humanitarian as is often the case today.  

With these considerations in mind, a definition emerged for the phenomenon of 

foreign assistance between 1789 and 1949: foreign assistance and foreign aid, which are 

used interchangeably, in this study are defined as: the application of American resources 

to the suffering and want of foreign peoples and governments outside the United States 

and its territories. 

In this definition “American resources” is an inclusive term intended to indicate 

both public and private assistance in a manner that was consistent with the fluid thinking 

of the period. Nonetheless, this study focuses on the public portion of the resources as 

authorized by Congress; private resources are referenced only if used in combination with 

Congressional action. Resources may be tangible or intangible (capital, goods, services 

and statements). Also, in this definition, the phrase “suffering and want” is left 

purposefully broad so as to imply a focus on humanitarian needs while allowing 

conceptual space for such activities to be viewed through a political or security-related 

interests as appropriate to the perspectives offered by members of Congress within their 

historical context.  

Though sometimes the military was involved in the activities, such as with the 

shipment of supplies in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and the Government 

Aid and Relief in Occupied Areas (GARIOA) cases of the Second World War, aid that 
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was primarily lethal in nature is excluded to the extent possible. One possible exception 

is the inclusion of the Lend-Lease Act (1941 – 1945) in the study. Established as a means 

to transfer “defense articles” to the Allies, to include vast stores of lethal weapons and 

munitions, the broad spectrum of supplies transferred under Lend-Lease also included 

massive shipments of food, agricultural supplies, and industrial commodities that 

benefited civilian populations. While a distinction between “military” and “nonmilitary” 

articles was made, “there was no room in this definition for narrowing the scope of 

assistance for defense by excluding economic assistance given in the form of nonmilitary 

goods.”52 Furthermore, as congressional debates about Lend-Lease focused on the 

concept as a whole, not the merits of specific articles to be transferred, and the program 

laid important conceptual frameworks for the non-lethal foreign assistance programs that 

were to follow, Lend-Lease was included in this study despite the lethal nature of much 

of the program. 

Therefore, the definition of foreign assistance adopted for this study was broad 

enough to capture the variety of activities perceived to be conceptually similar by 

legislators during the period of inquiry while specific enough to focus analysis on a 

functional operational concept. Findings of this exercise were organized into a dataset 

that was given the name Foreign Assistance Congressional Debate Archive (FACDA). 

This novel dataset provides the first comprehensive account of foreign assistance in the 

1st through 80th Congresses (1789-1949). It contains 129 cases of foreign assistance and 

                                                
52 William Adams Brown, Jr. and Redvers Opie, American Foreign Assistance (Washington, D.C.: The 
Brookings Institution, 1953), 35. 
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60 independent variables that can be compared between cases across time. Chapter 3 

provides a detailed analysis of this data as identified through content analysis. A 

complete list of the FACDA coding hierarchy and accompanying coding rules are also 

provided as Appendix D. 

Theory of Change 
As will be explored in the forthcoming chapters, the meaning created around the 

concept of foreign assistance did not remain static across the period of study. As 

discussed earlier, successful policymaking typically requires binding a number of 

different positions together in order to find ways to approach and evaluate matters of 

public concern in a manner that can win the consent of a majority.53 These discursive 

formations and the policies that they produce hold true until challenged by a major shift 

in the underlying belief system as represented in the broader socio-political context.54 

Content analysis identified two such disruptive events in this study: the Great War 

and the Second World War.55 The altered socio-political context of the world wars 

prompted a renegotiation of foreign assistance ‘norms’ both in quantitative terms (size 

and scope of programs, actors and institutions involved, etc.) as well as in qualitative 

terms (for example, the ways in which situations were problematized, description of 

activities and the meanings associated therewith, etc.).  

                                                
53 Finlayson, “From Beliefs to Arguments.” 
54 Douglas E. Mitchell and William Lowe Boyd, “Knowledge Utilization in Educational Policy and 
Politics: Conceptualizing and Mapping the Domain,” Educational Administration Quarterly 34, no.1 
(February 1998): 126-140 and Mark Bevir and Rod Rhodes. Interpreting British Governance (London: 
Routledge, 2003).  
55 To a lesser extent, the Mexican-American war and the Spanish War also up-ended existing narratives and 
rhetorical assemblages. 
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On one level, this dissertation reveals changes that were happening across the 

160-year timeline. From this we can observe historical patterns and trends – changes in 

the “bundles of discourse and practices” overtime.56  

On another level, this study unearths how meaning was stabilized within these 

moments of up-ending – the histories within the history. By focusing on the arguments of 

political debate, we can observe the ways in which the newly-abstracted was made 

concrete again. At this level, the focus is on the individual rhetors and the “dynamics of 

the communication event.”57  

By combining the two approaches, this study seeks to make legible the processes 

by which meaning was stabilized around the idea of aiding foreigners both at specific 

moments in time and across time. In so doing, the evolution of particular “themes” 

unfolds – charity, immigration, security, concepts of Self – each of which continues to 

bring meaning to narratives of foreign assistance in varying degrees to this day.  

Two specific methods were adopted to further these goals, as described in the next 

section. As a conflict scholar, the fact that these renegotiations were taking place in the 

wake of wars is particularly interesting. This means that concepts about foreign 

assistance were assembled in conflict environments. The ways in which they may have 

informed the development of the policy and practice will be addressed in the conclusions 

presented in Chapter 7. 

                                                
56 Curtis A. Brewer, “Historicizing in critical policy analysis: the production of cultural histories and 
microhistories,” International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education 27, no.3 (2014): 273-288. 
57 Sheckels, When Congress Debates, 13 
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Method of Analysis 
This study adopted a two-step approach to the analysis of the FACDA data that 

was extracted from the Congressional Record. First, content analysis was used to identify 

longitudinal trends by comparing the 60 aforementioned independent variables across all 

129 cases. The results are presented in Chapter 3 and are intended to present a backdrop 

against which the case-specific findings of Chapters 4-6 may be understood. 

Second, rhetorical analysis was used to explore the discursive exchanges 

presented in six carefully selected cases. Case selection for rhetorical analysis followed a 

two-step process. First, in keeping with the Bakhtinian Paradigm, 27 of the 129 cases in 

the study were found to meet the criteria of “rich” discursive exchange – that is, debates 

that were polyphonic (multi-voiced), contained a subversive “carnivalesque energy,” and 

displayed “novelized” attributes such as multi-language consciousness and the absence of 

finalizability.58 I then considered the presence of foreign assistance themes that arose 

during the content analysis. These include but are not limited to constitutionality/general 

welfare, private-public partnership, the connection with war and peace, and security. It 

should be mentioned that this case selection process is subjective and thus open to 

criticism; other researchers might see alternative themes from content analysis as more 

interesting, for example, and thus select different cases for rhetorical analysis. A table of 

the 27 cases considered is provided as Appendix G. 

The six cases selected for rhetorical analysis were then subjected to a combination 

of techniques drawn from adaptations of methodologies presented by coding specialist 

                                                
58 Sheckels, When Congress Debates, 18-32. 
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Johnny Saldaña and the Bakhtinian Paradigm.59 These were In Vivo and Descriptive 

Coding, the creation of Concept Maps, Analytical Memo Writing, and critical 

questioning.  

First, following Saldaña’s guidance, In Vivo Coding and Descriptive Coding 

techniques were applied to hard-copy printouts of the debates in order to gain “control 

over and ownership of the work.”60 In addition to new ideas, some of the themes, patterns 

and linkages that had been identified through Content Analysis re-emerged through this 

process.61 Next, the text in its entirety was revisited, this time to transfer key passages 

and their codes from hard-copy printouts to an electronic file that also noted the Speaker 

of each utterance and its location in the Record, for future reference. The data contained 

in this truncated version of the debate was then used to create Concept Maps that grouped 

similarly-coded data together. This process helped the interplay of the multiple voices in 

the debate to begin to emerge, which I then noted as an Analytical Memo. In a final pass 

through the printouts, I then traced all the amendments offered in each case. As 

amendments typically represent the “bundling” of multiple voices and proposed 

resolutions to points of contention, this proved a helpful exercise in helping to see the 

                                                
59 Johnny Saldaña, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers, (London: SAGE Publications, Ltd., 
2009) and Sheckels, When Congress Debates. 
60 Saldaña, The Coding Manual, 22. On the selection of “important passages,” I followed Saldaña’s advice 
to code “anything and everything that was collected” at first and then, after I was familiar with the method 
and material to “code what rises to the surface,” 15.  
61 Examples of In Vivo coding from the Ireland debate of 1847 include “abundance,” “Christian duty,” and 
“founding fathers were charitable men.” Descriptive Coding examples from the same case include 
Constitutionality, National Interest, Public versus Private, and Juxtaposed to War. Following the study’s 
theory of political rhetoric, careful attention was paid to the argument offered and points of contention 
during the coding process. 
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ways in which rhetorical assemblages formed. It also made clear the alternative courses 

of action that were considered throughout the deliberation process.  

Finally, drawing upon the 4-steps presented by Sheckels, I then asked specific 

questions of the debate text in order to weave a narrative that was aimed at reconstituting 

the original complexity of the debate. Often this required additional research in order to 

understand the historical context of comments or the inter-voicing that drew utterances 

from the past into the discussion. Thus, Chapters 4 – 6 are peppered with historical 

references. This tactic was essential in order to maintain the “context-bound specificity” 

that is demanded by rhetorical analysis.62 As suggested by Sheckels, the analytical 

approach avoided a “rigid following” of predesignated questions in favor of following the 

data through a flexible application of the following heuristic device in order “to get at 

what is interesting, from a communication perspective, in each debate.”63 Put another 

way, the intent of each step was followed even though the exact questions asked differed 

from case to case. Some of the questions asked of the debate text are as follows.64 

Step 1 – Identify Speakers 
• Distinguish between pro and con (if relevant); 
• Distinguish major from supporting and incidental; 
• Why does the speaker speak? Is the answer tied to their ideas or their political 

context? Can regional or cultural influences be identified?  
• What modes of appeal does the speaker evoke? (pathos, logos, ethos) How 

does this help us understand the argument presented?65 

                                                
62 Sheckels, When Congress Debates, Finlayson, “From Beliefs to Arguments,” and Earl R. Cain, “A 
Method for Rhetorical Analysis of Congressional Debate,” Western Speech 18 (March 1954): 91-95. 
63 Sheckels When Congress Debates, 34. 
64 Unless otherwise noted, these questions are drawn from Sheckels, When Congress Debates, 32-34. 
65 See Finlayson, “From Beliefs to Arguments,” 557-558 and Finlayson, “Rhetoric, Political Theory and the 
Analysis.”  
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• How does the speaker define the problem? What range of explanations does 
(s)he consider? What does (s)he propose as the control solution?66 

Step 2 – Identify Intervoices 
• What petitions and memorials has the speaker offered?  
• Is the speaker a member of an organized social group that might explain the 

arguments offered?  
• Are there quoted or paraphrased words? If so, in what context were the words 

originally spoken? What were the original speaker’s motives? 
• Is the speaker quoting colleagues’ words from within the debate? Why? 

(courtesy, invoking authority, establishing affiliation) 
• Are any interesting contrasts presented? (ie, between political parties, between 

genders, among regions) 
• What metaphors are used? How does the metaphor seek to bind the speaker 

and listener together? What mutual associations and shared understandings are 
created by the use of the metaphor? How does the metaphor extend beyond 
the confines of the literal terms being used in the discourse?67 

Step 3 – Identify Double-Voiced Discourse and Evocations of Carnivalesque 
Energy 
• How are various voices related?  
• Are any hierarchies being challenged? How? How are hierarchies being 

defended? 
• What beliefs are informing the policies and practices through which networks 

operate? What traditions inform these beliefs? What dilemma is challenging 
modification to these practices?68  

Step 4 – Go Beyond the Debate Per Se 
• How does the debate relate to events – particularly other rhetorical events – 

that preceded it in time? 
• How does the debate relate to events – particularly other rhetorical events – 

that followed it in time? 
 

                                                
66 Drawing on a Foucauldian Approach to Discourse Analysis, these questions are offered in “Unit 21: 
Critical Analysis of Text” by the United States Open University on page 116, accessed December 24, 2017, 
https://www.qualityresearchinternational.com/socialresearch/OU%20Unit%2021.pdf. 
67 These questions are drawn from the excellent explanation of figurative and literal language offered by 
Yoos, Politics and Rhetoric, 104-113. See also Jonathan Charteris-Black, Jonathan, Politicians and 
Rhetoric: The Persuasive Power of Metaphor (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005). 
68 Drawing on the Interpretive Approach to analysis developed by Bevir and Rhodes, these questions 
represent that authors’ assertion that “governance is created and recreated as a meaningful practice though 
beliefs informed by traditions and modified in response to dilemmas.” See Bevir and Rhodes, Interpreting, 
1-24. 
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From this 4-step process, the narratives that attempt to provide “a full description” 

of the historicized polyphonic utterances of the six cases were constructed, as presented 

in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. Before exploring those narratives, we turn attention to the 

identification of patterns and trends in the timeline of Foreign Assistance as revealed 

through content analysis and presented in Chapter 3. 
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CHAPTER THREE: HISTORICAL PATTERNS AND TRENDS 

This chapter presents the results of the content analysis that was conducted on the 

129 cases that comprise The Foreign Assistance Congressional Debate Archive 

(FACDA).  Findings answer basic questions such as where, when and how aid was 

dispensed and how this changed over time. The chapter shows that debates about foreign 

assistance began in the nineteenth century, increased in frequency as time progressed, and 

involved nearly half (37) of the first 80 Congresses. The types of federal resources that 

were used to address humanitarian suffering abroad evolved from a long-standing 

preference for non-monetary assets toward the increased allocation of public funds during 

and after the Second World War; almost half the cases that garnered financial support 

occurred in the final years of the study, between 1944 and January of 1949. This chapter 

further demonstrates that war up-ended narratives about foreign assistance, requiring a 

renegotiation of belief systems and the traditions associated therewith. As a result, 

precedent-setting legislation often occurred while the nation was at war. The range of 

recipient groups also gradually expanded as legislators took the reins in initiating 

proposals that aligned with emerging US foreign policy rather than simply responding to 

requests that emerged from public interest campaigns. The observations are presented 

within the framework of three eras, divided by the two world wars. They are intended to 
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paint a backdrop against which the findings of rhetorical analysis will be presented in 

Chapters 4, 5 and 6.  

A Phenomenon Familiar 
Foreign Assistance legislation was introduced in 37 of the first 80 Congresses (61 

percent), as detailed in the abbreviated list of FACDA cases that is presented as 

Appendix E. The earliest consideration was in 1812, a humanitarian response bill on 

behalf of earthquake victims in Venezuela. The bill passed both houses unanimously, 

appropriating $50,000 ($697,000 in 2015 dollars) for the purchase of flour, corn and 

other supplies.69 As demonstrated in Figure 1, the frequency with which foreign 

assistance bills were introduced increased with time. Whereas the first century of the 

study (1789-1889) contains only ten cases, the remaining 60 years (1890-1949) present 

119 cases, or 92 percent of the total. Throughout the period of study, bills were most 

likely to be introduced during or near times of war. While most activity is clustered 

around the two world wars, noteworthy legislation was also considered in advance of the 

War of 1812, during the Mexican-American War (1846-1848) and during the Spanish-

American War (1898). Political party is not an indicator of frequency; bills were 

introduced and passed with commensurate frequency regardless of the party that 

controlled Congress or occupied the White House.  

 

                                                
69 For more on the Venezuela case, see Harold A. Bierck, Jr., “The First Instance of US Foreign Aid: 
Venezuelan Relief in 1812,” Inter-American Economic Affairs 9 (1955): 47-59. 
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Figure 1: Foreign Assistance Timeline. The frequency with which foreign assistance bills were introduced 
increased with time. 

 

The two world wars ‘up-ended’ foreign assistance narratives, requiring a 

renegotiation of meaning associated with basic concepts and served as catalysts for 

increasing the frequency with which foreign aid proposals were introduced. Time-

specific patterns emerged, presenting periods of relative internal coherency. Thus, the 

study was divided into three eras with the two world wars serving as points of 

demarcation. This enabled the comparative study of cases within contexts of relative 

coherency.  

As presented in Table 2, Era 1 began with the 1st Congress and continued until 

the eve of the First World War with the 62nd Congress (1789-1913). Era 2 covers the 
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period of the Great War and ended two decades later as the 73rd Congress was deeply 

entrenched in responding to the Great Depression (1913-1935). Era 3 is the shortest yet 

most prolific of the periods (1935-1949). It follows the proceedings of the 74th through 

80th Congresses as the United States reengages in global conflict and foreign assistance 

takes a center role in policies and strategies to secure a lasting peace. The 80th Congress 

legislated the program that has commonly been cited as the “birth” of the modern foreign 

assistance enterprise, the European Recovery Act, better known as the Marshall Plan.  

 

Table 2: Three Eras of US Foreign Assistance, 1789-1949 
Era Congress Date Case 

1 1-62 March 4, 1789 – March 4, 1913 #1-30 
The Great War (1914-1918) 

2 63-73 March 4, 1913 – January 3, 1935 #31-87 
Second World War (1939-1945) 

3 74-80 January 3, 1935 – January 3, 1949 #88-129 
The Marshall Plan (the Economic Cooperation Act), often cited as the “birth” of modern foreign 

assistance, was enacted by the 80th Congress and became effective on April 3, 1948. 
 

While some may argue that three eras do not sufficiently enable to study of such a 

long and diverse period of history, I put forth that based on the patterns as observed in 

tangible characteristics such as resource allocation and non-tangible characteristics such 

as discursive logics, three eras sufficiently capture the changes in both logics and 

practices as presented in the data; to divide the study into additional eras would risk 

missing the broader trends in the development of conceptual frameworks, the pace of 

which is linked to instigating events rather than to the linear passage of time.  

In the remainder of the chapter, a careful examination of some of the patterns that 

emerged within the context of these three Eras is offered. Specifically, the following 
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topics will be considered: changes in the types of resources authorized, changes in the 

types of events to which Congress was responding, a deeper look at the catalyst of war, 

and expansion of the concept of Recipient Groups. 

A Different Way to Think about US Government Resources 
The contemporary notion that foreign aid did not exist prior to the Second World 
War is due, in part, to the dearth of financial obligations, particularly in comparison to the 
steady stream of funding that commenced in the mid-1940s and has continued unabated 
since. Of the 129 cases presented in this study, only 31 cases (24 percent) include a 
monetary allotment. More than half of those cases (18 of 31 cases) occur in Era 3, as 
displayed in  

Figure 2. 
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Figure 2: FACDA Cases with a Financial Appropriation. More than half the cases with a financial 
appropriation occurred in Era 3. 
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Yet, as will be argued in forthcoming pages, financial appropriations are a 

misleading indicator of public and political interest during the first century-and-a-half of 

American history. Despite congressional reluctance to draw money from the relatively 

small, balanced federal budget during the first two eras of the study, the opportunity to 

engage in foreign assistance was vigorously debated. Non-monetary means were often 

found to support causes of interest while other cases were outright rejected. Within these 

discursive exchanges, meaning around the concept of foreign assistance was established 

and re-established and a canonical understanding of the phenomenon began to develop. 

Thus, this study argues that due to changing attitudes toward government spending across 

the 160 years of the study, public expenditures are not a useful guide for the identification 

or selection of relevant data. Rather, this study broadens perspective beyond monetary 

commodities to include the use of any resources that were at the federal government’s 

disposal, to include the use of naval vessels for transportation, the temporary assignment 

of government personnel as consultants abroad, and the application of moral authority 

through the release of public statements that clarified Congress’ position on issues or 

served as a mobilization device for select initiatives. 

Nonetheless, in keeping with normative categorizations, the “outcome” of each 

entry in the FACDA is coded according to one of three potential outcomes: approval to 

use Financial Resources, approval to use In-Kind Resources, and Rejected Requests. The 

categories are defined as follows. 

Financial Resources: authorization or appropriation for the use of money from the 
Federal Treasury. 
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In-Kind Resources: approval to use non-monetary resources that are at the 
disposal of the federal government such as the deployment of a US Navy vessel for 
transportation of goods, the temporary assignment of US Government personnel as 
an advisor or consultant to another government, and public statements that express 
the opinion of Congress on a global issue thereby lending “moral support” to 
foreign peoples. 
 
Rejected Request: no resources approved, to include but not limited to initiatives 
that died in committee, were rejected during the voting process, failed to get on the 
Calendar, were substituted, or were laid indefinitely on the table. 
  

As described in Appendix H, each case in this study is comprised of one or more 

“entries.”70 Each entry is categorized by one of these three outcomes. The 129 cases are 

then categorized by the highest-level outcome amongst its entries, with Financial 

Resources serving as the top tier of the system followed by In-Kind Resources and ending 

with Rejected Requests. Based on this ranking system, a few important trends emerge. As 

mentioned, there is a steady upward trend in “funded” activities overtime, rising from 

five cases in Era 1 to eight cases in Era 2 and culminating with 18 cases in Era 3, roughly 

half of which are presented by the 80th Congress between 1947 and January of 1949 (see 

Figure 3). Likewise, the number of in-kind cases decreased noticeably in Era 3, though it 

should be noted that important advancements were made during Era 3 in the 

institutionalization of mechanisms to offload surplus military and agricultural supplies in 

a manner that was intended to shield US markets from harm.71 Using foreign assistance 

                                                
70 An “entry” refers to the introduction in Congress of a bill, petition, or memorial and the debates and 
documents associated therewith.  
71 One of the most innovative programs in this area, introduced by freshman senator William J. Fulbright 
(D-AR), authorized the application of proceeds from the sale of surplus military supplies toward “financing 
studies, research, instruction, and other educational activities of or for American citizens in schools… 
located in such foreign country, or the citizens of such foreign country in American schools”. Today the 
Fulbright Program continues to operate, active in more than 160 countries and having funded more than 



47 
 

to offload American surplus is a practice that was started after the First World War, as 

Chapter 5 will demonstrate. 

 

 
Figure 3: Foreign Assistance Cases by Resource Outcome 

 

Patterns in resource allocation also reveal a flurry of activity in Era 2; the period 

contains 26 percent more rejected cases than Era 1 and Era 3 combined (29 versus 23 

cases) as well as an equal number of in-kind responses (23 cases). This is indicative of 

two transformations that were occurring in Era 2. First, Wilsonian liberals struggled to 

expand the sphere of American involvement in the face of strong opposition by 

Republican isolationism; many bills were introduced though few garnered the support 

needed to pass. Second, successful bills tended to be those introduced on a case-by-case 

basis rather than the clustered approach that became more commonplace in Era 3. For 

example, between 1915 and 1917 (Era 2), Congress approved six near-identical cases for 

                                                
360,000 scholars since its inception in 1946. See “History,” Fullbright U.S. Student Program, accessed 
January 27, 2015, http://us.fulbrightonline.org/about/history and https://eca.state.gov/fulbright/about-
fulbright/history/early-years.  
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Fundraising Days, each for a separate people group (Poles, Lithuanians, Syrians, 

Armenians, Jews, and Ukrainians). A seventh case, a bill introduced in 1921 to establish 

a general account to “stave starvation anywhere in the world,” did not even make it to the 

calendar for vote. Though the lack of interest may be partially attributed to a weariness 

with wartime efforts, there was also a trend in Eras 1 and 2 to reject proposals that lacked 

specificity. Hence, repetitive bills needed to be introduced for similar cases. In Era 3, the 

legislative tactic of bundling needs across national and ethnic boundaries led to the 

introduction of fewer bills that were more expansive both in terms of the range of 

potential recipients and the approaches used to meet a variety of needs. By contrast, in 

Era 3, the only case that provided funding to one specific country was the China Aid Act 

of 1942, essentially an extension of the enormous Lend-Lease program that was already 

in place for European allies. Included in the $500 million effort, which was primarily 

intended primarily to bolster China’s fight against Imperialist Japan, was sizeable 

humanitarian aid to address the scarcity of food and medical supplies under which 

Chinese civilians suffered. 

Another important change in Era 3 was the introduction of programs that required 

funding across congressional terms, a practice theretofore fervently avoided. The United 

Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) and the Institute for Inter-

American Affairs (IIAA) are two such examples. The constitutionality of committing 

future Congresses to these programs was an issue of debate. Its settlement helped paved 

the way for the massive multi-year programs of the 80th Congress. 
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Though this study argues that the moral, economic, and political logics of foreign 

assistance developed over a long arc of evolutionary history, it also recognizes that a 

significant monetary rupture occurred in Era 3, especially with the 80th Congress.  

Of the aforementioned 31 cases that contain funding for foreign assistance, 39 

laws that are relevant to this study were generated, as displayed in Figure 4. Of these 39 

laws, 32 were devoted exclusively to foreign assistance activities. The remaining seven 

laws provided for the participation of the United States in the two world wars, to include 

foreign assistance activities associated therewith, though the exact amount to be used for 

foreign assistance purposes was not specified. These seven laws of “mixed” lethal and 

nonlethal funding are: the four Liberty Loans of the First World War and two of the 

Lend-Lease laws of the Second World War. Though scholars have used financial records 

to determine how much was spent on foreign assistance through some of these 

appropriations,72 this study presents data in the manner in which it would have been 

understood by legislators at the time – as one mixed lump sum. The total nominal value 

of all laws that contained funding for foreign assistance as recorded in the FACDA is $71 

                                                
72 For example, see Frank G. Dickinson, “Public Foreign Philanthropy,” in The Changing Position of 
Philanthropy in the American Economy, ed. Frank G. Dickinson (National Bureau of Economic Research, 
1970), accessed September 15, 2018, http://www.nber.org/books/dick70-1. Dickinson contends that it is 
“impossible to separate into civilian and military categories” the $7B in cash authorized prior to the First 
World War Armistice and the $2.5B in loans after the Armistice, though we do know that significant 
portions went toward what he calls “public foreign philanthropy” or foreign aid. For the Second World War 
Dickinson provides detailed assessments to support his conclusion that a total of $16.6 billion of Lend-
Lease (35 percent) went toward foreign aid. Overall from 1941-1945 he estimates that $18.3 billion was 
spent on foreign aid – $17,567 million in grants and $715 million in credits – which accounts for roughly 
15 percent of the overall defense effort during the period. His definition of foreign aid closely aligns with 
the definition used in this study. Dickinson uses data from the following for his analysis: Foreign Aid by 
the United States Government, 1940-1951 (Supplement to Survey of Current Business), Office of Business 
Economics, US Department of Commerce, Washington, DC, 1952, available at: 
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PCAAA605.pdf, accessed July 14, 2016. 
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billion ($1 trillion in 2015 dollars). By contrast, laws that were dedicated exclusively to 

foreign assistance total a mere $12.5 billion ($213 billion in 2015 dollars). See Figure 5. 

 

 

 
Figure 5: Laws that Contain Exclusive Foreign Assistance Funding vs Mixed Foreign Assistance Funding 

 

Figure 4: Laws that Contain Foreign Assistance Funding 



51 
 

As demonstrated in Figure 4, a burst of activity occured in the 1940s, both in 

terms of the number of foreign assistance laws and their relative value. Displayed on this 

logarithmic scale, the full extent of the “rupture” is difficult to glean. Figure 6 

demonstrates the shift in funding patterns more clearly by comparing the laws generated 

by the 80th Congress to funded foreign assistance activities the preceeding 79 sessions. 

Likewise, Figure 7 compares Era 3 to Eras 1 and 2. For clarity and consistency, the 

“mixed” funding is not included in Figure 6 and Figure 7. As show in Figure 6, in the 

final two years of the study, just shy of $8 billion ($79 billion in 2015 dollars) was 

authorized in laws that exclusively funded foreign assistance activities. The previous 

century-and-a-half barely outpaces this at a combined total of all laws that contain 

funding exclusively for foreign assistance reaching $10 billion ($133 billion in 2015 

dollars). 
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Figure 6: 80th Congress Rupture: Funding for Foreign Assistance Activities 
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Figure 7: Laws that Contain Foreign Assistance Funding by Era 
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The contrast is even more stark when presented in the context of era divisions. As 

displayed in Figure 7Error! Reference source not found., in the final era of the study, 

$17 billion ($211 billion in 2015 dollars) was authorized to exclusively fund foreign 

assistance whereas in Eras 1 and 2 combined, the total almost fails to register at $131 

million ($1.8 billion in 2015 dollars). It may be useful to point out that the rate of 

increase in foreign assistance spending mirrors the general trajectory of the rise in US 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP). This suggests that increased spending on foreign 

assistance may have had less to do with a sudden interest in responding to human 

suffering abroad and more to do with overall changes in the financial patterns of the 

United States Government. 

The data from which these findings are calculated is provided as Appendix F.  

Foreign Assistance and War 
In keeping with the theory of change that was presented in Chapter 2, it is not 

surprising that precedent-setting foreign aid legislation was often approved during times 

of war when a drastically-changed socio-political space required the renegotiation of 

foreign assistance norms. This observation is also consistent the notion, popular in 

political science, that war-making promotes the development of state structures.73 During 

war, legislators were more likely to loosen the strings of the federal purse and to 

temporarily suspend objections to foreign aid in favor of advancing American foreign 

                                                
73 See Charles Tilly Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-1990, quoted in Stephen D. Krasner, 
“Review Article: Foreign Aid: Competing Paradigms,” Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding, 5, no. 2 
(June 2011): 128.  
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policy objectives. This relaxation allowed the enactment of laws that set legal precedents 

that were then drawn upon by future generations to expand and refine the concept. With 

each war, the range of options perceived as available to legislators increased. Likewise, a 

canonical understanding of the foreign assistance phenomenon began to emerge, defining 

key concepts such as the perceived nature of recipients, belief systems about why 

America should give and to whom, and expected outcomes of the policy and practice.  

Table 3 provides examples of precedent setting legislation from various types of 

cases across the span of the study. Note-worthy milestones are briefly noted and the 

historical context that shaped the perceived purposes of the legislation are noted. 

During the prelude to the War of 1812, a shipping embargo meant that only ships 

authorized by the federal government would be allowed to leave port. Congress 

authorized $50,000 ($697,000 in 2015 dollars) to provision and transport supplies to 

victims of an earthquake in Venezuela, setting a precedent that was referenced by future 

legislators when challenging the idea that expenditures for “foreign charity” were not 

constitutional.  

The first “in-kind” resource authorization ¾ a naval ship to transport donations 

from the public to starving Ireland in 1847 ¾ was passed in the middle of the Mexican-

American War. As described in Chapter 5, Whigs successfully argued that since 

Congress had “deemed it necessary” to flood Mexican cities with tears and blood, it 

would be beneficial to “show the world that the same Government is not powerless for 

other purposes than those of war and desolation.”74 In the final hours of the final day of 

                                                
74 Senator Clayton (W-DE); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 513. [IRL5] 
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the congressional term, after weeks of intense debate, the bill passed. Over the next six 

decades eleven requests to send naval ships laden with supplies were brought before 

Congress. Five requests passed with little discussion or dissention; the 1847 case had 

established the constitutionality and credibility of the activity and provided a legislative 

template for repeat occurrences. Six requests did not fit within the logics established by 

the 1847 Irish case and therefore were rejected. In most of the rejected cases the crisis 

was not sufficient enough to merit government intervention. In the case of the Russian 

famine in 1891, however, significant political complications dissuaded assent as 

described in Chapter 5. 

At the end of the nineteenth century, the deteriorating situation for Armenians in 

the Ottoman Empire gripped the American public. Fueled with reports generated by 

hundreds of American missionaries, Congress considered a wide swath of options to 

alleviate the suffering and to protect American-run schools and clinics in the area. From 

considering sending gunboats up the Bosporus to dispatching nurses under the American 

Society of the Red Cross, in the end Congress settled on issuing a public statement of 

condemnation against the Ottoman regime. Historian Merle Curti highlights the 

importance of the precedent that Congress set in so doing; this was the first time that 

legislators took political action and, mild though the measure, it was deemed “the only 

appropriate means of giving significant and lasting aid to a people in grave distress.”75 

 

 

                                                
75 Curti, American Philanthropy, 133. 
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Table 3: Examples of Precedent-Setting Legislation 

Year Case Precedent/Compromise Historical Context 
1812 (1) Post-Earthquake 

Aid to Venezuela 
First financial appropriation War of 1812: shipping embargo 

prevents private donations 
1847 (5) Famine Relief to 

Ireland 
First “in-kind” resource authorized (naval 
vessel); compromise to quell concerns 
about the constitutionality of financial 
appropriations 

Mexican-American War: Whigs 
advocate on behalf of this bill as 
counterpoint to Democat’s 
belligerence  

1895 (14) Statement of 
Sympathy for 
Armenians 

First large-scale humanitarian movement in 
US, first wide-spread calls for political 
action to remove the perceived cause of the 
disaster (the Ottoman Empire); Congress 
approves public statements rather than 
sending supplies76 

Hundreds of US missionaries, 
schools and clinics funded by US 
private donations in danger, many 
calls by the American public for 
gunboats to intimidate or overthrow 
the Turkish Government  

1900 (18) American 
National Red Cross 
Incorporation Act 

Establishes official link between public and 
private initiatives to alleviate suffering 
abroad 

Barton was volunteer during 
Franco-Prussian War (1870-71), 
dedicates three decades to 
establishing the organization in the 
USA; congressional charter issued 
shortly after Spanish-American War 

1914 (31) Technical 
Assistance Mission to 
China 

Establishes that government personnel may 
be assigned to foreign governments as 
consultants 

USACE officer assigned desipte 
pending war in Europe – high value 
on relations w/China 

1918 (40) First and Second 
Liberty Bond Acts 

Funds raised through combination of 
taxation and bonds sales are loaned to 
Allies – very few repaid  

WWI 

1921 (60) Russian Medical 
Relief Act 

Establishes precedent for offloading surplus 
goods and commodities abroad, secures 
importance of an institution such as the 
ARA to faciliate transactions 

Post-WWI 

1940 (97) Assistance for 
Warzone Children 

High profile case of using immigration as 
tool to alleviate human suffering 

WWII 

1941 (98) Lend-Lease Rather than financial loans, material goods 
are “leased” and given to allies 

WWII 

1944 (112) UNRRA Attempts to meet global needs through 
multinational agency; after 3 yrs dissolves 
into each country establishing individual 
efforts 

Post-WWII 

1947 (120) GARIOA  Establishes basic human needs as essential 
to post-conflict stabilization, and the role of 
the military in such activities 

Post-WWII 

1947 (127) Foreign Aid Act 
of 1948 

Establishes the Marshall Plan and other 
relief programs as central to “promoting the 
general welfare” of the United States 

Post-WWII/Cold War 

1948 (128) Smith-Mundt 
Act 

Establishes propoganda as central tool in 
the peacetime “struggle for minds and 
wills” abroad  

Cold War 

                                                
76 See Merle Curti, American Philanthropy Abroad: A History (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University 
Press, 1963), 133: “in these discussions and the joint resolution adopted by Congress, the emphasis for the 
first time, in any situation at all comparable, was not on temporary relief, either by voluntary or by 
government agencies. It was rather on political action… a precedent had nonetheless been made when 
Congress took a stand, regarded by many of its members as far too mild, in recommending government 
action as the only appropriate means of giving significant and lasting aid to a people in grave distress.” 
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Ms. Clarissa (Clara) Harlowe Barton founded the American Society of the Red 

Cross in 1881 after working under the same umbrella organization in war-torn Europe 

during and after the Franco-Prussian War. The young organization proved its worth 

during the Spanish-American War and soon thereafter was granted a congressional 

charter, making it a quasi-governmental organization and establishing official and 

permanent links between the public and private sectors to help alleviate suffering abroad. 

The American Red Cross would become an invaluable asset to President Wilson during 

the First World War and continues to define the field of disaster response to this day. 

As the First World War loomed on the horizon, Congress authorized the 

deployment of an officer of the United States Army Corps of Engineers to China at the 

behest of letters from the Secretary of War and a statement by the American Red Cross. 

The authorization reflects the high-value placed on foreign relations with China as well 

as concerns about the well-being of the Chinese population amongst the American public, 

which was fueled by stories shared by the extensive network of American missionaries 

serving there. This technical assistance mission set a precedent that was followed during 

the interwar years with military officers for Latin America, Liberia and the Philippines 

and for civilian scientists and other professionals in pan-American organizations such as 

the Institute for Inter-American Affairs (FACDA Case #121).  

The remaining cases are associated with the two world wars. The experience with 

the Liberty Bonds of the First World War, the loans from which have yet to be repaid to 

this day from every country but Finland, significantly influenced the decision in the 

Second World War to establish a program that did not need to be financially reimbursed - 
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the lending and leasing of goods in exchange for access, information, and other 

commodities of interest to the United States sufficed. Likewise, the experience with 

offloading the vast quantities of agricultural, medical, military and other surplus supplies 

accumulated during the First World War informed the realization that organizations such 

as the American Relief Administration would be needed to facilitate the distribution of 

aid after the Second World War. Many of the logics and practices that guided 

organizations such as the United National Relief and Rehabilitation Administration 

(UNRRA) date back to modes of operation established by Herbert Hoover during the 

Great War. While the UNRRA was revolutionary as a body of international cooperation, 

as described in Chapter 7, the loss of control over the public relations aspect of the 

activities and the perception of corruption associated therewith established a precedent 

that legislators did not want to see followed after the war – the Marshall Plan is a direct 

outcome of disillusionment with multilateralism. The Marshall Plan relied heavily on 

logics of “promoting the general welfare” of the United States for its passage, as 

established in foreign aid debates as far back as Era 1. 

The logistics of identifying and securing resources, arranging transportation, 

brokering distribution in less-than-stable environments and other such challenges began 

to be worked out within the context of an increasingly important dialogue between the 

burgeoning private philanthropic sector and interested elements of the US Government. 

Thus, the practice of foreign assistance as understood within Congress did not develop in 

a vacuum but was highly influenced by experiences and opinions of those outside the 

government who were intimately involved in such efforts (such as wealthy 
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philanthropists like J.D. Rockefeller and Andrew Carnegie, missionaries and missionary 

societies, and Clara Barton and the nurses of the American Red Cross). The fact that 

those dedicated to or at least interested in alleviating human suffering at all times were 

predominantly given voice in Congress during times of war significantly shaped the 

development of legislation and the logics that came to guide Congress. This is an idea 

that will be explored further through the discourse analysis of Chapters 4, 5 and 6. 

Instigating Events 
Perhaps one of the most surprising findings of the content analysis is that the 

overwhelming majority of events that captured the attention of the 1st through 80th 

Congresses were manmade disasters; very few ‘acts of God’ such as earthquakes, 

volcanoes or storms were raised for consideration. 

The types of events that prompted congressional consideration are differentiated 

by eleven codes, as displayed in Table 4. Of the 129 cases in the study, only 9 cases (7 

percent) can be attributed to purely natural causes, denoted by the code “EV” for 

earthquake, volcanic eruption or storm. Half of these occurred between 1902 and 1910, 

during and just after the Presidency of Theodore Roosevelt (1901-1909) as the US Navy 

rose to global prominence.77 The debates surrounding the final two “EV” cases, 

earthquakes in Chile (1939) and Mexico (1941), are indicative of the strong and enduring 

preference throughout the period of study for the private sector to handle the nation’s 

response to natural disasters. As demonstrated in the debates of 1847 regarding relief to 

                                                
77 Roosevelt, both as President of the United States and Assistance Secretary of the Navy (1897-1898) was 
an active proponent of using naval resources to project American power abroad. For example, see Henry J. 
Hendrix, Theodore Roosevelt’s Naval Diplomacy: The US Navy and the Birth of the American Century 
(Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2009).  
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famine-stricken Ireland, the prevailing logic was that the government should get involved 

in “foreign charity” only when a situation was deemed “beyond the reach of private 

charity.”78 This idea is explored further in Chapter 4. 

 

 
Table 4: Types of Instigating Events 

Natural vs 
Manmade 

Code Description # % 

Natural EV Earthquake, Volcano or Storm 8 7 
Mixed FM Famine (not associated with earthquake, volcano or 

armed conflict) 
10 8 

Mixed TA Technical Assistance Mission 5 4 
Manmade (C) CF Supply Shortages during or after conflict 31 24 
Manmade (C) SS Surplus Supplies after war 9 7 
Manmade (C) RH Recognition of human atrocities and/or support for 

independence 
20 15 

Manmade (C) DT Loans and indebtedness of foreign countries or 
peoples as a result of war 

15 12 

Manmade (C) FD Fundraising Day during war 8 6 
Manmade (C) IM Asylum and Visas as a means to alleviate suffering 7 5 
Manmade DM Development or regulation of private philanthropic 

sector or US Government officials to attend an 
international conference 

13 10 

Manmade OT Other 2 2 
 

Of the remaining 120 cases in the study, 90 cases are directly linked to conflict. 

The six codes associated with conflict cover a wide spectrum of instigating events that 

range from alleviating suffering of civilian populations in war zones to issuing political 

statements on behalf of minority populations that were suffering under political 

oppression. By far the most populous category in the FACDA is “CF” (31 cases, 24 

                                                
78 Senator Cass (D-MI); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 513. [IRL5] 
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percent of the study’s total), which captures attempts to respond to shortages of supplies 

in war zones during and after conflict. Nine cases (7 percent) are coded as “SS” and 

attributed to attempts to establish programs to offload surplus after the two world wars. 

The most famous of these surplus programs are the activities of the US Grain Corporation 

after the First World War79 and the Surplus Property Act of 1944, better known as the 

Fulbright Act.80 The massive loans extended to Europe during and immediately after the 

First World War and the unsuccessful attempts to settle those accounts during the 

interwar years account for most of the cases that are coded at “DT” (15 cases, 12 percent 

of the study’s total). Also associated with the First World War, a series of official 

“fundraising days” were announced by the US Government to support private relief 

operations within the war zone. This effort is described in Chapter 6 and the six relevant 

cases are coded in the FACDA as “FD.” Seven cases (5 percent) are coded as “IM” and 

center on bills that attempted to issue visas to extract people from conflict situations, 

which was argued at the time as the most productive way to alleviate suffering. These are 

visas for Christians from the Ottoman Empire in 1921 (rejected), temporary visas for 

refugee children during the Second World War (approved once and reject the following 

year), visas for Jews from France in 1942 (rejected), visas for famine victims in India in 

1943 (rejected), and then the massive international efforts of the International Refugee 

Organization in 1947, which was followed by the Displaced Persons Act of 1948 (both 

approved). And finally, the code “RH” refers to cases in which the primary mode of 

                                                
79 The US Grain Corporation garnered a $20 million congressional appropriation to send surplus wheat to 
famine-stricken Russia in 1921, FACDA Case #60. 
80 The Fulbright Act channeled proceeds from the sale of surplus war property toward establishing a 
program for academic exchanges that continues to this day, FACDA Case #117. 
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support that Congress considered was the release of an official statement that would 

express official “sympathy” for a particular situation or clarify the US Government’s 

political position, usually in association with the struggle of a minority population against 

political oppression. Twenty cases (15 percent) are coded as “RH.” These official 

statements were often vigorously debated and often considered in tandem with tangible 

responses such as the purveying of supplies. They offer important insights into the 

development of foreign assistance logics. 

Indirectly related to conflict is the code “DM,” which captures the US 

Government’s support for the development of private sector capacity to respond to 

suffering abroad. Of the 13 cases coded as DM, 8 cases are associated with the American 

Society of the Red Cross. One pertains to the attempt by the organization ‘Near East 

Relief’ to gain a public charter (rejected, 1919). One captures the attempt to establish a 

government-backed commission to save the lives of European Jews (rejected, 1943). The 

final three cases were passed between 1927 and 1929 when a series of requests were 

funded by Congress for government employees to participate in international conferences 

focused on alleviating suffering such as the Global Economic Conference of 1927 in 

Geneva and the 8th Pan-American Conference in the same year. 

 Related to participation in international conferences yet different in scope are the 

Technical Assistance missions encompassed in the code “TA.” In these five cases (4 

percent of the study total), Congress authorized government employees to serve as 

consultants to foreign governments on matters related to alleviating human suffering – to 

China in 1914, Latin America and Liberia in 1938 and 1939, a scientific exchange 
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program with the Americas in 1939, and the founding of the Institute for Inter-American 

Affairs in 1947. As demonstrated in Curti and Birr’s Prelude to Point Four and Philip M. 

Glick’s The Administration of Technical Assistance, these cases represent but a tiny 

portion of the extensive involvement of the US Government in providing technical 

assistance to foreign governments.81 However, as the vast majority of technical assistance 

mission were handled directly by the Executive Branch and funded by foreign 

governments, they did not require congressional approval; only those that came to 

Congress for funding or for special authorizations for personnel are recorded in the 

FACDA. 

Famine that was not a direct result of natural disasters or armed conflict (code 

“FM”) was nonetheless indirectly link to conflict sometimes as natural events such as 

blight or drought were exacerbated by incompetent government response. The debates 

surrounding the cases for famine relief in Ireland (1847 and 1880) and India (1897-1900) 

mention but do not pursue an in-depth exploration of how the “British treat their 

subjects.”82 Three of the 10 famine cases in the study are about famine relief to China. 

One of the earliest cases in the study is for famine relief to Cape de Verde Islands (case 

#6, 1856). Despite concerns about the constitutionality of the action and whether or not 

the US Navy could spare 25 men for the voyage, the bill passed the House. It seems to 

                                                
81 See Merle Curti and Kendall Birr, Prelude to Point Four: American Technical Missions Overseas, 1838-
1938 (Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1954) and Philip M. Glick, The Administration of 
Technical Assistance: Growth in the Americas (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957). 
82 See FACDA Cases #15, 16 and 19 for examples from India. 
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have died in the Senate Committee of Naval Affairs, however, as no record of passage is 

recorded in Senate documents nor has the account appeared in history books.83 

Thus, we see that though war disrupted foreign assistance norms and prompted a 

renegotiation of practices and the meaning associated therewith, the slow 

institutionalization of ideas took place within a broader spectrum of ‘conflict’ that 

touched upon a wide variety of ides that extended beyond the moments of violence on 

battlefields. Instigating events were often multifaceted, which made it difficult to follow a 

traditional coding schematic with mutually exclusive categories. Rather, entries and the 

cases that they comprise were coded according to the type of Instigating Event that was 

deemed to best capture the dominant narrative of the associated debate. Other coders 

might produce slightly different outcomes but the overall findings would still be the 

same: conflict would still emerge as a dominant theme, congressional responses would 

still range from statements of sympathy to the appropriation of funds for multi-million 

dollar programs, and the overarching belief that government should get involved only 

when the needs were “beyond the reach” of the private sector would still drive decision-

making.  

The Expansion of Recipient Groups 
On the heels of the connection between foreign assistance and conflict is the 

finding that the vast majority of attention was focused on Europe. This is true both as an 

accounting of the value of appropriations as well as the geographic location of instigating 

events. As this study focuses on discourse about foreign assistance rather than the final 

                                                
83 See Curti, American Philanthropy, 19. 
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outcomes of those debates, it is useful to examine the people and places to which 

Congress debated sending foreign aid, regardless of the final outcome. 

As evidenced in Figure 8, the majority of foreign assistance (51 percent) was 

directed toward Europe. This statement holds true across all three eras of the study as 

displayed in Figure 9. While the two world wars and their aftermath served as the 

instigators for much of this attention in Eras 2 and 3, the activities of Era 1 are better 

explained by ties of immigration and cultural influence (Greece, Ireland, Italy, France, 

Germany, Russia and Jews throughout Europe) and the relationships built through 

merchants and missionaries (Venezuela, the Canary Islands, Cape de Verde, South 

Africa, China, India, and the Armenians of the Ottoman Empire were also potential 

recipients in Era 1). 

 Asia registers as a distant second region of interest. China received the largest 

share of this attention (7 of the 12 cases in Asia) due to concerns about famine in Eras 1 

and 2, which were kept at the forefront of American awareness by missionaries, and 

support for a fellow Allied nation in the Second World War. Four more cases were in 

response to famine in India between 1900 and 1921 and again in 1943 when famine 

prompted the introduction of a bill to naturalize 3,000 Indians as a way to relieve 

suffering.84 The latter did not pass. The final case in Asia was for relief to Japan 

following the earthquake in 1924, to which Americans in general responded generously 

                                                
84 The number of cases for India is a bit misleading because they are in reference to one famine that 
happened to span several congressional sessions and reflect administrative conundrums in Congress that 
required the resubmission of an approved law twice before action could finally be taken. 
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and Congress passed, without protest, a $6 million appropriation to cover the cost of 

sending a fleet of naval ships.85 

 

 

 
Figure 8: Geographic Distribution of Foreign Assistance 
 

 
 

                                                
85 For more on this case see Curti, American Philanthropy, 339-346. 
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The focus on China and to a lesser extent Imperial Japan is not surprising given 

American foreign policy goals and commercial interests during the period of study. What 

is surprising: Latin America and the Caribbean account for less than ten percent of all 

initiatives across time, and in Era 2 and Era 3 garner less than half the interest that had 

been directed toward Asia.  

Africa is also a region that is largely ignored, presumably because the continent 

was carved up among European powers during the period of study. The places that did 

garner congressional attention are: famine in Cape de Verde in 1856 through connections 

made by New England whaling ships,86 South African Boers in their quest to oust the 

British Empire in the early twentieth century, and Liberia when a Technical Assistance 

Mission was established by President Franklin D. Roosevelt during the interwar years. 

Similarly, the Middle East is a region that is largely overlooked, with the exception of 

Armenian and Syrian Christians in the Ottoman Empire. The spike of interest in Era 2 is 

explained by concerns over the slaughter of Armenians as described by American 

missionaries and the founding of the organization Near East Relief. 

How is it that Congress came to be interested in these particular places and 

peoples as opposed to others? 

This study argues that selection of recipients followed a dynamic pattern of 

ingroup expansion, the growth of which was intertwined with the rise of American 

influence in global affairs. The model is presented as three concentric circles that 

                                                
86 In 1856 whaling ships returned with stories of starvation in Cape de Verde. Private citizens donated 
supplies but the request to Congress to supply a naval vessel to transport American largess appears to have 
died in the Senate Committee of Naval Affairs. For more on this case see Curti, American Philanthropy, 
74-75. 
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expanded over time from an initial interest in helping people who help us (contributors), 

to helping people who are like us (kinship groups), to eventually helping people that we 

want to make like us (converts). Each phase of growth will be explained briefly. 

 

 

 
Figure 10: Recipient Groups: Helping people who... 

 

Helping People Who Help Us 
Initially, debates about foreign aid were not triggered by discussions of foreign 

policy or reports of global calamities but rather in response to public awareness 

campaigns that were brought to Congress by various interest groups. These campaigns 

often bore connection to specific immigrant communities in the United States, notably 

Irish and Jewish populations, and recipient destinations were rarely devoid of complex 

political dynamics, as evidenced, for example, in the various campaigns to aid Christians 

in the Ottoman Empire. “Voluntary association with others in common causes” became 

“strikingly characteristic of American life,” recounts historian Merle Curti, serving as 

both “index and grant” to the national character – that is, both reflecting and shaping 
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American self-perceptions.87 America as a land of “bounty” that gives generously to 

foreigners found wanting became a part of the nation’s identity and was referenced with 

pride by advocates of foreign aid legislation throughout the period of study.  

A common thread woven throughout early advocacy in favor of foreign assistance 

was the reciprocal duty owed to potential recipients in exchange for the contributions 

their ancestors and compatriots had made to the development of the United States. For 

example, in the 1820s, members of congress were called upon to join the fervor sweeping 

the American public in support for Greece, the land that had given America Liberty, “the 

country of her earliest temples and longest worship” against the “tyranny of those 

inhuman masters,” the Ottomans.88 In 1847, during the call for food aid to Ireland, 

listeners were reminded that “our population of Irish descent have fought the battles of 

the country with as much zeal and bravery as any class of citizens… we can now send to 

Ireland, not indeed what she has sent us, her children – those we cannot part with – but 

food for their relatives, our friends…”89 Likewise, proposals for supplying the public 

with a naval ship to transport private donations following the cessation of hostilities after 

the Franco-Prussian War in 1871 erupted in a heated dispute about whether the ship 

should be sent to France or to Germany. Senator Charles Sumner (R-MA) outlined the 

merits of each – France “gave us the treaty of alliance and flung her sword into the 

trembling scale. Through France our independence was assured,” whereas Germany 

“fertile in men as in thought, has contributed to ours a population numerous and 

                                                
87 Merle Curti, “American Philanthropy and the National Character,” American Quarterly 10, no.4 (Winter 
1958): 422 and 424. 
88 Annals of Congress, 17th Cong., 2d sess., 1822, vol. 40: 458. [GRC1] 
89 Senator Cass (D-MI); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 513. [IRL5] 
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enlightened by which the Republic has been strengthened and our civilization elevated. 

How shall I undertake to determine the difference between these two obligations?” the 

Senator questioned.90 The decision was made to send the ship to both countries and “let 

those who wish to succor Germany do so; let those who wish to succor France do so. 

Americans will naturally bestow their aid where their sympathies are.”91 

Thus, initially the impetus to “help” is framed in language that implied a settling 

of debts, usually in response to contributions made through the blood, sweat and tears of 

serving as allies in combat or contributing to the intellectual or structural development of 

the young Republic. Advocacy based on returning dues to those “who helped us” is 

evident in the debates for Greece in the 1820s, Ireland in 1847 and 1880s, Crete in 1868, 

France and Germany in 1871, and Italy, 1909. All of these cases occurred in Era 1. 

Helping Those Who Are Like Us 
Closely linked to the concept of “contributors” but developing into a cognitive 

sphere of its own relatively early in the study is the idea of “kinship groups” — that is, a 

belief that one should help a particular community based on familial ties that were 

generated through actual bloodlines, as was often argued for assistance to European 

ethnicities that had contributed large population of immigrants to the United States, or 

through ideological connections nurtured through common socio-cultural identification 

such as religion, language, ethnicity, or a democratic governing system.92 The latter is 

                                                
90 Senator Charles Sumner (R-MA); Cong. Globe, 41st Cong., 3d sess., 1871, vol. 43, pt. 2: 955-956. 
[FNG01] 
91 Senator Eugene Casserly (D-CA); Cong. Globe, 41st Cong., 3d sess., 1871, vol. 43, pt. 2: 955. [FNG01] 
92In support of famine relief for Ireland, Senator Lewis Cass (D-MI) argued, “There are few of our citizens 
who do not have Irish blood in their veins!” 
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evidenced, for example, in the passionate support for Christians in the Ottoman Empire 

— especially the Greeks and Armenians — that seized the American public with fervor 

in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. Though immigrants trickled from these 

regions to the United States, and at times an increase to immigration quotas was 

suggested in congress as a means to alleviate the suffering they faced, it is important to 

note that the brunt of the argument in favor of their inclusion as a recipient group did not 

rely on contributions made by the community to the American state. Rather, support was 

based on the connections perceived to exist through a common religion and the concrete 

investment of American money that had been made in education, hospitals and other 

humanitarian endeavors through missionary organizations. Armenians, Syrians, Greeks, 

and people from Crete were almost always referenced as “Christians” so as to evoke a 

common ingroup identity and the sense of duty that it might imply.93 Indeed, two bills 

were introduced in 1896 to form an “International Christian Commission” with 

representatives from “each Christian nation of the world for the correction of the 

intolerable evil, so persistently and still continuing, in the shape of the Ottoman 

Empire”.94 Neither bill made it out of committee, but the initiative reflects a popular 

conviction in the United States that because the sufferers are “fellow Christians” they 

should be helped. The fact that the perpetrators of Armenian suffering could so easily be 

distinguished as an outgroup – the “marauding Muslims” – helped to secure the position 

                                                
93 For a succinct overview of Social Identity Theory and Categorization Theory see Karina V. Korestelina 
Social Identity and Conflict: Structures, Dynamics, and Implications (New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2007), 23-26. For additional information see the works of Henri Tajfel, John Turner, Samuel Gaertner, 
John Dovidio, and other social identity theorists.  
94 S. 2788, 54th Cong., 1st sess., April 9, 1896 [ARM24] and HR 5277, 54th Cong., 1st sess., January 31, 
1896. [ARM03] 
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of Armenians squarely within America’s ingroup and thus as eligible for assistance. 

Representative Robert Roberts Hitt (R-IL) explained that specific peoples for whom he 

was advocating were part of 42 churches in the eastern part of Turkey, “organized by 

American missionaries, and sustained largely by the contributions of good men and the 

wives and children of pious families all over the United States.” He described, “I know 

there is little commerce there; almost none; but there is life, precious human life… and 

the ideas on which our Government is founded, the principles, morals, and religion on 

which our civilization is based, are fostered and extended in the churches throughout that 

entire region… we should not leave them unprotected.”95 This duty to protect was not 

portrayed as an act of pity, nor a responsibility to return favors of the past, as had been 

the case argued earlier on behalf of France, Germany, Ireland, and even at times Russia. 

This was a duty bound by the ties of kinship, in this case to protect fellow Christians from 

the “uncivilized” and “barbaric” Turks. Similar arguments would be used to send 

assistance to the Brits “with whom we share a common language and ancestry” in both 

world wars, the Boers in their “struggle between democracy and royalty” with those same 

Brits, the Jews of Europe as fellow “people of the book,” and so on. The ties were not 

based on a system of exchange – of theoretical repayment for services rendered to the 

nation by ancestors or compatriots of the potential recipient group – but rather on the 

bonds of an imagined community with groups that Americans perceived to be like 

themselves.96 

                                                
95 Cong. Rec., 53rd Cong., 3d sess., 1895, vol. 27, pt. 1: 792. [ARM41] 
96 The concept of “imagined communities” is presented by Benedict Anderson in Imaged Communities: 
Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London, UK: Verso, 1983). 
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Helping People that We Want to Make Like Us 
Beginning with a number of China relief efforts that spanned the mid-nineteenth 

and early twentieth century, then coming into full force with the postwar architects of the 

Roosevelt administration, the idea that foreign assistance could be used to draw outgroup 

populations into a sphere of American influence grew in popularity. This was different 

that the previous conceptualizations of reciprocal exchange with “contributors” or 

familial ties to those perceived to be like us through “kindship groups.” This new 

phenomenon used foreign assistance to make people “like us” (converts), in the 

American image, specifically through enticing them to embrace a form of government 

and economic order in common with the United States. A stark example of this is seen 

following the First World War. On the margins of negotiations for the Treaty of 

Versailles, President Wilson (D) and Herbert Hoover (R) sent strong pleas to Congress 

for $100 million to feed starving Europe. While Wilson’s arguments were largely 

grounded in humanitarianism and his vision for a peaceful world order based on 

commitment to common liberal ideals, it was Hoover who found the “hook” that won the 

necessary support from his fellow Republicans. In a cablegram from Paris in 1919, 

Hoover urged, ‘I need not repeat that strong liberal relief is today the only hope of 

stemming the tide of Bolshevism without the expenditure of lives and vast sums on 

military action.”97 Fellow Republican Senator John Weeks (R-MA) supported the 

appropriation because: “We want to prevent other men from becoming Bolshevists. 

When a man has an empty stomach he listens to that kind of reasoning much more readily 

                                                
97Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1350. [EUR08] 
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than he does under other conditions.”98 Senator Warren G. Harding (R-OH), who became 

President of the United States ten years later, was less convinced that desired results 

could be purchased with food: “the man who expects to stop that wave [Bolshevism] 

from the wealth of the world, by feeding temporarily, is chasing a rainbow that has no 

end.”99 In the end, only three Democrats in the Senate and nine Democrats in the House 

voted against the bill, and it passed both Democratically-controlled chambers with 55 

percent in the upper house and 56 percent in the lower house. While many factors played 

in to the success of the initiative, not the least of which was the need to offload American 

agriculture surplus in a manner that would maintain stable markets in the United States, 

in this important aspect at least some of the arguments used in favor of the assistance 

differed from past arguments: moving beyond the idea that populations should be helped 

due to moral obligations stemming from contributions that the population had made to 

the development of the United States or the common bonds of kinship, populations were 

now identified as targets that could be brought “into” the American circle through the 

modality of assistance. Thus, by keeping the target population out of the reach of the 

Bolsheviks, American political and business elites might draw foreigners into the 

American sphere of influence, thereby achieving ingroup expansion. 

Recipient Group Expansion Summary 
Not every case in the study fits neatly or exclusively into only one of the three 

concentric circles — indeed, some bear characteristics that cross boundaries — and there 

are not specific moments in time that can be pointed to as the “big bang” in the expansion 

                                                
98Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1807. [EUR13] 
99Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1810. [EUR13] 
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of a new circle. Rather, this model of concentric circles reflects general trends in the 

evolutionary expansion of the nature of potential aid recipients and purposes of the 

exchange. From repayment to “those who have helped us” to familial ties with “those 

who are like us” to an evangelistic hand reached out to “those we want to make like us,” 

the criteria for eligibility of foreign assistance has grown over time, expanding the pool 

of recipients from peoples closely connected to the founding and early development of 

the United States to nations and people groups that are all around the world. 

Conclusion 
 In summary, some of the patterns in early foreign assistance are as follows. 

Congress has been debating foreign assistance since the early nineteenth century. 

Constituents played an important role in provoking their representatives to consider the 

concerns of particular interest groups, often through the perception of ties to imagined 

communities through the bonds of blood (immigrants), religion, or struggles for self-

determination in the context of imperial rule. Acts of God, such as natural disasters, 

garnered significantly less interest than the manmade catastrophes of war and political 

oppression; much of the precedent-setting pieces legislation was developed in the context 

of conflict environments. Most US assistance went to Europe, though China represents a 

sustained interest across the period of study as well. Expansion of recipient groups 

occurred overtime, though did not reach outside areas of immediate political and cultural 

interest (Europe, China) until multi-lateral institutions were established in the wake of the 

Second World War. Though the monetary value associated with foreign assistance laws 

grew overtime, development of the conceptual frameworks for the practice was not 
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limited discussion of these cases. Compromises between competing perspectives were 

negotiated and renegotiated at various points in time, triggered by a variety of initiatives 

that involved both monetary and non-monetary resources. The following chapters will 

explore these compromises and the historical factors that shaped the legal precedents in 

which the early foreign assistance architecture was developed.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE EARLY YEARS, 1789 – 1913 (ERA 1) 

This chapter presents an analysis of two particular rhetorical exchanges. The first 

explores the debate to supply a US naval vessel to transport supplies donated by the 

public for famine-stricken Ireland in 1847. Set in the time period of the Mexican-

American War, a fundamental clash over the nature of the US government and the role of 

the constitution in guiding the authorization of federal expenditures unfolded, pitting 

what one legislator termed “constructionists” against “latitudinarians.” Though partisan 

patterns emerged – Democrats trended more toward the constructionist end of the 

spectrum and Whigs toward the more liberally-minded latitudinarianism – the 

individuality of members and the constituent concerns which they represented produced a 

dialogue laden with moral posturing, political maneuvering, and exploration of what 

James Martin calls the “political horizons”100 of the phenomenon of foreign assistance. 

The compromise that was struck in the final moments of the final day of the 

congressional session struck the appropriation from the bill, thus appeasing strict 

constructionists, while authorizing the lending of two naval vessels to private citizens as 

“in-kind” donations from the government, thus pleasing those in favor of government 

involvement in the project. The bill established a precedent of military partnership with 

                                                
100 James Martin, Politics and Rhetoric: A Critical Introduction (New York: Routledge, 2013), 5. 
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private humanitarian aid efforts that continues to this day and served as a source of pride 

that fueled future assistance proposals.  

The second case study explores an identical legislative request – authorizing naval 

transportation to transport donated supplies to famine-stricken Russia in 1892 – that had a 

different outcome and functioned within a different political context. Considered shortly 

after the convening of a Congress elected on the platform of “retrenchment and reform,” 

the Democratic majority in the House of Representatives was disinclined to support an 

act deemed beyond the bounds of “purely governmental” responsibility. The debate that 

ensued centered on a struggle between post-Civil War Democrats to define the limits of 

federal power. Competing notions about using aid to promote American values also 

emerged alongside a close scrutiny of the Czarist regime in which the suffering existed. 

The case also demonstrated a readiness by the American people to be mobilized for 

massive humanitarian relief efforts in the next century; a “Famine Fleet” of five ships 

brimming with supplies were sent completely funded by private sector means in the 

absence of congressional support.  

These two contestations unfolded within the context of a tumultuous time in 

American political history. In the period between the two debates, the Civil War (1861-

1865) erupted and threatened the life of the nation. The associated struggle to define the 

limitations upon the powers of the federal government runs through the core of the 

exchanges about foreign assistance. In other words, often these were not debates about 

aiding foreigners but rather served as a battleground for the ongoing contestation over the 

roles and responsibilities of the federal government and its relationship with the citizenry. 
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The composition of Congress also changed tremendously during the period. The 

era opens with a case during the 12th Congress (1812) in which Congress was comprised 

of 36 Senators and 143 Representatives. By the time of the 62nd Congress, the setting for 

the final case of era (1912), the number of states represented in Congress had nearly 

tripled to result in 96 Senators and 394 Representatives. Most Senators for the duration of 

the era were elected by state legislatures rather than popular vote; the 17th amendment 

was passed and ratified by the 62nd Congress. Though many factors influenced the ebb 

and flow of the congressional decision-making process during Era 1,101 one factor that 

remained the same was the forum of floor debate, thus providing a remarkable window 

into the main arguments and points of contention around which issues of the day 

revolved. 

The following narrative presents an analysis of each case in turn, followed by 

concluding remarks on how these rhetorical formations shaped the options perceived as 

available to legislators for generations to come. In these debates we will see a basic 

concept of the early rhetorical framework for foreign assistance established: a concept of 

Self as blessed with abundance and obligated by the dictates of Christian charity to help 

less fortunate abroad will be moderated by a conviction that the US Government is an 

institution of limited authority. In the Ireland case (1847) we will see war mobilized as a 

rhetorical device that successfully overcame constitutional objections by juxtaposing the 

requests for “foreign charity” against the scourges of war. In contrast, no equivalent 

                                                
101 For example, the relative importance or unimportance of committees at different points in time, 
fluctuating rules and Speaker roles in governing the proceedings of the House, and the influence of political 
machines and party bosses. 
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rhetorical device will be found during the peacetime norms of the Russia case (1892) to 

overcome constitutional objections. In both cases moral logics are used to frame 

evaluations of potential recipients and to advocate for the initiatives. 

Food Aid to Ireland, 1847 
The first time that the theme of ‘abundance’ was referenced in congressional 

debate about foreign assistance was in 1847 by proponents of food aid to Ireland. 

Expressing the exceptional nature of American bounty, supporters described the United 

States in terms such as “surpassing in fertility and abundance anything in the history of 

nations,”102 not only able to supply “our own consumption” but with “abundant means to 

supply the immediate wants of every other living creature whom he [God] has made in 

his own image.”103 While Ireland suffered on the brink of starvation, Senator Clayton 

(W-DE) suggested that “there has never been a year in which the fruits of the earth were 

poured forth in greater abundance from the bosom of our soil than during that which has 

just passed away.”104 Senator Cass (D-MI) took the argument a step further by suggesting 

that while the “Angel of Death is striking down the famishing population of Europe,” 

“physical want is unknown in our country.”105 

The relative prosperity of the United States, especially in comparison to the 

agricultural distress and political unrest that plagued Europe in the mid-nineteenth 

century, was not an issue of dispute. Both supporters and opponents to foreign assistance 

agreed that the United States was on an upward trend, quickly rising to take her place 

                                                
102 Senator Crittenden (W-KY); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL5]  
103 Senator Clayton (W-DE); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL5] 
104 Senator Clayton (W-DE); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL5] 
105 Senator Cass (D-MI), Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 513. [IRL5] 
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among the great powers of the world. The economy had been growing at a steady rate 

since the turn of the century,106 contributed to in part by the perverse exchanges created 

by food scarcity in Europe. Reports from American diplomats in England and Ireland 

emphasized the economic benefits of the famine for the United States. George Bancroft, 

US Minister to Britain (1846-1849), assessed that “scarcity in Ireland & England 

consequent on the failure of the potato crop” would likely mean “future want” extending 

beyond the current export of corn to include “meat, wheat, and pork.”107,108 Later that 

year, Bancroft predicted that the United States, “which is becoming the most opulent 

[nation] in the world,” might soon surpass Britain in “commerce, manufacturing skill, 

and wealth.”109  

Another point of agreement between various political ideologies was the 

meritorious nature of individuals sending assistance to Ireland. Such activities were 

referenced as acts which “become us as a Christian people”110 and “in keeping with the 

                                                
106 For a review of economic growth rates see Thomas Weiss, “US Labor Force Estimates and Economic 
Growth, 1800-1860,” in American Economic Growth and Standards of Living Before the Civil War, ed. 
Robert E. Gallman and John Joseph Wallis (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990), 19-78. Quoting a 
mid-century visitor to the United States, Weiss conveys that by 1840, “in no country, probably, in the world 
is the external condition of man so high as in the American union… Labourers are rich compared with the 
individuals in the same class in Europe.” George Combe, Notes on the United States of North America 
during a Phrenological Visit (1841), quoted in Thomas Weiss, “US Labor Force,” 19. 
107 Bernadette Whelan, American Government in Ireland, 1790-1913: A History of the US Consular Service 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2010), 76. 
108 US consular reports from Ireland were similarly devoid of information on the suffering of the local 
population, focused instead on the economic benefits of the calamity to the United States. For example, 
John Murphy, consul in the Irish port of Cove (now Cobh) reported a sixty-six percent increase in the fees 
his office collected in 1847 from the previous year. Among the sixty-seven vessels that landed in Cove over 
the course of the year, nineteen unloaded Indian corn, meal and flour (valued at $441,679) and four 
additional ships brought supplies for the Quaker’s Central Relief Committee. See Whelan, American 
Government in Ireland, 76. 
109 Ibid. 
110 Senator Clayton (W-DE); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL5] 
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highest law of our nature.”111 Yet the forced involvement of individuals in these activities 

through the mechanism of taxation was a different matter. Detractors questioned not only 

the constitutionality of government involvement in charity but also its sensibility. While 

Crittenden (W-KY) invoked the biblical injunction “for unto whomsoever much is given, 

of him shall be much required,”112 one can imagine heads nodding in agreement on both 

sides of the political aisle; few would dispute that prosperity and generosity should rise in 

tandem. Yet, as Senator Fairfield (D-ME) argued, “the world would be full of charitable 

people if they could satisfy claims upon their bounty by putting their hands into the 

pockets of another.”113 Involuntary giving through taxation represented a “very cheap sort 

of benevolence,” in the Senator’s opinion, and it was far more appropriate for 

contributions “large or small… (to be) what the people chose to give.”114 In this, Fairfield 

reflected the popular sentiment of the day that charitable work was best left to the private 

sector. 

The debate about the nature of the US Government and the degree to which it 

should join the citizenry in working toward a more equitable distribution of resources 

would continue to be central to foreign aid discussions well into the twentieth century. As 

responses to particular bills were decided upon, an understanding of an acceptable 

approach and the expected outcomes of such activities began to develop, thus limiting the 

range of options perceived as available to future legislators. To fully understand the 

contribution made to this canon by the 1847 debates about Irish relief, one must return to 

                                                
111 Senator Hannegan (D-IN); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 543. [IRL7] 
112 Luke 12:48 (King James Version). 
113 Senator Fairfield (D-ME), Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 430. [IRL02] 
114 Ibid. 
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the socio-political context of the time. Three historical notes are of particular importance: 

the context of the Mexican-American War, the dramatic increase of Irish and German 

immigrants to the United States during the mid-nineteenth century, and the 

unprecedented response of the American people to the suffering in Ireland. 

Historical Context 
 First, when the bill for the Relief of Ireland was introduced in Congress in the 

winter of 1847, the United States was at war with Mexico over the fate of territory that 

ranged from modern-day Texas to California. This highly controversial conflict, deemed 

by opponents to be an unjust land grab, contributed to a strong sense of partisanship in 

Washington and beyond; Democrats supported President Polk’s war efforts which most 

Whigs in the North and South strongly opposed. The war offered opportunity for Whigs 

to juxtapose relief of Irish suffering with the death and destruction that was being 

“ravaged” upon the Mexicans. “We have deemed it necessary… to spread death among 

her population, and to flood her cities with tears and blood,” Senator Clayton (W-DE) 

reasoned, therefore “let us now show to the world that the same Government is not 

powerless for other purposes than those of war and desolation.”115 For many it seemed 

incomprehensible that the Constitution would allow federal resources to be spent in such 

bloody waste and yet would “interdict the exercise of Christian charity” or stand “in 

opposition to the commandment of our religion.”116 This sentiment is evident not only in 

the comments of elected officials but also in the petitions received by Congress that 

requested government intervention in the Irish crisis. For strict constructionists, however, 

                                                
115 Senator Clayton (W-DE); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 513. [IRL5] 
116 Senator Crittenden (W-KY); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL5] 
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including President Polk and most Democrats, public officials had the power “to do that, 

and that only, which the Constitution authorizes.”117 The collection of funds for war was 

delineated; charity was not. “The money in the treasury was not ours,” Senator Fairfield 

(D-ME) contended. “We had no more right to appropriate it to purposes not contemplated 

by the Constitution, than we had, as private individuals, to lay our hands upon the 

property of our neighbors. It was raised by indirect taxation of the people to defray the 

expenses of Government, and to carry on a way with a foreign Power – where did we get 

the right to appropriate it to any other purpose?”118 

Thus, an historically important distinction between the two major political parties 

of the day – the strict constructionism of the Democrats versus the more liberal 

interpretation of constitutional authority promoted by the Whigs – mediated discussions 

about the opportunity to alleviate suffering abroad. The creative compromise that enabled 

the binding of these two positions was to have a profound impact on proposals to help 

those suffering abroad for the next half-century. As will be shown in forthcoming 

paragraphs, Senator Fairfield, chairman of the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs, was 

influential in brokering this negotiation and reframing foreign assistance norms.  

Second, it was broadly understood that Polk’s narrow defeat of Whig Henry Clay 

in the Presidential election of 1844 was “largely due to Democratic Party officials, who 

had naturalized 60 Irish immigrants a day in the week before the election. These 

naturalized Irish immigrants cast the essential votes on Election Day,” winning the White 

                                                
117 Senator Fairfield (D-ME), Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 430. [IRL02] 
118 Ibid. 
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House for the Democrats.119 Though the Democratic party had always counted on the 

“Irish vote,” it also didn’t hurt that Polk himself was of Scotch-Irish descent. Tension 

over the impact that the significant influx of immigrants was having on the United States 

– more than two million arrived from Ireland in the mid-nineteenth century as well as a 

sizeable German population – shaped the contemporary political landscape and played a 

marginal role in influencing concerns about food aid to Ireland. Representative Lewis 

Levin (NAP-PA),120 a prominent leader of the nativist movement, aware that the sum 

under debate in Congress was paltry in comparison to the need in Ireland, declared that 

the “proposed relief for Ireland cannot even apply an emollient to the evil, and is 

designed to afford food for party vultures to feed upon rather than bread for the starving 

people of Ireland.”121 Levin offered an amendment that would redirect the $500,000 

under consideration to the needs for fuel and flour among the American poor, “who are 

excluded from almshouses and poorhouses because of the influx of foreign paupers and 

criminals.” The Speaker of the House ruled the amendment out of order, a decision 

affirmed by a voice vote. Though Levin’s anti-immigrant focus stands out as unique in 

the debates – Levin was the only member to speak ill of the Irish while many praised 

Irish contributions to the development of American society – the portion of his argument 

                                                
119 Timothy J. Sarbaugh, “The Spirit of Manifest Destiny: the American Government and Famine Ireland, 
1845-1849,” in Fleeing the Famine: North America and Irish Refugees, 1845-1851, ed. Margaret M. 
Mulrooney (Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers, 2003), 52. 
120 The Native American Party (1845-1860), renamed the American party in 1855, built a platform on the 
goal of “purifying” American politics from the influence of Irish Catholics, Germans, and other immigrants 
deemed to threaten republican values.. 
121 Representative Levin (NAP-PA); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 557. [IRL29] 
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that rested on the maxim “charity begins at home” is a thread woven across time, as will 

be seen again in the debates after the Great War. 

Finally, a note about the response of the American public to the calamity in 

Ireland provides necessary context for the precedent-setting final decision on the matter. 

Deemed “the most destructive famine in modern history,”122 the suffering in Ireland 

produced a global wave of humanitarian response on a level theretofore unknown. “In 

every continent from Christians, Jews, Muslims, and Hindus,” donations were gathered; 

the outpouring sent to the Emerald Isle was the world’s first true global humanitarian 

response.123 In the United States, historian Merle Curti contends that “no event in the first 

half of the nineteenth century – not even the Greek struggle for freedom – led to such 

widespread and intensive American giving as the Great Famine in Ireland.”124 From all 

classes of society, all regions of the country, donations flowed to charitable 

organizations. Senator Crittenden (W-KY) did not exaggerate when he said, “From 

Boston to New Orleans the heart of the nation is alive and panting with the spirit of 

charity.”125 

In keeping with this benevolent fervor, some legislators advocated that the actions 

of Congress should “follow the national heart” by joining the citizenry in responding to 

                                                
122 Christine Kinealy, “Apparitions of Death and Disease: The Great Hunger in Ireland,” Presentation at 
“Famine Folios,” Ireland's Great Hunger Museum Symposium at Quinnipiac University, Hamden, CT, 
October 28, 2014, accessed January 3, 2015, https://www.youtube.com/watch? v=lprJOtaA9iU. 
123 For an overview of the global response see Christine Kinealy Charity and the Great Hunger in Ireland: 
The Kindness of Strangers (London: Bloomsbury, 2013). Gifts were sent from diverse peoples and places 
such as the Sultan of Turkey, Pope Piux IX, Senator Abraham Lincoln, US President Polk, maids and 
factory workers, farmers and sailors. Much was made of the gift from the Choctaw Nation in Oklahoma.  
124 Merle Curti, American Philanthropy Abroad: A History (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 
1963), 41. 
125 Senator Crittenden (W-KY); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL05] 
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the crisis. Cognizant of the requests for congressional action by the public and state 

legislatures, Crittenden admonished, “It is our duty as representatives of the people, to 

carry out their views as they have been presented to this body.”126 Senator Miller (W-NJ) 

insisted the same. “Many of the citizens of New Jersey had contributed liberally,” he 

contended, “and were desirous to obtain a national vessel to carry their bounty,” not a 

private ship under private command.127 Unprecedented public support for relief of Ireland 

and Scotland empowered the “latitudinarians”128 to direct discourse away from a focus on 

the letter of the law. “So far as the constitutionality argument is concerned,” Crittenden 

stated, “with the voice of suffering ringing in my ears… I lay down all objections at the 

feet of charity.”129 

Thus, suffering on its own would not have garnered the support necessary from 

the public or the Whig party to advance government involvement in charitable activities. 

But, as proponents of Irish assistance continuously emphasized, “this calamity is no 

ordinary one.”130 Suffering elevated to the scale of a nation-wide calamity laid a stronger 

claim to government response. “It is a case beyond the reach of private charity,” Cass (D-

MI) maintained. “It is a national calamity, and calls for national contributions.”131, 132 

                                                
126 Senator Crittenden (W-KY); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL05] 
127 Senator Miller (W-NJ), Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 559. [IRL09] 
128 Senator Fairfield (D-ME) used “latitudinarians” to refer to those willing to accept a more generous 
interpretation of constitutional authority, as opposed to “rigid constructionists.” See Cong. Globe, 29th 
Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 431. [IRL02] 
129 Senator Crittenden (W-KY); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL05] 
130 Senator Crittenden (W-KY); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL05] 
131 Senator Cass (D-MI); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 513. [IRL05] 
132 This point is further supported by the dismissal of the suggestion by long-time Senator Calhoun (D-SC) 
to include in the bill aid for France which, he argued, “would be without food before the harvest time.” 
Senator Hannegan (D-IN) countered that the suffering in France was “not yet in extreme suffering 
condition” and therefore did not merit serious consideration. There was no further consideration of 
inclusion of France in the bill. See Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 533. [IRL07] 
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Further still, the case for Irish Aid benefited from widespread public support. As will be 

shown, the compromise that eventually led to government action was proposed to 

Congress by concerned citizens and the relief effort itself was the first public-private 

partnership aimed at relieving suffering abroad. 

With these historical notes in mind, this analysis of the 1847 Ireland case closes 

with a review of the bills introduced and the final outcome of the debates. 

Debate Overview and Results 
The first bill for Irish relief was introduced in the lower house by Congressman 

Hunt (W-NY) on February 10, 1847. It requested $500,000 to purchase and transport 

“articles of subsistence… for gratuitous distribution.”133 The bill was read twice and 

referred to the Committee of the Whole where it languished despite several attempts to 

bring it up for consideration.134 Two attempts by Congressman C.J. Ingersoll (D-PA) to 

introduce legislation – one on February 13th in the middle of a debate about the war with 

Mexico and another on February 24th – were similarly shunned. The first bill referenced 

the “kindred ties” between the United States and Ireland and requested a select committee 

be established to “consider and report to this House what relief may be afforded,” stating 

that the “United States of all countries” was “best able to afford” assistance.135 

Congressmen Rathbun (D-NY) objected to the bill’s consideration thus no action was 

taken. The second bill requested the use of the USS Pennsylvania and “one or two other 

                                                
133 Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 377. [IRL28] 
134 Representative C.J. Ingersoll (D-PA) also attempted to introduce legislation on February 13th and 
February 24th but his requests were rejected. See Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 418 and 
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pubic vessels” to carry provisions. Objection was made, followed by a rejection of 

Ingersoll’s request for yeas and nays, hence this bill also died before consideration. 

On the same day that Representative Ingersoll’s second bill was rejected, Senator 

Dix (D-NY) presented to the Senate a memorial from Captain George C. De Kay of New 

Jersey requesting the use of USS Macedonian to carry provisions from New York to 

Ireland. In response, the following day Senator Fairfield (D-ME) introduced a resolution 

on behalf of the Committee of Naval Affairs to authorize de Kay’s request and to 

appropriate $6,000 “for the purpose of repairing and fitting said ship” with the new sails 

and rigging that would be necessary for the voyage.136 Mindful of constitutional 

concerns, Fairfield reasoned that it was “no more unconstitutional” to loan a ship “for the 

purpose of carrying the contributions of our citizens” than it was to “lend this Hall to the 

Colonization Society.”137 Senator Badger (W-NC) responded that he had “no 

constitutional scruples to overcome” but rather was opposed to the measure on the 

grounds of a public asset being put into the hands of a private citizen. “Who was to be 

responsible in such a case?” he asked. This proposal struck him as “absurdity,”138 a 

sentiment that would resurface in future debates. Badger, like many Whigs, preferred that 

a “national vessel, under the national flag, manned by her proper officers and crew” be 

commissioned, a request that subsequent debate deemed impossible due to the demands 

on naval assets for war efforts. Senator Fairfield decided to “suffer this resolution to go 

                                                
136 S. Res. 14, 29th Cong., 2d sess., February 25, 1847. [IRL44] 
137 Senator Fairfield (D-ME); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 505. [IRL08] 
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over until to-morrow,” at the request at Senator Crittenden (W-KY), who was preparing a 

bill of his own. 

The following day, February 26th, Senator Crittenden’s bill sparked a lively 

discussion, the main tenants of which have already been presented in the preceding 

analysis. Crittenden’s bill requested $500,000 for the purchase and transportation of 

provisions “in the name of the Government of the United States to that of Great Britain, 

for the relief of the people of Ireland and Scotland.”139 Crittenden, like many Whigs, was 

keen that the gift be sent “under the national flag,” government-to-government. “A 

present,” he envisioned, “from the Government of one people rejoicing in plenty, to 

another Government, to be distributed among its people, suffering from a national 

calamity.”140 

When debate on the bill resumed the following day, Senator Mason (D-VA) 

introduced an amendment that would have stripped the bill of its funding, returning the 

authorization to the temporary use of naval vessels proposed earlier by Senator Fairfield. 

The amendment was defeated 17 to 24 with Democrats voting largely in favor and Whigs 

in opposition. Crittenden’s original bill then passed in a vote of 27 to 13, again, largely 

divided along party lines, and was sent to the House for concurrence.141 

The bill was received a chill reception in the House of Representatives on March 

1st, surviving attempts to table it as well as to amend it. Eventually the bill was exiled to 

the Committee of Ways and Means. Numerous attempts to dislodge the bill from the 
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committee were unsuccessful, a detail which historians attribute to President Polk’s 

assertion that should the bill pass, he had drafted a veto. “I have all the sympathy for the 

oppressed Irish and Scotch which any citizen can have,” he was careful to make known, 

but because of “its unconstitutionality… I could not sign it.”142 

Finally, on March 2nd, the last day of the final session of the 29th Congress, 

Senator Fairfield was able to re-introduce his bill regarding the use of a naval vessel. He 

opened with an amendment to strike out the appropriation for $6,000, which was met 

with unanimous consent. Likewise, an amendment to add a second ship, USS Jamestown, 

under the command of Captain Robert B. Forbes of Boston was unanimously adopted. 

After brief protestations over committing a public ship to a private individual – a factor 

that Fairfield rebutted as inevitable because “officers… would be unwilling to turn their 

backs on the war. They would be reluctant to go on a voyage in any other direction than 

that which conducted to hazardous enterprise, and the prospect of glory,” he mused. He 

trusted that the “recommendations of the most respectable citizens” in New York and 

Boston in favor of the suggested captains were “sufficient to put down any 

apprehensions” as to the safety of the vessels – the measure passed with a vote of 23 to 

12, with twelve Whigs and eleven Democrats voting in favor, a noticeably less partisan 

outcome than earlier proposals. Shortly thereafter in the House of Representatives, the 

bill passed without dissent. 

Two weeks later, on St. Patrick’s Day – March 17th – the loading of USS 

Jamestown commenced in Boston at the hands of volunteers from the “Laborers Aid 
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Society,” composed “principally, if not entirely, of poor Irishmen.” Within ten days, the 

ship was filled to capacity with private donations: “about 8,000 barrels bulk, of 

provisions, grain, meal, etc. on board,” according to Captain Forbes. The following day 

she set sail for Ireland.143 USS Macedonian followed suit, departing from New York City 

with a full cargo on June 19th. 

To this day, the authorization to place naval vessels at the command of private 

citizens “remains unique in the history of Congress.”144 Nevertheless, the law established 

a precedent for naval involvement in the transportation and distribution of humanitarian 

supplies, a practice that continues to this day. Drawing upon examples from the 

remainder of Era 1, in 1871 a naval ship commanded by naval officers and stocked with 

supplies donated by the American public set sail for France and Germany to alleviate 

suffering in the wake of the Franco-Prussian War.145 In 1897, Congress authorized the 

purchase and transportation of supplies to famine sufferers in India.146 In 1902, 1907, and 

1909 naval vessels and crews carried more than $1,000,000 in supplies to assist in the 

alleviation of suffering following volcanic eruptions in the French West Indies, and 

earthquakes in Jamaica and Italy.147 In each of these examples, the constitutionality and 

sensibility of using the US Navy for such purposes was not questioned. Indeed, through 

these activities, the visions of Senator Cass (D-MI) and Crittenden (W-KY) of a “glorious 
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spectacle” became a reality: to see the “messenger of death… become a messenger of 

life; the agents of destruction, agents of preservation” and “to see the floating instruments 

of death, their decks no longer frowning with implements of destruction, but wafting 

substantial evidences of a nation’s good-will to the afflicted of another nation.”148  

The case of Irish Relief also set an important tone for the nature of public—

private partnership. Though the vast majority of assistance was sent through private 

means,149 the dispatching of USS Jamestown and USS Macedonian were the “most 

widely publicized ventures” of American aid deliveries.150 The naval ships’ departures 

and the warm receptions in Ireland contributed to a source of pride that Americans felt in 

their ability and willingness to share their bounty with those suffering abroad. This spirit 

of generosity became incorporated into the American perception of Self – as a people 

who stood at the ready to help those in genuine need around the world. Future legislators 

would draw upon this characteristic to support foreign assistance proposals, suggesting, 

as Senator Clayton (W-DE) did in 1847, that there is “not an American bearing a heart, 

worthy of the name, who would not glory in the fact, that this, the country of his birth, or 

his adoption, had exhibited to the rest of the world the spectacle of one Christian nation, 

extending in its mighty warm and its bounteous hand for the relief of sufferings and 

sorrows of another.”151 Increasingly legislators presented foreign assistance as a natural 
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extension of the American character and government involvement in such initiatives as 

normal to the nature of a legislature intended to be representative of its people. Even as 

the “purity” of the charitable intent of bills came increasingly into question and economic 

and political benefits emerged as main points of contention, lawmakers continued to 

attempt to frame proposals in the context of a humanitarianism that was grounded in the 

nature and character of the American way of life – of a people who stood at the ready to 

share their bounty with worthy recipients. As will be shown in future chapters, through 

this narrative, legislators were able to shift the places and purposes of American foreign 

assistance from cases brought to Congress by the people, as in the case of Ireland, to 

cases for which Congress had to work diligently to gain the support of a reluctant public. 

Drawing upon American perceptions of Self, as reinforced through generations of private 

giving to charitable causes, was a crucial tactic in these future efforts.  

Rejection of Aid to Russia, 1892 

In the late nineteenth century, the fate of American and Russian wheat exports 

were bound in what one publication from the US Department of Agriculture referenced 

as an “intimate relationship,” rising and falling in response to the failure or success of the 

other via inverse patterns.152 As early as the summer of 1891, Americans knew that the 

early onset of winter in Russia coupled with a dry summer was going to produce an 

extremely small harvest and that this, compounded by the socio-political woes of peasant 

farmers, was likely to result in famine, particularly in rural areas.153 In contrast, American 
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farmers were “drowning in surplus,” aided by advanced farming technology and the 

growth of the railroads.154 Fears about Russian scarcity proved true by autumn. In 

response, the American agricultural industry began to organize a number of grassroots 

relief efforts, the largest of which was spearheaded by William C. Edgar, editor of the 

Northwestern Miller, a weekly trade journal published in Minneapolis, the nation’s 

largest flour-milling center. It reached more than 5,000 millers nation-wide.155 On 

December 4th of 1891, Mr. Edgar published an appeal in his journal that called upon 

Americans to give from their “plenty” to Russia’s starving peasants:  

 

In this country overflowing with plenty… we have more wheat, corn and 
flour than we can possibly eat… the poorest dog which hangs about the 
city streets of America can pick up better food than the Russian peasant 
clamors for… unless humanity the world over, irrespective of race or 
prejudice, comes to the aid of these starving people, their doom is 
sealed.156 
 

By Christmas of 1891, one million pounds of flour had been donated toward the 

stated goal of six million pounds with contributions ranging from a five dollar check from 

school children in Texas to 112,000 pounds by the Pillsbury-Washburn Flour Mills in 

Minneapolis.157 On January 5, 1892, with a nation-wide movement well underway, 
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Senator William D. Washburn (R-MN) introduced a resolution to support the effort, 

stating that it seemed to him a “very proper and a very graceful thing for Congress to do 

now what it did in 1880, when the (USS) Constellation bore food to the suffering people 

of Ireland.”158 As support for the proposition, the Senator reminded his colleagues that 

the “railroad lines and all the great transportation companies of this country have agreed 

to carry this breadstuff without any charge, the lightering associations in New York have 

agreed to put the supplies on the ships” and that this resolution would “simply make the 

proper complement of the whole affair,” combining government support with the largesse 

of the American citizenry. 

Senator Washburn’s resolution adopted word-for-word language from the second 

Irish relief bill, authorized in 1880, to enable the Secretary of the Navy to “employ any 

ship or vessel belonging to the Navy” to transport supplies donated by the public and “if 

necessary, to charter… a suitable steamship or ships for the same purposes. Any sum of 

money which may be necessary to carry out the object of this resolution is hereby 

appropriated.”159  

With minimal debate and one change – the clause “any sum of money” was 

replaced with the definitive sum of “not to exceed $100,000” – Senator Washburn’s 

resolution passed the Senate by a vote of 40-9.160 In the House of Representatives, 

however, the bill met considerable opposition from the newly-elected Democratic 
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majority. It was ultimately rejected by a thin margin of 93-87. For an initiative popular 

with the public, backed by the Senate, enjoying the support of the Secretary of the Navy 

and the President of the United States, and housed within legal precedence, the 

controversy sparked in the House of Representatives by consideration of aid to Russia 

may seem surprising. In general, this study follows the notion that in order for foreign aid 

legislation to pass, a constellation of support must align. Several obstacles hindered this 

formation process in the lower chamber, to include the timing of the request with the new 

Democratic majority, changes in naval technology which compromised the ability of the 

government to avoid appropriations through providing “in-kind support,” and the 

unpopularity of Czarist regime, which raised a number of political and ethical concerns. 

Each of these obstacles will be considered in turn with careful attention paid to the 

rhetorical assemblages invoked to frame the proposition and its proper role in American 

socio-political life. The case study will then close with a review of the debate 

proceedings and results of the initiative.  

Historical Context 
The first obstacle to the bill’s passage was the timing of its presentation at the 

start of the newly elected 52nd Congress. From the presidency of Abraham Lincoln 

(1861) until the election of Woodrow Wilson (1913), Republicans dominated one or both 

chambers of the Legislature with three brief exceptions: the 46th Congress (1879-1881), 

the 53rd Congress (1893-1895), and the 63rd-65th Congresses that surrounded the First 

World War (1913-1919). The 1892 debate for Russian aid took place at the dawn of the 
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52nd Congress, a precursor to one of only two Democratic sweeps of both the legislative 

and executive branches during this Republican Era.161  

The midterm elections for the 52nd Congress had been particularly volatile, 

ending with large scale victories for the Democratic party and noticeable inroads for the 

newly formed Populist party. Elected in response to voter frustration with the “Billion 

Dollar Congress” – a nickname earned by the 51st Congress for passing more than a 

billion dollars in appropriations for the first time in American history – and general 

discontent with the state of the economy, American voters granted an unprecedented 72 

percent majority of the House of Representatives to Democrats. Though noticeable gains 

were also made in the Senate, Republicans managed to hold a slight majority in the upper 

chamber.162  

It should be remembered that the Democratic Party of 1892 continued to adhere to 

a Jeffersonian insistence on strictly limited federal powers, whereas, in broad terms, the 

Republican Party, which incorporated many former Whigs, pursued a more active role for 

government in public life, following the spirit of Alexander Hamilton.163 Author James 

Grant describes this as a period in which Democrats often “arraigned the Republicans for 

                                                
161 The 1892 election interrupted Democrat Grover Cleveland’s tenure in the White House; Cleveland is the 
only US president to serve two nonconsecutive terms. Cleveland was known for his attempts to reign-in 
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163 For a concise overview of the development of ideological positions in American politics see Bernard L. 
Brock et al., Making Sense of Political Ideology: The Power of Language in Democracy (Lanham, MD: 
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2005), 68-78. 
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their waste and extravagance” whereas Republicans “condemned the Democrats for their 

parsimony with public funds.”164 

Senator Washburn’s bill was introduced just one month into the first session of 

the 52nd Congress (1891-1893). Democratic representatives repeatedly expressed 

concern that the appropriation would violate the “retrenchment and reform” promises that 

had been made during the election. “Are we to begin at once by appropriating $100,000 

for the benefit of the Russian people?”165 they asked. While members recognized the 

urgency of the famine situation, the timing of the request as a “first step of a Democratic 

House” presented an inconvenience that was difficult to overcome.166 

Second, the ongoing modernization of the US naval fleet and the sheer quantity of 

goods being gathered by a rapidly-expanding donor base which was growing 

commensurate with the nation’s population and wealth, worked against the bill’s passage. 

Whereas the USS Constellation had been an appropriately sized vessel of adequate speed 

to transport donations earlier in the century, such was not the case in 1892. The Secretary 

of the Navy assessed that the Constellation would be able to carry only “one-fourth or 

one-fifth of the contributions in sight”167 and Representative Boutelle informed the House 
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that the remaining steam-powered ships of the “new navy”168 were configured in such a 

way as to make them “utterly frivolous” as cargo carrying alternatives. “The problem is 

not to find something to load them with,” the former Chairman of the House Committee 

of Naval Affairs explained, “but to find room in them for their crews, provisions, 

mechanical appliances” and such.169 Representative Herbert added that as wheat was 

perishable, it should be remembered that “the hold of the vessels would be always heated 

to such a degree as to injure, if not destroy, the flour which has been donated.”170 

Additionally, it was understood that the USS Constellation, an old sailing frigate, would 

be tremendously slow in comparison to the new steam-powered cargo carriers that were 

available commercially, particularly given the time of year. “How long it would take her 

to reach Russia, after fighting the storms of midwinter under sail in the Atlantic, I should 

not wish to prophesy,” Mr. Boutelle commented.171 Hence, an appropriation to charter 

private vessels was advanced as necessary in order to dispatch the large quantity of 

donated supplies and to do so in a manner that ensured a timely arrival to those in need. 

Representative Warner (D-NY) took the measure a step further by suggesting that the 

grain be sold for profit and the proceeds used to buy wheat from sources closer to Russia 

                                                
168 The “new navy” references the massive modernization effort that began in the 1880s which made the 
US Navy the largest naval force in the world by the 1920s. Between 1883 and 1885 the first five steel-
hulled steamship cruisers were ordered along with the first two battleships of the fleet. For an overview, see 
Nathan Miller, The US Navy: A History, 3rd ed. (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 1997). For an accounting 
of US Ship Force Levels see “US Ship Force Levels,” Naval History and Heritage Command, last modified 
November 17, 2017, accessed December 5, 2017, https://www.history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-
histories/us-ship-force-levels.html#1886. 
169 Representative Boutelle (R-ME); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 174. [RUS09] 
170 Representative Herbert (D-AL); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 174. [RUS09] 
171 Ibid. 



101 
 

least the “green grain of the new year shall be growing over the graves of the poor 

creatures who have died from famine” before the arrival of America’s gift.172 

Not all legislators were convinced. The bill had not gone through a committee for 

investigation, as had the bills for Ireland in 1847 and 1880, therefore details were scant; 

Mr. Boutelle’s description of the unsuitability of the modern naval fleet came as an 

unwelcome surprise to many members. As with the case of aid for Ireland in 1847, one of 

the lines of arguments used to promote the bill had been that there would be no better 

way to employ the US Navy. “Ships of war are only well employed in such human 

service,” Representative Holman (D-IN) asserted. “Armaments will have to be removed 

and all of that…. (and) the officers of the navy may not like this kind of work, but it is 

absurd to say that provision to feed people cannot be shipped on warships. It is the only 

use you have for them, at least for the present.”173 Multiple requests to send the 

proposition to committee for investigation were rejected – “I do not know which of these 

distinguished gentlemen is in error” one confused congressman stated, referring to 

Representatives Boutelle and Holman.174 All requests for sending the bill to committee 

were ultimately dismissed. Some members feared the bill would die in committee. Others 

felt confident that the basic information necessary to make a decision had been presented 

and additional information would not change the outcome of the vote. 

A third historical note of importance to the outcome of the bill was the 

unpopularity of the Czarist regime with many Americans. The positioning of the Russian 

                                                
172 Representative Warner (D-NY); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 174. [RUS09] 
173 Representative Holman (D-IN); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 166. [RUS09] 
174 Representative Heard (D-MD); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 175. [RUS09] 
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Government within the debates varied widely and was directly linked to individual 

legislator’s support or opposition to the aid bill. Aid proponents placed the Russian 

Government in a favorable light, citing historically friendly relations between the two 

nations. A petition submitted by Representative McCreary (D-KY) from Cassius 

Marcellus Clay, a former Ambassador to Russia, suggested that Russia had “saved the 

life of the Republic” by sending two fleets during the Civil War to dissuade French and 

British fleets from engaging on behalf of the Confederacy, and therefore the United 

States should help Russia now in her time of need.175 Others described the Russian 

Government as “friendly to us always and at all times,”176 “one of the great friendly 

nations of the world,”177 and emphasized the “friendliness existing between these two 

great nations”178 as reason to tender the “timely and prompt offerings of relief” donated 

by the “liberal-minded citizens” of the Northwest.179 In contrast, bill opponents took 

pains to paint a picture of a “despotic nation”180 that was a “menace to modern 

civilization” and “a threat to the peace.”181 Mr. Pendleton (D-WV) assesed that if there 

were any friendship between the two Governments, “it is certainly a friendship of the 

Puritan and a blackleg.”182 He asked, “Can we have friendship between tyranny and 

                                                
175 Representative McCreary (D-KY); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 157. [RUS09] 
Ambassador Cassius Marcellus Clay, appointed during the Civil War by President Lincoln, is widely 
credited with securing the Alliance that resulted in the Tsar sending the two fleets of naval ships to the 
United States. In his 1892 petition, Clay is careful to say that Russia sent ships not because “she loved the 
North more than the South (for she did not), but because she loved the nation more than both.” 
176 Representative Milliken (R-ME); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 175. [RUS09] 
177 Representative Blount (D-GA); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 170. [RUS09] 
178 Representative Boutelle (R-ME); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 163. [RUS09] 
179 Ibid. 
180 Representative Bryan (D-NE); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 160. [RUS09] 
181 Representative Pendleton (D-WV); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 163. [RUS09] 
182 Representative Pendleton (D-WV); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 164. [RUS09] 
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liberty; between Asiatic despotism and modern civilization; between the inertia of 

barbarism and the spirit of progress?”183 Representative Holman (D-IN) was of a similar 

mindset: “Has not the whole civilized world denounced the conduct of Russia towards a 

portion of its own people?”184  

Of particular concern was the Czarist regime’s treatment of its peasant ethnic 

minorities. They were “pouring into our midst” by the “hundreds and thousands and tens 

of thousands,” driven out not only “by lack of food, but by civil and religious 

persecution” and being “thrown upon the hands of the people of this country to be taken 

care of,” 185 Representative Chipman (D-MI) declared. A nation “that can cast its people 

forth, its bone and sinew, so prodigally, as that nation is doing, that can be guilty of the 

oppression which that nation is guilty of, has no claim upon the sympathy of the United 

States,”186 he asserted. Historian Gerald Gilbert Govorchin notes that “prior to 1898, 

nearly all Russian émigrés to the United States consisted of ethnic Jews, Poles, Finns, and 

Lithuanians.”187 Their stories of poverty and persecution undoubtedly informed 

perceptions of Imperial Russia for many Americans. Furthermore, the fact that the ethnic 

                                                
183 Ibid. 
184 Representative Holman (D-IN); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 170. [RUS09] 
185 Representative Chipman (D-MI); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 168. [RUS09] 
186 Representative Chipman (D-MI); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 168. [RUS09] 
Chipman further elaborated his views on the ineligibility of the Russian situation for relief from the United 
States by explaining: “It is a serious question in my mind whether Russia, treating the Israelites and the 
Poles of that country as she is treating them, is entitled to the comity which prevails among civilized 
nations... while she is pouring into our midst hundreds and thousands and tens of thousands of these 
famine-stricken people; not only driving them from their homes by lack of food, but by civil and religious 
persecution, and throwing them upon the hands of the people of this country to be taken care of… A nation 
that can cast its people forth, its bone and sinew, so prodigally, as that nation is doing, that can be guilty of 
the oppression which that that nation is guilty of, has no claim upon the sympathy of a republic like the 
United States.” 
187 Gerald Gilbert Govorchin, From Russia to American With Love: A Study of the Russian Immigrants in 
the United States, Pittsburgh, PA: Dorrance Publishing, 1993, 45, quoted in Bloodworth, “A Complicated 
Kindness,” 45. 
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identities of this diverse émigré population were more salient than national identity with 

the land from which they had fled worked against building the strong domestic 

constituency that had aided in the passage of the Irish relief bills. 

While some legislators set aside qualms about the Czar’s regime, differentiating 

between the government and its subjects, for others to do so was counterproductive. “It 

would be well for the people of that country to understand that their Government is 

outlawed from human sympathy,” warned Mr. Chipman (D-MI) and “that it can expect 

no comity so long as it continues these oppressions; and I believe that that would be one 

means of stimulating them to rise and throw off the fetters which bind them.”188 

Representative Morse (R-MA) agreed that the Russian Government deserved no 

sympathy – “any government that is guilty of… enacting any such laws against any great 

portion of its people, as has the Czar's Government, has placed itself outside the pale of 

sympathy and consideration of any civilized nation on the face of the earth, the United 

States included,” he stated, adding that, “no kindness shown to us during the civil war can 

atone for such crime against humanity.”189 

The positioning of the Russian Government within these debates fits the pattern 

described earlier in this study of potential recipients being conceptualized in a 

relationship of concentric circles – Contributor, Kinship Group, and potential Converts. 

Yet each argument offered was rendered mute by counterarguments. For example, the 

Contributor argument, that Congress should return aid in honor of the contribution the 
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189 Representative Morse (R-MA); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 170. [RUS09] 
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Russians had made to preserving the Union, was debunked by the assertion that “no 

kindness shown to us during the civil war can atone for such crime against humanity.”190 

The idea that the Russians were a fellow “kinship group” to whom ties of brotherhood 

demanded assistance was nullified by the vilification not only of the Russian Government 

but of the Russian people “who are forcing the Russian Government to persecute the 

Hebrews and Poles.”191 And though the argument that aid should be allocated in order to 

persuade recipients to Convert to the American way of life is a concept more fully 

developed in subsequent decades, we see nascent ideas about the potential power of aid 

to persuade and influence represented in the tension over conditionality presented by 

Representatives Chipman, Lind and others. One-by-one the arguments based on 

relationship were rejected, leaving the Russian population without clear ties of 

responsibility to Congress.  

Debate Overview and Results 
On January 6, 1892, the day after Senator Washburn’s bill was introduced and 

passed in the upper chamber, the Speaker of the House raised the joint resolution in the 

lower chamber. The Chairman of the House Committee on Foreign Relations (1891-

1893), James H. Blount (D-GA), spoke first, stating that “some differences of opinion” 

spurred him to present a motion that the resolution be sent to the Committee on Naval 

Affairs for examination with the right to report at any time. He advocated on behalf of the 

bill, urging that its character “appeals at once to the humanity of the entire country” and 

referencing the precedents of 1847 and 1880 to Ireland which he said consummated the 
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191 Representative Pendleton (D-WV); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 168. [RUS09] 
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“national wish” of the American people.192 Representative Kilgore (D-TX) objected 

immediately, dismissing the earlier precedent by charging that “there are always 

demagogues enough in the country to pander to the Irish vote.” Could his colleague could 

“point to any provision of the Constitution which authorizes the making of this 

appropriation?” he challenged.193 

Thus opened a debate that would last the remainder of the afternoon, eliciting a 

variety of perspectives, primarily from Democrats. Contention revolved around three 

main topics, each of which came to be embodied in a proposed amendment: the 

suitability of the US Navy for the task as well as the ability of the Russian Government to 

meet the need unassisted; the necessity and constitutionality of the portion of the bill that 

would appropriate $100,000; and whether or not a stipulation to ensure Jews, the largest 

of the ethnic minorities fleeing Imperial Russia for the United States, would be included 

in distribution of the largess. Woven throughout all were constitutionality concerns and 

the corresponding struggle to define the nature of the US Government vis-à-vis 

cooperation with the private sector in humanitarian initiatives. 

Perhaps one of the most interesting aspects of the 1892 debate is that deliberations 

over constitutionality were not between Republicans and Democrats but rather almost 

exclusively between Democrats.194 Comprising nearly three-quarters of House 

                                                
192 Representative Bount (D-AL); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 158. [RUS09] 
193 Representative Kilgore (D-TX); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 158. [RUS09] 
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over the Morse amendment to include a phrase in the resolution to ensure Jews would not be excluded from 
the distribution of donated supplies, as will be described in forthcoming pages. 
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membership at the time, on one hand, the imbalance reflects House composition. On the 

other hand, it points toward the diversity of thought represented in the party and attempts 

by more “constructionist” leaning legislators to find equilibrium between competing 

notions.  

On the far end of the spectrum stood members with an “ironclad construction of 

the constitution” 195 such as Mr. Boatner (D-LA) who bluntly stated that “not a line or 

syllable” in the constitution authorized the transaction. Representative Kilgore (D-TX) of 

neighboring Texas agreed, adding that the Executive’s rejection of federal aid to forty 

drought-stricken counties in his home state five years earlier provided the appropriate 

precedence to guide the current decision. Though the bill authorizing the Department of 

Agriculture to distribute $10,000 worth of seed to destitute Texans passed the House of 

Representatives in 1887 by unanimous vote and the Senate by a vote of 34-16,196 it was 

vetoed by Democratic President Grover Cleveland who stated that he could “find no 

warrant for such an appropriation in the Constitution” for the “power and duty of the 

General Government” did not include offering “relief of individual suffering which is in 

no manner properly related to the public service or benefit.”197 The President had argued 

that “Though the people support the Government, the Government should not support the 

people.”198 Representative Kilgore praised the decision, asserting that “the same rules 

                                                
195 Representative Chipman (D-MI); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 168. [RUS09] 
196 Cong. Rec., 49th Cong., 2d sess., 1887, vol. 18, pt. 2: 1156 and 1269-1270. The Senate vote against the 
bill was bipartisan (9 Republicans and 7 Democrats) with the vast majority citing constitutional concerns 
and the presumed ability of the Texas State Legislature to address the problem. 
197 Grover Cleveland, Message from the President of the United States, returning House bill no. 10203, 
with his objections thereto, 49th Cong., 2d sess., House Executive Document 175 (Washington, D.C., 
February 17, 1887), 1. [MISC390] 
198 Ibid. 
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ought to apply to this measure” for “if the government has not the authority to extend 

charity to our own people…. It certainly has not the authority to extend charity to 

Russians, to people abroad, no matter whatever may have been done heretofore on this 

subject.”199  

Representative Chipman (D-MI) reminded the House of a similar denial of aid to 

hungry families on Nebraska farms not long before. “Strict constitutional construction 

was invoked,” and “the necessities of our own flesh and blood went unaided,” he 

recounted. “No such sentiment was indulged in upon that occasion” as was now being 

proposed for the Russians.200 

Fellow Democrat William C. Oates (D-AL), a lawyer from Alabama, presented a 

more nuanced approach. In his estimation, the “limitation upon the power of Congress” 

applied only “within the territorial jurisdiction of the United States.” He explained, “the 

jealousy of the people for the rights and powers and privileges of their respective States” 

led the framers of the Constitutions to be “very chary” of giving “power to the Federal 

Government and none, except such powers as were clearly delegated or granted” whilst 

leaving “to the sound discretion of Congress and the President” the decision of “what 

powers may properly be exercised with other nations.” While Oates admitted that it 

seemed “paradoxical” to be able to aid foreigners but not our own kind, he firmly 

asserted that the “fact beyond controversy” for those “who will thoroughly investigate the 

question,” as presented by the 1812 case for Caracas and the 1848 and 1880 cases for 
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Ireland, was clear: “as to other peoples, as to foreign nations, there is no limit, and 

Congress can do whatever it pleases.”201  

The argument fell short for Mr. Patterson (D-TN) of neighboring Tennessee. To 

him, logic dictated that if the United States had not the power to distribute charity “to our 

own deserving poor” then it had not the “power or the right to distribute charity to the 

people of foreign countries.” As the “government of the United States is not an 

eleemosynary institution,” Mr. Patterson said. He stood against an “appropriation of 

money for any purpose, charitable or otherwise, that is not governmental and clearly 

within the limits of the Constitution.” The remark drew applause.202 Following a similar 

vein, Mr. Dockery (D-MO) urged Congress to “limit expenditures to the actual needs of 

the public service” for it was the “lavish appropriations” of the last Congress that had 

resulted in a public deficit which the Democratic party must now fix.203  

Questions of constitutionality combined with the aforementioned confusion 

regarding whether navy ships could serve as suitable cargo carriers and conflicting 

reports about the severity of the need in Russia – for example, Mr. Pendleton conjectured 

that there was “no evidence whatever at present that there is any disastrous famine 

prevailing in Russia,” citing an article from the Washington Post “which states that this 

distress is entirely under the control of the Russian Government” 204 – thus led 

Representative Blount to request that the resolution be sent to committee for examination, 

as had been the case in 1847 and 1880 “in matters exactly similar to this.” Mr. Blount 

                                                
201 Representative Oates (D-AL); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 162. [RUS09] 
202 Representative Patterson (D-TN); Cong. Rec., 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, vol. 23, pt. 1: 168. [RUS09] 
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thought committee oversight prudent “to vindicate” the chamber “from any charge of a 

lack of fair consideration of this measure.”205 The motion was rejected by a bipartisan 

vote of 70 to 99.206 “There is no need for the investigation the gentleman from Alabama 

suggests,” Congressman Butler (D-IA) put forth, stating that the “question of the needs of 

the Russian people has been investigated and brought to our notice by a greater 

committee… the press of the United States.”207 

The second set of deliberations revolved around Congressman Holman’s (D-IN) 

motion to strike the $100,000 appropriation from the bill.208 Disagreement over whether 

the appropriation was necessary erupted in response. Mr. Holman contended that the 

wealthy “Russian Government hardly merits at our hands such extraordinary 

consideration” and that given the “present condition of our Treasury a positive degree of 

economy is expected of us by our people.”209 Mr. Holman’s neighbor to the south, 

Representative Breckinridge (D-KY) disagreed. Adopting a liberal position, Mr. 

Breckinridge argued that “suffering makes all the world akin.”210 He argued that this was 

the “true ground upon which our fathers put it in 1847” and the ground upon which “that 

stalwart Democrat, Whitthorne of Tennessee, put it in 1880.” Thus, echoing arguments 

from the Ireland debates, the Kentucky representative juxtaposed aid with routine acts of 

the Department of War, admonishing that if this measure was not approved, 
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…the world will understand that in the intercourse of America with 
foreign people, we can commit war, we can cover our seas with our ships 
of war, we can give medals to sailors, we can decorate those who have 
saved our ships in foreign ports, we can than Russia for relieving Melville 
in the Arctic Ocean, but that we are powerless to aid out of our abundance 
when God has blessed us with sunshine and rain, and when out of the 
fertile bosom of our American soil has came [sic] a teeming crop, and He 
has given scarcity and famine to others.211 
 

The congressman concluded, “It is constitutional; it is humane; therefore it is 

American, therefore it is Democratic.”212 He encouraged his fellow Democrats to avoid 

“higgling over so small a matter” as the distinction between sending public ships abroad 

and appropriating public money for the employment of private ships for the same 

purpose. Especially when this is “more economical and much more efficient.”213 

Representative Dockery (D-MO) disagreed. Providing a detailed account that delineated 

to the penny the deficiency created in the Treasury by the previous Congress, Mr. 

Dockery argued that the Democratic party must exact “the most rigid scrutiny” and “limit 

expenditures to the actual needs of the public service.”214 This was not just a question of 

constitutionality, but of necessity.  

In the end, Mr. Holman’s amendment to strike the appropriation clause was 

accepted with the largest margin associated with the bill in either chamber: 165 to 72.215 
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This had the effect of deciding that if Congress were to participate in providing aid to 

Russia, the donation would be “in-kind” in nature and would not draw upon financial 

resources. 

The final round of discussions revolved around an amendment offered by 

Representative Morse (R-MA) to ensure that “no discrimination shall be made in the 

distribution of these supplies against the citizens of the Empire known as Israelites or 

Jews."216 The amendment caused a significant stir. Fellow Republican John Lind (R-MN) 

called it an “absurd” condition to attach to the “gift from the people of my State and other 

northwestern States.” Yet others agreed with Morse’s assessment that without such a 

stipulation “no Israelite in Russia will ever receive one single spoonful of that flour.”217 

Ultimately the Morse amendment was rejected by a voice vote218 yet it touched upon an 

element of foreign aid that would become increasingly important feature that carries on to 

this day: conditionality. Lind condemned the theory presented by Mr. Morse “that it is 

always in season to preach to a man to reform” and put forth that the northwestern part of 

the country thought differently: “when a man is hungry and starving we want to feed him 

and let that act of humanity do the preaching, and the reformation will come in the course 

of time.”219 This theme of conditionality continues to arise in foreign aid debates to this 

day. In this study, it is seen most poignantly as the Second World War is drawing to a 

close with Congress’ decision to withdraw from the United National Relief and 
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Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) and to establish its own bilateral program to aid 

Europe in a manner laden with conditionalities that were designed to promote American 

socio-political and economic values. This is described in Chapter 6.220  

Finally, with the resolution “emasculated” by the stripping of its appropriation 

and the knowledge that “we have not the ships for this purpose,” Mr. Breckinridge moved 

to lay the motion on the table, the equivalent of an indefinite postponement that would 

“be the end of the matter.”221 By a mere six-vote margin at 93 to 87, on which division 

was not requested, the involvement of the US Government in providing supplies to 

famine-stricken Russia was thus laid to rest. 

Congress’ rejection of the measure did not prevent the relief effort from moving 

forward. Over the next few months, five ships, known as the “Famine Fleet,” carried 

approximately 24 million pounds of foodstuffs, flour and corn to Imperial Russia – 

sufficient quantity to feed 800,000 people for one month or 133,000 people for six 

months.222 Transportation as well as all donations were funded by “the generosity of the 

American people.” The ships were received with “great ceremonies, American flags 

waving, and bands playing the National Anthem and Hail Columbia” throughout ports in 

Russia.223 The following May (1893), the Russian Government hosted an “elaborate 

                                                
220 For example, see Matthew Dornan, “How New is the ‘New’ Conditionality? Recipient Perspectives on 
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ceremony” aboard a Russian flagship anchored near Philadelphia to honor Mr. Edgar and 

the other relief commissioners.224 Mr. Edgar would go on to spend the First World War 

serving in the US Food Administration under the leadership of Mr. Herbert Hoover.  

Era 1 Conclusions 
As the preceding analysis has shown, both the Ireland and Russia cases were 

influenced by factors that were bound by time within a specific historic backdrop. For 

example, the ability to juxtapose foreign charity against the government-funded carnage 

of the Mexican-American War worked in favor of the passage of the Irish bill whereas 

the parallel initiative for Russia was hindered by its peace-time introduction at the 

commencement of a Congress elected on the fiscally conservative platform of 

"retrenchment and reform.” 

While some factors were objective – introduction during a time of war versus 

peace, connections to the recipient population through immigration versus connections 

via commercial ties - many more were subjective, leaving room for competing 

interpretation of ideas such as the '“necessity” of the request, the “worthiness” of 

potential recipients, and the perceived “capability” of local actors to address the suffering 

unassisted. No single element carried enough persuasive power to decide the fate of 

either foreign aid bill but rather a constellation of ideas and interests formed to secure the 

passage of the Irish Relief bill in 1847 and failed to form for Russian Relief in 1892. 

These various interpretations and assemblages would become increasingly 

important as the concept of foreign aid began to coalesce. Belief systems about how this 
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emerging public policy should operate began to develop and a common placement of the 

United States within a broader understanding of the world and its governing relationships 

took shape. Americans embraced an identity predicated on the notion of abundance, 

particularly in relation to the suffering witnessed abroad in response to weather patterns, 

political oppression and outright war. The ability to mobilize this identity was moderated 

by the acceptance of the notion of a government of limited powers. This notion 

increasingly nudged proposals that required a financial appropriation away from the 

controversial ground of “charity” toward a coupling with the less disputable terrain of 

military expenditures.  

A distinction between private and public charity also began to emerge. 

Government involvement elevated charitable actions from the personal response of 

individuals to a national and therefore politicized level. While at times a source of pride – 

as in the case of Ireland where donations born under the national flag were said to 

“broaden its stripes and brighten its stars by making it the welcome messenger of 

generosity, and humanity, and fraternal feeling”225 – government involvement could also 

serve as a liability as it required closer scrutiny of the causes and consequences of 

suffering, as demonstrated in the Russian case of 1892. In other words, the government 

was not free, as the private sector might have been at the time, to overlook the political 

entanglements associated with intervention in foreign suffering. A struggle to reconcile 

the tenants of charitable giving, as demonstrated in the private sector, with the demands 

of political accountability would constrain the options perceived as available to 
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legislators in future generations as government involvement in humanitarian aid 

distribution increased during Eras 1 and 2.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE GREAT WAR AND ITS AFTERMATH, 1913-1935 (ERA 
2) 

By the dawn of the twentieth century, American abundance was not just a 

perception – by every industrial measure the United States was the richest and most 

powerful nation on earth.226 The Great War (1914-1918) mobilized the nation’s resources 

to alleviate the suffering in Europe on a scale theretofore unimagined. This chapter will 

trace the progression of foreign assistance from a function of the private sector that 

received nominal government support, as depicted in the nineteenth century and dawn of 

the twentieth century, to its positioning as a potent “weapon of war,” provided for 

through the massive Liberty Loan program and perceived as essential to “securing the 

peace” after the Armistice. The chapter places particular emphasis on the debates 

surrounding the establishment of the nation’s first government entity dedicated to foreign 

assistance, the American Relief Administration (1919-1923). 

The chapter begins by exploring the debates surrounding a series of government-

sponsored Fundraising Days that were initiated between 1913 and 1920. The bills rely on 

a perception of Self that had been established in the early cases (Era 1), describing 

Americans as people who “have most generously responded to the cry of help whenever 

such an opportunity has reached them.” The chapter highlights President Wilson’s 

                                                
226 Fareed Zakaria, From Wealth to Power: The Unusual Origins of America’s World Role (Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press, 1998), 131. 
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attempts to elevate the position of the American Red Cross as the nation’s premier 

humanitarian response organization. Though the Fundraising Days achieved only limited 

success in securing financial support, they were successful in boosting public information 

campaigns that European diasporas, particularly Poles and Lithuanians, had been waging 

in the United States to draw attention to the plight of their homelands. Thus, though 

presented as humanitarian in nature, the Fundraising Day legislation had decidedly 

political implications, laying the groundwork for subsequent resolutions that expressed 

sympathy for and support of independence on behalf of select populations in Europe. 

Though short-lived, the initiatives thus provide an interesting snapshot into the entangled 

aspirations, motivations, and potential outcomes of an expanding purview of government 

involvement in coming to the aid of foreign populations.  

The chapter then proceeds to consider the “stupendous” undertaking of financing 

the allied war effort. While some legislators emphasized the inherent risks to issuing 

loans to foreign governments on such a “colossal scale,” others looked toward the 

opportunities that the act could yield for the “businessmen, producers, and toilers in 

America” – the United States would become the new “financial capital of the world,” 

they argued. The greatest source of contention surrounding the legislation was the 

unprecedented powers it would afford the Executive, especially over issuing credits to 

foreign governments. Safeguards such as oversight committees were suggested but 

legislators repeatedly sacrificed caution on the altar of efficiency, deciding that in times 

of war the President and Secretary of the Treasury should not have to wrestle with 
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“handcuffs and hobbles.” Many would come to regret these decisions as European 

governments defaulted on loan payments en masse after the war. 

Of the $10 billion issued in loans to Europe during and immediately after the war, 

nearly one-third was used to finance the purchase of food stuffs by Belgium, France, 

Great Britain and Italy between April 1917 and December 1919. The effort would 

permanently alter the scale and scope of the options perceived as available to legislators 

in the realm of feeding, clothing and otherwise meeting basic human needs during 

international crises. It also changed the nature of the relationship between charitable acts 

and the government. Despite the heroic wartime fundraising efforts of organizations like 

the American Red Cross, which received unprecedented annual sums in the $100-200 

million range during the war, private donations paled in comparison to the billions that 

the Allies were receiving to purchase food and to alleviate suffering through federal 

loans. This newfound capacity carved a prominent place in the humanitarian space for the 

unique contributions of massive government resources when coupled with political will. 

Increasingly as it became apparent that such contributions could be made, legislators 

argued that they should be made, for a variety of reasons that are explored in the final 

case of the chapter, President Wilson’s request for $100 million to feed starving Europe 

after the war. 

The debate that surrounded the request for $100 million to establish the American 

Relief Administration (ARA) is the seminal case that anchors the chapter. While the 

nation longed for a return to peacetime “normalcy,” which included rolling back 

government spending and the wartime authorities granted to the President, foreign aid 
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advocates drew upon logics from the 1847 debates to argue that “out of our abundance,” 

America could surely afford to help the less fortunate and that the sum requested was 

“paltry” in comparison to the “billions [spent] for war munition with which to kill 

people.” No single person features more prominently in these conversations than Herbert 

Hoover, America’s “food czar” and future President of the United States. The 

humanitarian efforts that Hoover spearheaded and the wartime surplus for which he was 

responsible led to the forging of the rhetorical pathways and practical processes that 

would be necessary not only to feed starving Europe in the wake of the war but also to 

lay the foundations upon which the massive programs of the mid-1940s were constructed. 

Hoover masterfully linked the humanitarian crisis in Europe to the economic and national 

security interests of the United States, bringing together for the first time the three 

justifications for foreign assistance that are used to defend the policy to this day: security, 

economic and moral imperative. For this reason, the controversies and contributions 

surrounding this larger-than-life personality are woven throughout the presentation.  

The rejection of the American Red Cross as lacking the capacity to sufficiently 

address the needs of postwar Europe is also explored, a line of reasoning that effectively 

marginalized concerns about the postwar power of the Executive and formed a coalition 

of disparate voices around the idea of forming a temporary government agency to address 

the situation. 

Thus, throughout the course of the chapter, we see a dramatic shift in both the 

logics and practices that guided congressional thought about foreign assistance. Evolving 

beyond an activity that was primarily led by the private sector with occasional support 
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from Congress, the First World War created a situation of unprecedented human 

suffering that made possible the alignment of logics, some nascent and some new, and the 

development of the administrative machinery necessary to place the government at the 

forefront of wielding the massive resources of the United States toward the cause of 

mitigating human suffering abroad. The rhetorical pathways carved through the process 

of contesting ideas about the meaning of these activities and their place in the foreign 

policy of the United States guide us toward a more complete understanding of how and 

why the massive programs of the mid-1940s came to be framed and constructed in 

particular ways.   

To these historical moments we now turn, keeping an eye toward the ways in 

which the many voices presented in these conversations became merged and submerged 

into single, unified pieces of legislation. In these debates we will see a continuation of the 

logics that frame Self as blessed with abundance and obligated by the dictates of 

Christian charity to give to the deserving less-fortunate. We will also see opposition 

continue to be rooted in a conviction that the US Government is an institution of limited 

authority, though, as articulated previously in 1847 by Senator Crittenden, some 

legislators will continue to advocate that Congress “lay down all objections at the feet of 

charity…” As throughout Era 1, we will continue to see private charity lead efforts 

during times of peace, to include the promotion of the American Red Cross as the 

nation’s response to global suffering during the period of neutrality. Yet with America’s 

entrance into the war, we will witness shifts in the mechanisms and rhetoric of foreign 

assistance. As all assets became war assets, we will see the commodities of foreign 
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assistance become weaponized.  The “colossal loans” issued to Allies, much of which 

went toward the purchase of food stuffs for civilian populations, expanded the scope of 

what legislators perceived as possible in America’s ability to mitigate human suffering 

abroad. Yet assistance on such a magnitude could only be rendered through the heavy-

hand of government intervention in the free market, creating a situation that most deemed 

untenable outside the assumed-as-temporary timeframe of war. The 1919 contestation to 

secure $100 million to feed starving Europe after the signing of the Armistice was 

secured on the promise that it would be a final act of war, intended to secure the peace. 

This act introduced logics that challenged the previous rhetorical framework: with 

humanitarian appeal proving insufficient to secure the votes needed to pass the 

legislation, economic self-interest and national security were introduced and the potential 

detriments to the United States if the bill didn’t pass were placed center stage. The shift 

in logics secured the legislation and pointed toward a rhetorical device that would 

become useful after the next world war.  

Fundraising Days 
With the outbreak of the Great War, an array of voluntary organizations arose to 

address the humanitarian crisis in Europe. In support of their efforts, legislators presented 

a series of resolutions that experimented with a new approach to funding international 

humanitarian work: Presidential Proclamations to designate national fundraising days. 

Designed to lend government support to private sector initiatives on behalf of specific 

causes, this innovation followed the prevailing logic that foreign charity should function 

primarily as a private enterprise. Yet, while the organization and financing of efforts were 
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left firmly in the hands of private citizens, the government demonstrated a new level of 

interest in such humanitarian activities. 

Between December 1915 and January 1921 eight such initiatives were introduced 

to Congress. During the first session of the 64th Congress – the legislative body that 

would eventually declare war on Germany – resolutions for Poles, Jews, Armenians, 

Lithuanians, and Syrians were approved one-by-one. A national fundraising day followed 

shortly thereafter for each. The next calendar year during the second session of the 64th 

Congress, a resolution on behalf of the Ruthenians of modern-day Ukraine passed with a 

fundraising day designated for the following month in April 1917. Before the date 

arrived, however, the United States declared war against Germany. The next two 

resolutions that were introduced did not pass, and no more resolutions for fundraising 

days were introduced thereafter for the duration of the study. All eight resolutions echo 

similar language and logics, replicating the template provided by the first successful bid 

on behalf of the “stricken Polish people.” Each provide interesting insights into the 

priorities and developing interests of the American people and their representatives in 

Congress. The resolutions and their outcomes are presented in Table 5. 
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1915-1916: Poles, Jews, Armenians, Lithuanians, and Syrians 
In the six months between December 1915 and June 1916, the first session of the 

64th Congress presented five resolutions to request a national fundraising day on behalf 

of five specific people groups: Poles, Jews, Armenians, Lithuanians, and Syrians.227 Each 

resolution presented a humanitarian plea that was justified by the magnitude of the need –

“practically the entire population is homeless today” (Poles), “destitute of food, shelter, 

and clothing” (nine million Jews), “driven from their homes without warning, deprived of 

an opportunity to make provision for their most elementary wants” (Lithuanians), 

“thousands have perished from hunger and exposure” (Syrians), and “conditions… 

causing starvation, disease, and untold suffering” (Armenians).228 Each resolution linked 

the request to a perception of self by describing Americans as a people who “have most 

                                                
227 FACDA Cases #34, 35, 36, 37, and 39. 
228 US President, “Distress in Poland,” US Statutes at Large 39, Presidential Proclamations (December 18, 
1915): 1761-1762. [POL20]; US President, “Destitute Jews abroad.” US Statutes at Large 39, Presidential 
Proclamations (January 11, 1916): 1762-1763. [JEW02]; US President, “Aid to Lithuanian people,” US 
Statutes at Large 39, Presidential Proclamations (August 31, 1916): 1801-1802. [LTU02]; US President, 
“Aid of Syrian and Armenian peoples,” US Statutes at Large 39, Presidential Proclamations (August 31, 
1916): 1802-1803. [ARM64] 

Table 5: Fundraising Day Resolutions 
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generously responded to the cry for help whenever such an opportunity has reached 

them.” In the case of Syria, referenced was made to ties of “blood and affinity” between 

American citizens and the suffering population for “in practically every State of the 

Union” there are citizens who were “either born in Syria or are children of Syrians.”229 

Each resolution ended with the same request: that the President of the United States 

“designate a day on which the citizens of this country may give expression to their 

sympathy by contributing to the funds now being raised for the relief of the [recipient 

population] in the war zone.” Each resolution passed unanimously with minimal debate. 

At first glance, the bills appear uncomplicated. While “impos[ing] no charge to 

the Treasury” and thus avoiding constitutional objections,230 the appeals offered 

opportunity for the government to lend moral support to the valiant efforts of private 

citizens. Furthermore, they preserved the appearance of neutrality; Americans “have 

demonstrated their sympathy for the suffering people on all sides in the great European 

war by their splendid and successful charitable work in Belgium, Servia [sic] and other 

places,” the first resolution was careful to point out. 

Yet, upon closer examination, the initiatives indicate an increased interest by the 

government in being associated with the private enterprise of foreign charity, presenting 

subtle yet significant shifts in thinking about the phenomenon, its relationship to public 

policy, and the agents responsible for its management. In particular, President Wilson’s 

                                                
229 S. Res. 209, 64th Cong., 1st sess., June 2, 1916. [SYR02] 
230 As noted by the House Committee of Appropriations. See “Relief of the Lithuanians, 64th Cong., 1st 
sess., 1916, H. Rep. 1030. [LTU03] 
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promotion of the American Red Cross as the nation’s premier humanitarian organization 

is of interest. 

As introduced by Members of Congress, the resolutions did not designate 

organizations to receive donor funds, presumably due to the proliferation of voluntary 

groups dedicated to each cause and the lack of an obvious lead in any one case. Yet, prior 

to promulgation, to each resolution President Wilson added the specification that 

“contributions may be addressed” to the American Red Cross “which will care for their 

proper distribution.” As will be explored further in the forthcoming debates in 1919 about 

feeding postwar Europe, the federal charters granted to the American Red Cross (ARC) 

in 1900 and 1905 provided the organization a unique position in American 

humanitarianism. Nonetheless, its “shoestring budget” was predominantly funded 

through a small endowment and through private donations for which it competed on an 

increasingly crowded field against other voluntary organizations.231 In the fall of 1914, 

President Wilson had suggested a federal appropriation to enable the ARC to work with 

noncombatants in Europe but the State Department dismissed the notion for fear that such 

action might harm perceptions of American neutrality.232 Wilson’s 1915 insertion of the 

American Red Cross as the recipient for these new government-sponsored Fundraising 

Days was undoubtedly an attempt to raise the organization’s profile above the hundreds 

                                                
231 Branden Little, review of The American Red Cross from Clara Barton to the New Deal, Marian Moser 
Jones, H-Net Reviews (August 2013); accessed April 1, 2017, https://networks.h-
net.org/node/20317/reviews/21539/little-jones-american-red-cross-clara-barton-new-deal. 
232 Julia Irwin, Making the World Safe: The American Red Cross and a Nation’s Humanitarian Awakening 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 57. Also, the State Department rejected because American Red 
Cross members would not be covered by international law as the Geneva Convention applied only to 
combatants. 
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of other voluntary organizations that were competing for donor dollars in the 

humanitarian melee. 

The insertion also points toward the vision that President Wilson and others had 

of transforming the position of the American Red Cross in the nation’s socio-political 

space in order to produce a better organized national response to the world’s calamities. 

Historian Julia Irwin recounts how Newton Baker, Wilson’s soon-to-be-appointed 

Secretary of War, “lamented that the preponderance of competing ‘nationalistic appeals’ 

for aid had resulted in waste and inefficiency, preventing the US public from giving as 

generously as it might have had humanitarianism ‘been centered in one great, neutral, and 

honored agency like the Red Cross.”233 In an era that cast “waste as America’s devil and 

efficiency as the industrial-age god,”234 the nation’s haphazard approach to philanthropy 

was viewed as problematic. Yet while many agreed that the field of humanitarianism 

would benefit from a more centralized approach to management, it was not clear that the 

fledgling ARC was best suited to lead the efforts. 

Wilson’s organizational vision is further demonstrated by the outcome of the 

appeals. In essence, the President was asking citizens to redirect donations from the 

voluntary groups that had emerged from the organic bonds of America’s diverse social 

landscape, usually through ethnic or religious affiliations, to the national organization of 

                                                
233 Irwin, Making the World Safe, 60. 
234 Cecelia Tichi, Shifting Gears: Technology, Literature, Culture in Modernist America (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1987), 56. For the importance of efficiency during the Era, also see  
Peter Dobkin Hall, "A Historical Overview of Philanthropy, Voluntary Associations, and Nonprofit 
Organizations in the United States, 1600-2000," in The Nonprofit Sector: A Research Handbook, ed. W.W. 
Powell & R. Steinberg (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2006), 32-65 and Steven Brint, In an Age of 
Experts: The Changing Role of Professionals in Politics and Public Life (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1994). 
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the American Red Cross. There was little incentive to do so. In 1915, the ARC had less 

than 22,000 members and minimal connectivity with local communities. Despite the 

tremendous improvements that Mabel Boardman brought to the organization between 

1905 and 1915, following the ouster of founder Clara Barton,235 to the average American 

and many legislators, the ARC was simply one of many organizations. 

Lacking capacity for implementation in the remote regions of the eastern front, 

the ARC ended up serving as a middle man in the efforts for the Poles, Jews and 

Lithuanians; it tallied donations in designated “relief funds” (the Polish European Relief 

Fund, the Jewish Relief Fund, etc.). Voluntary efforts on behalf of Poles and Jews had 

relatively robust infrastructure in place, therefore the ARC simply distributed money to 

organizations within this existing structure. As the ARC had been active in Armenia and 

Syria since the days of Clara Barton’s leadership, the organization assumed responsibility 

for distribution amongst those peoples. In the case of Lithuania, the most successful of 

the Fundraising Day efforts with over $115,000 donated, the majority of the money sat in 

the account with the ARC apparently unsure how to spend it. Table 6 details donations 

collected between 1916 and 1918 as well as disbursements thereof. In 1918, after 

America’s entry into the war, this ethnic-based approach to fundraising was abandoned in 

                                                
235 Between 1905 and 1915, Mabel Boardman had led a transformation of the organization from an entity of 
limited capacity, centered around the personality and personal reach of Barton and plagued by financial 
scandals, to that of a professional institution with strong ties to government and economic elites that was 
“primed for expansion.” (Little, The American Red Cross, 2). The institution was increasingly organized 
along the popular principles of scientific management and under Boardman’s leadership its operational 
budget swelled from a mere $15,000 in 1905 to $3 million in 1915. See Marian Moser Jones, The American 
Red Cross: from Clara Barton to the New Deal (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2013), 
137. 
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favor of highly successful general appeals on behalf of the ARC, which the organization 

then apportioned to causes as seen fit by its leaders.  

 

 

Results 
Though the Presidential Proclamations yielded limited gains toward the stated 

goal of fundraising, the government’s contribution toward raising awareness about the 

plight of the recipient populations was significant. Of note, each of the five Fundraising 

Days were on behalf of minority groups within either the Russian Empire or Ottoman 

Empire; no presidential proclamations were introduced to support other substantial 

humanitarian efforts, such as ARC’s initiatives that were underway in France, Britain, 

Serbia, Belgium – all independent nations – or the program on behalf of German 

prisoners of war suffering in Russian captivity. While the Presidential Proclamations 

were devoid of language related to sovereignty, freedom, or other hints of self-

determination, it would have been difficult to ignore conversations about the concurrent 

political aspirations of these groups, particularly given the proclivity during the period 

Table 6: Donations to the American Red Cross in Response to Fundraising Days 
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within the burgeoning field of white collar philanthropic and social welfare 

“professionals” to diagnose and treat the causes of social malaise.236 Each of the five 

people groups highlighted by these Fundraising Days benefited from subsequent 

congressional resolutions that expressed sympathy for and support of their independence. 

Thus, as historian Christopher Salisbury notes regarding the outcome of the Polish 

appeal, the day “proved more successful as a public relations exercise… than as a means 

of raising funds for relief.”237 While the suffering of European Jews, particularly those in 

the Russian Empire, and Christians (Armenians and Syrians) in the Ottoman Empire had 

previously been raised in Congress,238 the plight of the Poles and Lithuanians and other 

minorities in Eastern and Central Europe were less known both in Washington, D.C. and 

by the general public. These Presidential Proclamations served as a boost to the public 

information campaigns that diasporas had been waging, particularly for the Poles and 

Lithuanians who had been trying to draw American attention to the plight of their 

homelands which were caught in the maelstrom of the shifting eastern front. The 

“decidedly political repercussions” of the President’s proclamation, “confirmed Poland’s 

place on the international diplomatic map,” Salisbury contends, helping to garner the 

“broad popular interest in the Polish relief campaign” that would guarantee that the now 

“very public interest” in Poland’s recognition as a nation “thereafter became a matter of 

                                                
236 See Hall, "A Historical Overview,” 43-48, Brint, Age of Experts, 8-37, and Tichi, Shifting Gears, 53-57. 
237 Christopher G. Salisbury, “For Your Freedom and Ours: The Polish Question in Wilson’s Peace 
Initiatives, 1916-1917,” Australian Journal of Politics and History 49, no. 4 (2003), 482.  
238 See FACDA Cases #10 – 14. 
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primary political interest and activity” for the administration.239 This rising support for 

“breaking up larger political units and creating a large number of smaller (and hence 

weaker) states” meant that “attention was cleverly shifted away from how America was 

building a global hegemony, to how America was assisting ‘small nations’ fight for their 

liberty,” P. Eric Louw asserts.240 

The degree to which separatist thoughts may have been on the minds of 

legislators as they offered unanimous support for these humanitarian appeals is difficult 

to know. While characteristic disdain for Europe’s empires and the oppression perceived 

to be associated therewith likely drew sympathy, in 1915 and 1916 Americans were still 

decidedly against overt political entanglement in the European conflict. For many 

Americans, involvement in the humanitarian response was simply viewed as a way to 

make a meaningful contribution to the world’s greatest calamity without choosing sides. 

Nonetheless, the government’s choice to become publicly involved in the affairs of 

particular minorities and the attempt to elevate the position of the Red Cross within the 

humanitarian space furthered particular logics that set the stage for future efforts. The 

agreements arrived at regarding which humanitarian initiatives to support, how to frame 

the assistance, and how to organize its distribution would reverberate through future 

decision-making processes once the United States did eventually declare war and during 

the peace process. Thus, though a short-lived phenomenon, government-endorsed 

                                                
239 Salisbury, “For Your Freedom,” 482-483. See also M.B. Biskupski, “War and the Diplomacy of Polish 
Independence, 1914-1918,” The Polish Review 35, no. 1 (1990) and M.B. Biskupski, “The United States 
and the Rebirth of Poland, 1914-1918” (PhD diss., Yale University, 1981).  
240 P. Eric Louw, Roots of the Pax Americana: Decolonization, Development, Democratization and Trade 
(New York: Manchester University Press, 2000), 99 and 106. 
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Fundraising Days provide an interesting snapshot of entangled aspirations, motivations, 

and potential outcomes of humanitarian activities. 

1917-1918: Ruthenians, Russians, and “The World” 
Three more requests for fundraising days were raised in subsequent sessions of 

the US Congress, after which the practice was abandoned. The Ruthenian case (1917) 

furthers the aforementioned logics on behalf of minority populations, though the effort 

was cut short by the declaration of war shortly thereafter. Resolutions for Russia (1917) 

and a general request for the “suffering populations of the world” (1921) did not gain 

traction. 

In the final decades of the Habsburg monarchy, a “massive wave” of ethnic 

Ukrainians emigrated to the Americas where they were “often referred to and referred to 

themselves as ‘Ruthenians’”.241 An ethno-linguistic group that predominantly, though not 

exclusively, follows a branch of Eastern Catholicism, the Ruthenians’ homeland stretches 

“east along the Carpathian foothills, mountains, and valleys from [modern-day] 

southeastern Poland, through northeastern Slovakia and Ukraine’s Transcarpathian 

oblast, to slightly east of the Tisza River and just inside the Romanian border”.242 In the 

final days of the 64th Congress (1917), resolutions were introduced in both chambers on 

behalf of the “one million Ruthenians (Ukrainians) in dire need of food, clothing, and 

                                                
241 Encyclopedia of Ukraine, s.v. “Ruthenians,” by John-Paul Himka, accessed April 15, 2017, 
http://www.encyclopediaofukraine.com/display.asp?linkpath=pages%5CR%5CU%5CRuthenians.htm. 
According to Himka, the term ‘Ruthenian’ became “even more restricted in the United States during the 
interwar years when it was generally used to refer to the inhabitants of Transcarpathia and to 
Transcarpathian emigrants in the United States.” This study uses the Latin term “Ruthenian” in keeping 
with the language of the proposed legislation. The Old Ukrainian term “Rusyns” is also widely used today. 
242 Alexandra C. Wiktorek, “Rusyns of the Carpathians: Competing Agendas of Identity” (Master’s thesis, 
Georgetown University, 2010), 5-6. 
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shelter” in the “eastern part of Europe”.243 The sponsor in the lower house, 

Representative Hamill (D-NJ), stated that the matter was first brought to his attention by 

the administrator of the Ruthenian Catholic Diocese in the United States, the Rev. Father 

P. Poniatishin, “through his counsel, Mr. William J. Kearns, of the New Jersey bar.”244 

The resolutions recycled the language of the five preceding fundraising proclamations 

and Mr. Hamill’s remarks followed a similar pattern for justification, placing emphasis 

on the enormity of the crisis – “Probably no section in all war-stricken Europe has 

undergone so terrible an affliction as has the country inhabited by the Ruthenians in 

eastern Galicia and the northwestern part of Bukowina,” he observed before commenting 

on the homes, schools, newspapers, and churches built by America’s one million 

Ruthenian immigrants over the past 40 years. 245 Seizing a window opened by previous 

initiatives, Mr. Hamill put forth that now, as “the American President has raised his 

voice in behalf of the submerged peoples of the world, a glimmer of hope has even come 

to the Ruthenians, who were well-nigh on the brink of despair… of their receiving some 

temporary provisional relief.”246 The resolution passed unanimously in early March. 

Shortly thereafter President Wilson designated April 21, 1917 as “a day upon which the 

people of the United States may make such contributions as they feel disposed” to relieve 

the “wretchedness, misery and privation which these people are enduring,” again adding 

                                                
243S. J. Res. 201, 64th Cong., 2d sess., January 25, 1917 [UKR07] and H. J. Res. 350, 64th Cong., 2d sess., 
January 24, 1917. [UKR08] 
244 Representative Hamill (D-NJ); Cong. Rec., 64th Cong., 2d. sess., 1917, vol 54, pt. 6: 522. [UKR03] 
245 Representative Hamill (D-NJ); Cong. Rec., 64th Cong., 2d. sess., 1917, vol 54, pt. 6: 523. [UKR03] 
246 Ibid. 
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a clause prior to promulgation to direct donations toward the American Red Cross.247 Yet 

before the fundraising day arrived, history took a fateful twist. On April 6th, by a vote of 

82 to 6 in the Senate and 373 to 50 in the House, America entered the Great War. With 

neutrality officially forsaken and all resources mobilized toward the sole goal of winning 

the fight,248 the face of humanitarianism changed.  

The 1917 report of the American Red Cross records only $1,386.30 in donations 

for the Ukrainian Relief Fund and no disbursements.249 The 1918 report shows no 

donations or disbursements for the Ruthenians or Ukrainians.250 The fate of Ruthenians 

was not raised again in Congress during the period of study, likely because the diaspora’s 

hope for an independent state in their homeland was largely fulfilled in 1918 when the 

Carpatho-Ukraine region was granted autonomy within the newly formed state of 

Czechoslovakia.251 While the arrangement proved to be less than ideal – Prague claimed 

the region “too instable” to be given full autonomy and significant swaths of Ruthenians 

lived outside the territory in eastern Slovakia and southern Poland – the Ruthenians were 

“allowed to use their language in the media and education” and made significant strides 

                                                
247 US President, “Stricken Ruthenians,” US Statutes at Large 40, Presidential Proclamations (March 16, 
1917): 1645-1646. [UKR09] 
248 As will be described in a forthcoming section, even the American Red Cross abandoned its stance on 
neutrality when the United States entered the war. This represented a sharp contrast from the cognitive 
frameworks employed previously. 
249 Report of the Secretary and Treasurer of American Red Cross, 65th Cong., 2d sess., 1918, H. Doc. 1249. 
[ARC52] 
250 The American National Red Cross, Annual Report for the Year Ended June 30, 1918 (Washington, DC, 
1919), accessed March 30, 2017, https://hdl.handle.net/2027/uc1.$b599331. [ARC53] 
251 Wiktorek, “Rusyns of the Carpathians,” 23-28. See also Paul Robert Magocsi, Our People: Carpatho-
Rusyns and Their Descendants in North America, Third Revised Edition (Toronto: University of Toronto 
Press, 1994) and Norman Davies, “Rusyn: The Republic of One Day (15 March 1939),” in Vanished 
Kingdoms: The Rise and Fall of States and Nations (New York: Penguin Books, 2011), 621 – 634. Two 
famous Americans of Ruthenian descent are Adoph Zukor, founder of Paramount Pictures, who was born 
in a Ruthenian village in Slovakia and Andy Warhol, born Adrij Warhola, whose parents also immigrated 
from a Ruthenian village in eastern Slovakia (Davies, “Rusyn,” 624). 
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in coalescing elements of a national identity during the interwar years.252 Thus, though 

humanitarian aid from the United States appears to have been limited, the concurrent 

objective of Ruthenian self-determination was temporarily met, furthering the ideological 

connection between American support to the material needs and political aspirations of 

“small nations.”253 

Three months after the Ruthenian resolution was introduced, ten weeks into 

official US participation in the Great war, Representative La Guardia (R-NY) introduced 

a resolution that repeated the template of previous proclamations, this time on behalf of 

the “millions of Russians, the great majority of whom are destitute of food, shelter, and 

clothing.”254 The resolution, introduced in June 1917, was referred to the House 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, from which it never emerged. With the nation’s resources 

mobilized for winning the war, the federal treasury likely provided a more efficient 

means for funding humanitarian concerns in the form of bilateral loans made directly to 

the Allies, as the next section will demonstrate. 

The final request for a presidential proclamation to support fundraising efforts 

was presented in January 1921 after the war’s end, when Congress was attempting to 

return the functions of government to “peacetime norms.” In keeping with pre-war 

                                                
252 Wiktorek, “Rusyns of the Carpathians: Competing Agendas of Identity,” 25. For the unique challenges 
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tactics, yet recognizing the increased role of the United States in global affairs, 

Representative Porter (R-PA) introduced a resolution to intervene in global suffering: on 

behalf of the “bitter need of the suffering populations of the world stricken by war, 

famine, and pestilence can be met only by contributions from the American people, who, 

among the peoples of the earth, are now most able to supply the necessary food and 

clothing and medicines…”255 Though the House Committee on Foreign Affairs issued a 

report with recommendation that the resolution pass, no further action appears to have 

been taken. Representative Porter’s request was the last time a member of Congress 

introduced a bill to request Presidential Proclamation in support of private fundraising 

days. Henceforth the government would assume a stronger leadership role in funding and 

managing humanitarian activities. 

A Novel Proposition: Colossal Loans 
Once the United States Congress entered the conflict, even legislators who had 

voted against engagement rallied to provide the President the resources deemed necessary 

“no matter what the sacrifice, to quickly end the war.”256 Five days after issuing the war 

declaration, Congress introduced HR 2762 as “the first step in financing the biggest, most 

momentous enterprise ever undertaken by the Government of the United States.”257 An 

authorization of $5 billion in bonds, of which $3 billion would be used to provide 

supplies and credit to those “who are so valiantly fighting our enemies,”258 the gravity of 

the undertaking was keenly felt. The “colossal obligation” was absolutely “without 
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precedent”259 either by the Government of the United States or “any legislative body in 

the history of the world,” Representatives Kitchin (D-NC) and Fordney (R-MI) related.260 

Mr. Borland (D-MO) asserted that the measure presented “a new theory in American 

politics” – to “subsidize the military operations of other nations.”261 He reflected, “While 

it has not been unusual” for other nations to do this, “it is a new proposition to the 

American Nation.”262 Representative Sloan (R-NE) argued that the magnitude of the 

undertaking represented a “new field” of operations. “While other nations have loaned 

money to neighbor nations, it has never been loaned on any such colossal scale that we 

propose to make in this loan now.”263 “Those who imagine it will be easy to float five or 

six billion have another guess coming,” Representative Mann (R-IL) cautioned. “This is 

not floating $300 million as we did at the time of the Spanish War… it is equal to or 

more than half the amount of deposits in all of the national banks of the country 

combined.”264 

Curiously, the fact that the belligerents were already deeply indebted to American 

private investors went unacknowledged in the debates. In 1915 Wilson had lifted the ban 

on loans to belligerents in order to continue the “fateful union of war and prosperity”265 

that the outbreak of hostilities and subsequent war orders had brought to American 
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businesses. While initially supplies were purchased with gold, “which poured into the 

country in previously undreamed-of amounts; by 1917 the national gold stock had nearly 

doubled,” the government sanction of private lending led to billions being issued in 

credit.266 In part, the debates reflect unease and divergent perspectives on how to handle 

the new role as a creditor nation.  

While some legislators saw the risk as daunting – “we cannot afford to make a 

mistake” with the “biggest bond issue, by many billions, that this country has ever 

thought of,” Senator Calder warned267 – for others the occasion represented an 

opportunity. “Never in the history of any other nation in the world, could such an issue of 

bonds be made and absorbed at such a rate of interest and with similar ease,” 

Representative Borland (D-MO) commented. “It does not impose a serious burden upon 

the great and growing wealth of the American people, and this act, as large as it may 

seem in our eyes, is but the beginning.”268 Indeed, Borland saw the act as a benefit to the 

United States as it would transfer the “financial capital of the world” to “American soil… 

and by the very restrictions of this bill this money is to be expended among the 

businessmen, producers, and toilers in America.”269 Representative Sherley, Chairman of 

                                                
266 David M. Kennedy, Over Here: The First World War and American Society, 25th Anniversary Edition 
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the House Committee of Appropriations, feared not that Congress would tax too heavily 

“but that it will not tax heavily enough, in order to properly safeguard the true interests of 

America.”270 

A tension arose in the debates between the universal desire to execute a “speedy 

termination” of the war and the concern felt by many legislators over placing such 

unprecedented authority in the hands of the Executive without some level of constraints, 

particularly over the portion allotted for credits to foreign governments. The bonds 

“ought to be limited to Governments at war with the Imperial German Government,” 

Representative Fitzgerald (D-NY) put forth, “and the power ought to be restricted to the 

duration of the war.”271 Representative Gillett (R-MA) suggested that the clause “foreign 

Governments” be replaced with “European Governments” in order to “protect” the 

President and Secretary of the Treasury from requests to divert funds “to the development 

of this continent… Take Mexico, or San Domingo, or Haiti,” he reasoned. “Do you think 

that they would hesitate for a moment to declare war against Germany if thereby they 

thought they could become beneficiaries under the $3,000,000,000? But I do not think 

just because they declared war against Germany that this war revenue ought to be loaned 

to them in order to build up Governments there.”272 Others suggested that a congressional 

committee be established to oversee the execution of funds “such as we had during the 

Civil War.”273 The latter was vehemently opposed by the bill’s sponsor, Representative 

Kitchin (D-NC), who stated that such an amendment would put “handcuffs and hobbles” 
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on the President and Secretary of the Treasury.274 In the end, caution was sacrificed on 

the altar of efficiency. “With the passage of this act,” Representative Moore (R-PA) 

reluctantly stated, we relinquish “all authority to the President…” 

 

there is no official information as to which foreign nations the President 
proposed to favor, nor is it certain that he may limit the assistance… it was 
my intention to introduce an amendment to section 2 limiting the powers 
of the President… but I have been advised that such an amendment would 
not be agreeable to the administration and am persuaded it could not 
pass… [therefore] there is but one course to pursue and that to stand 
steadfastly by the flag we have learned to revere. I shall vote for this bill, 
trusting in the Commander in Chief… to vigorously prosecute this war 
and to bring us speedily to an honorable and permanent peace. 
[Applause]275 

 

Repeatedly legislators set aside reservations in support of a rapid, unified 

response. “We are in a state of war,” Representative Graham (R-PA) declared, “and it is 

necessary for us, as so many men in this House have said, to work in harmony and in 

unity. Party lines are extinguished, and we are all Americans.”276 “The fatal weakness of 

republics,” warned Representative Green (R-IA) “have always been indecision, division, 

and delay while the mailed fist of a military despotism strikes swift and far and hard.”277 

He continued, “I will vote for this bill, even though it be not amended as I desire… what 

everyone desires to do, is to make the war short and decisive. If we vacillate or delay we 
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will prolong it, and perhaps prolong it fatally. [Applause]”278 Yet the fragile unity, held 

together by the single hope of victory, would unravel as soon as the goal was achieved. 

Those who had been reluctant to relinquish power, particularly within the Republican 

party, would resume positions of caution and control after the war’s end thus making it 

more difficult to secure funds for humanitarian purposes that might be considered 

“philanthropic” rather than in direct support of the war effort. This unresolved tension 

around the division of powers would resurface in the proposal to feed starving Europe 

(1919), as will be demonstrated in the forthcoming section. 

Thirteen days after its introduction, Congress passed the “stupendous proposition” 

HR2762 with unanimous approval.279 The bill served as the first in a series of “Liberty 

Loan Acts” that provided the backbone for US financing of the Allied war effort – 

scholars estimate that 58 percent of the war was financed through bonds, 22 percent 

through taxation, and 20 percent through “money creation.”280 The five ensuing Liberty 

Loan campaigns “stood as an unprecedented achievement” by drawing “millions of 

simple Americans who never before in their lives had bought securities of any sort” into 

money markets through “patriotic appeal”.281 From these funds, over the course of the 
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war, the United States loaned approximately $10 billion to Allied governments (Table 7). 

Nearly one-third of these credits – $3,050,496,599 – were used to finance the purchase of 

“flour, grain, meats and other food products” by Belgium, France, Great Britain and Italy 

between April 1917 and December 1919.282 The effort would permanently alter the scale 

and scope of options perceived as available to future legislators in the realm of feeding, 

clothing and otherwise meeting basic human needs during international crises. The lesson 

came at a cost, however. As the governments of Europe defaulted en masse on loan 

repayments after the war, the American public was left confused and frustrated. The 

outstanding $10 billion debt, which constituted 40 percent of American national debt 

after the war, would “constrict the ability of successive administration to take a broad-

minded approach to European affairs,” according to Stephen Schuker.283 As the FACDA 

indicates, during the interwar years Congress actively pursued debt resettlement, to little 

avail. As of December 31, 2009, $40.7 billion in principal and interest payments from the 

First World War are reported as outstanding in the US Government Foreign Credit 

Exposure report.284 According to the US Department of the Treasury, though “many of 

the [fourteen] countries listed” in arrears have not made “payments on these debts since 
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the 1930s… the USG has not waived or renounced its rights” with respect to any of these 

“legally valid and outstanding obligations.”285 

 

 
 

These issues are important to the trajectory of foreign assistance for several 

reasons. First, with the declaration of war, the nature of the relationship between 

charitable acts, which had previously been led predominantly by the private sector, and 

the government changed. Whereas during the period of neutrality, the Government 

carefully managed the perception of the United States as having “demonstrated their 

sympathy for the suffering people on all sides in the great European war” and furthered 

the reputation of a people who “have most generously responded to the cry for help 

whenever such an opportunity has reached them,”286 once war was declared, neutrality, 

even in the area of humanitarian aid, was abandoned. On April 6, 1917, the day that 

Congress declared war on Germany, President Wilson issued a Statement on the 

Coordination of Relief that made official his vision to designate the ARC as “the one 
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organization charged with coordinating all of the nation’s humanitarian assistance.”287 

Shortly thereafter the ARC leadership effectively abandoned the organization’s stance on 

neutrality, operating “now in service of the US government and devoted to winning the 

war in favor of the Allies, ARC leaders restricted civilian aid to the Entente,” historian 

Julia Irwin recounts.288 This represented a sharp contrast from earlier discourse, when the 

political benefits of proposed humanitarian actions were muted, even shunned, as bearing 

potential to mar the integrity of the aid/charity effort. While frowned upon as a point of 

discussion during Era 1, political and economic gains became central to successful 

arguments on behalf of foreign aid once the United States entered the Great War.  

Second, with the shift toward massive government involvement in the 

humanitarian space, “food” emerged as a tool of political leverage that impacted the US 

Government’s bilateral relations as well as the relationship between the American people 

and the war. As Walter Cohen argues, though food has long been employed by 

governments as a weapon of war, “nowhere has this noble armament been more 

powerfully used than by Herbert Hoover… His experience still stands as a model for 

present-day American policy.”289 As Director of the US Food Administration, Hoover led 

national conservation campaigns that popularized phrases such as “Food is Ammunition” 

and “Food Will Win the War” (see Figure 11).290 Historian Bruno Cabanes asserts that 
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these efforts “changed the symbolic significance of food… nothing would escape the war 

effort – neither work in the fields nor agricultural commerce, not even the meals served at 

the family dinner table.”291 Such ideas permeated Congress. The debates of late April 

1917 clearly present food and ammunition in tandem, as supplies to be sent to the Allies. 

“My purpose in loaning this money to the nations we propose to join,” Fordney (R-MI) 

stated at the outset of the House debate, is “to let them… use it to the very best advantage 

for themselves, whether that be to buy food supplies in this country or arms or 

ammunitions or to save their credit at home.”292 Similarly, Representative Saunders (D-

VA) recounted that the request of the allies was for “credit, munitions, and food. We can 

mobilize our wealth at once, and by that mobilization set in motion streams of munitions 

and of food that will flow continuously across the ocean as an effective contribution to 

the allied cause.”293 It is important to note that the wealth of the United States was not 

conceptualized simply in monetary terms. Though cash – raised quickly through the bond 

drive – would open the floodgates, it was America’s industrial and agricultural bounty 

that would “hasten the end of this horrible war… long ere it will be possible for this 

country to train and put on continental soil, an American army.”294 
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Figure 11: Food is Ammunition, US Food Administration poster, 1918 

 

Finally, the sheer “colossal scale” of the funds that became available to the US 

Government once the nations’ resources were mobilized for war shifted the balance of 

power between the government and private sector in the area of foreign assistance. While 

the aforementioned national “War Fund Campaigns” of the American Red Cross raised 

unprecedented annual sums in the $100-200 million range,295 the donations paled in 
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comparison to the billions that Allies were receiving to purchase food through federal 

loans. Though private philanthropy was and would remain an important component of 

American cultural landscape both during and after the war, a new place was carved out in 

the humanitarian aid space for the unique contributions that massive government 

resources coupled with political will could make to alleviating suffering and promoting 

the general welfare of mankind. This was most clearly evidenced after the war’s end in 

the policy and practices established by Congress through a $100 million appropriation 

that was used to establish the first entity within the US Government dedicated to foreign 

assistance – the American Relief Administration. The debates surrounding the founding 

legislation and a short review of the administration’s outcomes are offered in the next 

section. 

Postwar Starving Europe, 1919 
On January 2, 1919, two weeks after arriving in Paris for the Versailles Peace 

Conference, President Wilson wired an urgent cablegram to Washington, D.C. requesting 

“an immediate appropriation of $100,000,000” to save certain parts of Europe “from 

absolute starvation during the coming winter.” Wilson’s cable appealed “to the great 

sense of charity and good will of the American people,” placing the act “upon a primarily 

humanitarian basis of the first magnitude” and stating that “from our abundance we can 

surely afford to offer succor to these countries destitute of resources or credit.” While 

established governments that had a pre-existing line of credit with the United States such 

as Great Britain, France and Italy could secure loans with which to purchase food and 

supplies, many of the “liberated peoples of Austria, Turkey, Poland, and western Russia” 
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were “utterly incapable of finding any resources that can be converted into international 

exchange for food purchases,” Wilson explained, and therefore were in desperate need 

“to find a remedy for starvation and absolute anarchy.” The cablegram included draft 

legislation that had been prepared by the director of the US Food Administration, Herbert 

Hoover, who had been in Europe since shortly after the Armistice working on issues of 

food insecurity.296 

In the context of the billions appropriated during the Great War, Wilson 

characterized the $100 million request as a “mere pittance.”297 Yet in the context of 

foreign assistance and the normal spending patterns of Congress during times of peace, 

the request was unprecedented; since 1789, Congress had only provided financial 

resources for seven such humanitarian initiatives for a combined total of $2.2 million in 

the nominal amount authorized.298 This proposal, which arrived in the final weeks of the 

65th Congress, sparked a month-long heated debate that produced more concentrated 

discourse on foreign assistance than any other case presented thus far in this study. 

Historical Context 
Two months prior to President Wilson’s request, two events shook Congress. 

First, the midterm elections of November 1918 firmly secured a Republican majority in 

both chambers for the upcoming 66th Congress (March 1919 – March 1921) by gaining 

six seats in the Senate (a 2-seat majority) and 25 seats in the House of Representatives (a 
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45-seat majority). Indeed, since the 1916 elections, Republicans held more seats in the 

lower house than Democrats (215 Republicans / 213 Democrats) yet Democrats had 

maintained control of the 65th Congress by forming a coalition with the chamber’s three 

Progressive members and one Socialist Representative, Meyer London. Embittered and 

emboldened, Republicans were in no mood for cooperation when President Wilson’s 

request – characterized as a “demand” by the opposition – arrived. Furthermore, less than 

one week after the midterm elections, at the 11th hour of the 11th day of the 11th month 

of 1918, the signing of the Armistice brought an end to the Great War. As Livermore 

describes, “released now from the compulsion of following him, however reluctantly, as 

a patriotic duty, the Republicans were even less inclined to endorse his aspirations for the 

future.”299 For many legislators, the request to feed Europe was viewed as charitable 

extravagance; it was time to turn gaze toward the pressing needs of the United States.  

Yet, to dismiss the debates of January 1919 as mere partisan rivalry misses an 

opportunity to explore the foundational dilemmas with which legislators of the day 

wrestled. The immediate postwar period was a time of tremendous upheaval not only in 

American politics but in society writ-large as the nation forged a new identity, reflective 

of a landscape permanently changed by the war. The vulnerabilities of the American 

economy through its dependence on global trade had been laid bare; America’s prosperity 

was exposed as inextricably linked to forces beyond her immediate control and the best 
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way to manage this vulnerability was not clear. Furthermore, the relatively swift end to 

hostilities had left American producers with a tremendous surplus, particularly wheat and 

pork, that threatened to crash domestic markets if, in the words of Herbert Hoover, a 

“safe and regular drain” could not be found.300 Contestation over the degree to which the 

government should be involved in regulating industry, to include price-fixing, were 

anchored in unresolved issues from the Progressive Movement (1890 – 1920). 

In the area of political ideology, the very vision on which President Wilson had 

built his case for the war – the furtherance of democracy – was threatened by the leftist 

ideology that was gaining ground not only in Europe as Bolshevism spread from Russia 

westward but within the homeland too.301 Historian Frederick Lewis Allen describes an 

“unmistakable trend toward socialist ideas both in the ranks of labor and among liberal 

intellectuals” that sparked fear across the nation. “Millions of otherwise reasonable 

citizens,” he explains, seriously thought “that a Red revolution might begin in the next 

month or next week, and they were less concerned with making the world safe for 

democracy than with making American safe for themselves.”302 While Wilson, the first 

US President to visit Europe while in office, spent six months negotiating a peace 

settlement in Paris, many felt the home front was being neglected. The $33 billion 

appropriated for the war laid an unprecedented tax burden upon the shoulders of the 

                                                
300 Foodstuffs and Supplies for Europe, 1919: Hearing before the United States Senate, Committee on 
Appropriations, 65th Cong., 3d sess., January 16, 1919 and Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, 
pt. 2: 1350. [EUR08] 
301 Socialist Eugene Debs was in prison at this time for denouncing American participation in the First 
World War but had won nearly six percent of the popular vote for President of the United States in 1912. In 
1920 he would win 3.4 percent for the same from his prison cell. 
302 Frederick Lewis Allen, Only Yesterday: An Informal History of the Nineteen-Twenties (New York: 
Harper & Brothers, 1931), 45. 
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American people, particularly the business community. Though “the most potent 

moneymaker was an excess profits tax,”303 which Hoover explained was put in place in 

July 1918 to target “low-cost producers (who) were making inordinate profits out of the 

war,”304 the recently-established income tax also played a role, increasing from one 

percent of annual incomes of $3,000 or more in 1913 to as high as 58 percent during 

1917-1920. 305 Though only 5.5 million Americans showed any tax due in 1920,306 the 

strain of this forced-patriotism on business and industry was feared excessive and 

unnecessary, especially by Republicans. 

The response to these complexities was divided in Congress. Some legislators, 

often embodied in the Republican party, focused on a “return to normalcy.” They 

believed it was time for America to direct attention toward healing the wounds of war, 

prioritized the reintegration of war veterans into civilian life, and generally spoke about 

troublesome domestic issues such as high taxes, the rising cost of living, and the 

economy. Others, often Democrats, shared these concerns yet emphasized what they saw 

as the most important task at hand: securing the peace. They too saw Bolshevism as a 

significant threat but envisioned global peace and prosperity as the best way to stop its 

vile spread. While the former group touted the Armistice as reason to turn attention from 

                                                
303 Rockoff, “Until It’s Over,” 321. 
304 Herbert Hoover, The Memoirs of Herbert Hoover: Years of Adventure, 1874-1920 (New York: The 
MacMillan Company, 1951), 265. Hoover continues: “Early in July, 1918, I urged upon President Wilson 
the necessity for broad tax actions by the Congress in order to prevent excessive profits by low-cost 
manufacturers of food and other war supplies. The difficulty arose from the fact that we had to make prices 
and set margins such as would bring high-cost producers into production and thus the low-cost producers 
were making inordinate profits out of the war.” 
305 Rockoff, “Until It’s Over,” 321. 
306 Ibid. 
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Europe toward domestic concerns, the latter cited the lack of a peace agreement as 

evidence of a job unfinished and reason to continue with the investment in Europe. 

With this context in mind, we turn attention to the legislation that proposed to add 

yet another $100 million to the tax burden, this time to feed starving Europe. 

Legislation 
President Wilson’s cablegram sparked a debate in Congress that burned 

throughout the remainder of January. In the end, the legislation garnered support from 

only 56 percent of the House, to include 153 of the 213 Democrats (72 percent) and 85 of 

the 215 Republicans (40 percent), as well as two of the three Progressive members and 

Socialist Meyer London. The odds in the Senate were slightly worse with 55 percent of 

members voting in favor, to include 34 of 51 Democrats (67 percent) and 19 of 45 

Republicans (42 percent). The following narrative presents the main themes of the 

debates and provides analysis of the elements pertinent to the shaping of the concept of 

foreign assistance. 

Two days after receipt of President Wilson’s cable, the House Committee on 

Appropriations held a hearing with William A. Glasgow and Edgar Rickard, Chief 

Counsel and Executive Assistant respectively to Herbert Hoover in the US Food 

Administration. Anticipating the war’s end and the food and economic crisis expected to 

follow thereafter, Hoover and his men had been laying plans since October for what they 

called a Second Intervention, “to save Europe from the flames of starvation, pestilence, 

revolution, and to start the rebuilding of industry and life.”307 To this end, President 

                                                
307 Hoover, Memoirs, 276-277. 
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Wilson had sent Hoover to Europe six days after the Armistice to begin planning and 

negotiating with his European counterparts. Prior to leaving Washington, Hoover secured 

approval from Secretary of the Treasury Carter Glass to establish individual credits with 

a number of nations “with which to enable them to pay me for supplies and 

transportation” and had begun arrangements for shipping supplies. “We had created 

gigantic surpluses either to be used to carry the Allies through war until the summer of 

1919 or, alternatively, to be used to fight this inevitable famine,” Hoover explains in his 

memoirs.308 The efforts were rewarded; just thirty days after the Armistice, more than 

one hundred cargoes were arriving or were en route to Europe, brimming with American 

food and other surplus goods. With the support of General Pershing and Admiral Benson, 

Hoover recruited a small army of about 2,500 Army and Navy personnel with whom he 

had worked on the Committee for Belgian Relief (1914-1919) to serve as staff, spreading 

them across Europe in a network of missions that began to tackle not only problems of 

food but also “problems of currency, finance, railways, coal supplies and renewed 

industry”.309 It was a massive, innovative undertaking that Bruno Cabanes has skillfully 

argued spurred a profound redefinition of humanitarianism and that Branden Little states 

“signaled the advent of modern international relief and disaster assistance. No subsequent 

relief operations – not even the massive global response following the South Asian 

tsunami of 2004 – has equaled this work,” Little contends.310 

                                                
308 Hoover, Memoirs, 276. 
309 Hoover, Memoirs, 295-296. 
310 Cabanes, The Great War and Branden Little, “Humanitarian Relief in Europe and the Analogue of War, 
1914-1918,” in Finding Common Ground: New Directions in First World War Studies, ed. Jennifer Keene 
and Michael Neiberg (Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2011), 139. 
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It is important to note that the architecture for this massive enterprise was laid 

prior to the arrival of Wilson’s cable. Engineered by Hoover as the director of the US 

Food Administration and the US Grain Corporation, with the support of President Wilson 

and Secretary Glass, the preparations for an initial resourcing of the initiative did not 

require congressional approval and indeed, appears to have been largely conducted 

outside the purview of legislators; indeed, one of the chief complaints to emerge during 

the forthcoming month of debates over the $100 million request was the assertion that 

Congress had been left “absolutely in the dark” and that this “demand” from Wilson had 

come out of a “clear sky.”311 A heavy burden lay on the shoulders of Glasgow and 

Rickard during the first hearing on January 7th in which they attempted to explain the 

basic structure of the proposal and the parameters within which operations would be 

executed.  

In response to questions posed by Chairman of the House Committee on 

Appropriations, Sherley (D-KY), and Representative Cannon (R-IL), Glasgow relayed 

the vision that had been outlined by Hoover in “daily cables” from Europe. This $100 

million was to be America’s contribution to a common effort in which each of the allied 

governments would pay their “proper portion” though the exact apportionments were yet 

unknown. Glasgow stressed that, based on experiences with the Belgian Relief work, in 

which “England and France contributed twice what America contributed,” there was little 

doubt that they would pay their fair portion again. The funds were to be used to establish 

an account that was revolving in nature, collecting money from those able to pay – “it is 

                                                
311 Representative Towner (R-IA); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1385. [EUR08] 



155 
 

not the purpose to use any part of this fund for charitable contributions where there is a 

possibility that those starving people can by any means, by securities or by money, pay 

for it” – but also recognized that in the “isolated cases” where it was impossible to 

receive payment, the money could be drawn upon for charitable ends “to relieve the 

starvation and anarchy.”312 Glasgow welcomed audits, provided this was an appropriate 

provision to be placed upon monies given to the President for relief purposes, and 

reminded the committee that “every penny of the funds that we get for the Food 

Administration are accounted for.” Though the money was to be given to the President, 

per the request in his cable, it was clear that the US Food Administration and US Grain 

Corporation would be employed, under the direction of Hoover, to facilitate the purchase 

and distribution of supplies. As northern and western Europe were largely expected to be 

able to provide for their own needs through established lines of credit, “a large portion of 

this relief will go to southeastern Europe and those people who have been and are now 

creating governments of their own.” The work was “particularly called for” in this region 

because, according to the reports gathered by Hoover’s network of advisors, “the 

situation is altogether revolutionary.” The assessment of Hoover and his team was that 

“with this appropriation we will be able to control any outbreaks of anarchy throughout 

Europe, or any extension of the present Bolshevism, but without it the situation is 

hopeless. There is no other way to control it.” Finally, the act was crucial as a way to 

                                                
312 In his memoirs, Hoover admits that he was “convinced that the recipients did not intend to pay much” 
and thus he was not surprised when all nations but Finland defaulted on their debts, resulting in only about 
5 percent coming back to the United States. Hoover estimates that of the post-Armistice credit supplies, 
about $3,000,000,000 ended up being charity from the United States Government. Hoover, Memoirs, 426-
427. 
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address the conundrum of American surplus. Specifics were provided: of the 917 million 

bushels of wheat harvested in the 1918 crop, the United States was projected to consume 

550-600 million, leaving 310-370 million available for export. Europe had taken 200 

million bushels to present, though future capacity to consume American cereals was 

dependent, in part, upon what Argentina and other wheat-producing countries supplied.313 

In the area of fats and meats, Glasgow reported that “there are more hogs in this country 

today than ever before at any on period” due to the “stabilized prices which we assured 

the producers we would try to maintain.” Though the government had no binding contract 

with packers, it was facilitating the orders between packers and Europe and working with 

the War Trade Board to ensure fair shipping to the places where the commodities were 

“most needed.” To Glasgow’s knowledge there was not a surplus of cattle or of dairy 

products. When Sherley asked if the money would be used to purchase “Australian or 

Argentine or Black Sea wheat,” Glasgow assured the congressman that the appropriation 

would allow foreign governments to purchase only American supplies,314 a practice that 

continues to encumber US Foreign Assistance endeavors to this day.  

                                                
313 This was a politically sensitive issue. After the war, Argentinian wheat was cheaper than US wheat so 
the British Government wanted the United States to lower its asking price. However, informal guarantees 
made by the US Food Administration to farmers prior to the planting season made this an extremely 
unattractive option for Hoover and his associates.  
314 For an overview of how the Buy American Act of 1933 affects US Foreign Assistance see John R. 
Luckey, Domestic Content Legislation: The Buy American Act and Complementary Little Buy American 
Provisions, CRS Report R42501 (Washington, DC: Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, 
April 25, 2012): 14 and Claire Provost, “USAID now free to buy goods from companies in poor countries,” 
The Guardian, February 6, 2012, accessed December 5, 2017, https://www.theguardian.com/global-
development/2012/feb/06/usaid-changes-procurement-policy. Foreshadowing of the 1933 Buy American 
Act is seen peppered throughout the FACDA data, to include Case #55 in which Representative Ladislad 
Lazaro (LA-D) and Senator James D. Phelan (CA-D) introduced identical resolutions to the 66th Congress 
requesting that “American supplies be purchased, as far as practicable, with American funds contributed for 
foreign relief “ Neither resolution appears to have generated debate and neither was approved. See H. J. 
Res. 466, 66th Cong., 3d sess., February 3, 1921 [MISC17] and S.J. Res. 253, 66th Cong., 3d sess., 
February 5, 1921. [MISC16] 
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The Committee on Appropriations recommended that the draft bill “be passed as 

soon as possible.” Yet, when Sherley raised it for consideration in a Committee of the 

Whole, minority leader, Mr. Mann (R-IL) immediately objected and the ranking member 

of the Committee on Appropriations, Mr. Gillett (R-MA) asserted that as “this is a matter 

of such momentous importance that the House ought to have opportunity for full 

consideration and debate.” Thus, the bill’s introduction was stalled for six days to allow 

the opposition time to prepare. Submitted on January 13, 1919 by the Committee on 

Rules, five hours of debate were divided equally between Members supporting and 

opposing the bill as controlled by Mr. Sherley (D-KY) and Mr. Gillett (R-MA) 

respectively.315 The following is an accounting of that debate and the subsequent 

discourse that unfolded in the Senate. 

Debate Overview and Result: $100 million 
Debate logics utilized much of the same framework as the hearing with Glasgow 

and Rickard. Following the lead of Wilson’s cable, Representative Cantrill (D-KY) began 

his arguments with a humanitarian justification: without this measure tens of thousands of 

people would starve to death and within two to three months the numbers would reach 

into the millions.316 Pitched as a cooperative effort with England, France and Italy, who 

“have already appointed their commissions and put behind them financial support,” the 

bill was proposed as a fair share of “America’s part” to be executed with the civilized 

governments of the world who “are relieving as best they can famine conditions in 

                                                
315 Of note, one of the main objections that was raised on January 7th was by Representative Little (R-KS), 
who protested that Armenia was not included. 
316 Representative Cantrill (D-KY); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1339. [EUR08] 
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Europe”.317 “Out of our abundance” America could surely afford to help, Cantrill 

reasoned, pointing out that America was now “the richest nation in all the world.”318 In 

comparison to the “billions for war munition with which to kill people” that had been 

appropriated in recent years, he characterized the request as “paltry,” thus harkening the 

juxtaposition to wartime expenditures that had well-served Whigs in their arguments for 

support to Ireland in 1847 during the American-Mexican War. 

Representative Cantrill portrayed the United States as a country “blessed more 

than any other in the history of the world,”319 drawing upon American perceptions of Self 

as a reliable means to establish a common understanding that the wealth was available, 

thus suggesting that the decision to use it was dependent upon whether legislators would 

choose to be miserly or generous. Cantrill wagered that the legislation would do more to 

further peace “than anything else we can do.” He reasoned, “When people are starving 

you can not ask them to… help reestablish law and order… in my opinion, the great 

turmoil that is existing in Europe to-day is due more to famine than to any other one 

condition.”320 In closing, he drew on a classical ethos approach to persuasion, noting that 

Representative Cannon, a Republican and respected “father of the House in whom every 

Member has implicit confidence,” supported the measure. He called upon Republicans to 

not apply the “party lash” but rather to allow the bill to stand for impartial consideration 

based upon its own merits. 

                                                
317 Representative Cantrill (D-KY); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1339. [EUR08] 
318 Representative Cantrill (D-KY); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1340. [EUR08] 
319 Representative Cantrill (D-KY); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1339. [EUR08] 
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Representative Snell (R-NY) countered, naming the bill the “boldest piece of 

legislation in the 65th Congress,” bearing potential to open a “brand new field of limitless 

public expenditures.”321 In this accusation, Snell instantly connected with a variety of 

fears that fueled the opposition. The fact that President Wilson had been granted 

unprecedented authority during the Great War was beyond dispute. As Snell charged, he 

and his fellow legislators had “almost unanimously voted President Wilson more money 

and more power than that which has been granted to any king or potentate in the history 

of the civilized world.”322 “But,” he reminded his colleagues, “we did that to win the war. 

Now, thank God, the war is over and an entirely different situation confronts us.”323 Snell 

called for a return to normalcy, outlining a partial vision for the future: Congress should 

scrutinize every dollar and not make appropriations unless they were absolutely needed; 

Congress must have positive and definitive information as to the absolute necessity of a 

measure; and Congress, one of the “coordinating branches of the Government,” should 

again commence in the function of balancing governmental powers, to include the 

rejection of “lump-sum appropriation bills to carry out objectives.”324 To Snell and other 

conservatives, this limited and more accountable approach to expenditures was crucial 

not only to maintain the type of government they believed had been envisioned by the 

Founding Fathers but also for the United States Government to continue as a democratic 

institution. As anarchy spread westward across Europe, turning out new Bolsheviks at an 

alarming rate, Snell spoke for those who looked to their own communities with mounting 
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fear. Snell cited “unrest and uncertainty… among the laboring population, the 

manufacturer, the farmer and the business men today” as a significant concern. “High 

taxation and higher cost of living are causing the spread of Bolsheviskism in our own 

country,” he warned, charging that the President and Congress “should give more 

attention to the reconstruction problems here at home and less to the political intrigues of 

map-making of Southern Europe.” The latter statement drew applause from the 

Republican side of the chamber.325 

With these starting positions, Representatives Cantrill and Snell established the 

main approaches to the remainder of the five-hour debate. Among the justifications for 

the legislation, proponents cited the centrality of such humanitarian activities to 

American identity – “the American people have always been charitable,”326 Harrison (D-

MS) stated, whilst Pou (D-SC) maintained that “no red-blooded American is going to let 

women and children starve anywhere on earth, if he can prevent it.”327 This portrayal of 

American generosity was presented in the context that America would simply be 

contributing “her part” to a broader European effort that was aimed at bringing the war 

successfully from the conclusion of hostilities to the establishment of a lasting peace.328 

Proponents emphasized the importance of the measure to “smooth the pathways of 

                                                
325 Representative Snell (R-NY); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1340. [EUR08] 
326 Representative Harrison (D-MS); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1345. [EUR08] 
327 Representative Pou (D-NC); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1345. [EUR08] 
328 The fact that European donations had outweighed those of the United States during the effort to deliver 
provisions to starving Belgium during the early years of the war – Europeans supplied twice as much as the 
United States, Representative Temple (R-PA) reminded his colleagues – gave proponents of the bill 
confidence that England, France and Italy would again contribute in like measure. See Foodstuffs and 
Supplies for Europe, 1919: Hearing before the United States Senate, Committee on Appropriations, 65th 
Cong., 3d sess., January 16, 1919 and Representative Sherley’s comments throughout the debate, such as at 
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peace” and to “hasten the boys home.”329 Referencing a parable of Jesus, Hardy (D-TX) 

commented, “We were eleventh-hour servants in the vineyard, in fighting the war. Shall 

we take a small part or no part in the healing of the nations?”330 

Republicans took exception to this framing, reminding Congress of the 

importance of private-sector initiatives to the America’s humanitarian response. 

Representative Good (R-IA) stated that “America is doing her full share” through the 

American Red Cross rather than the government.331 Similarly, Campbell (R-KS) 

reminded the House that “the country has just gotten through with giving $225,000,000 

to the Red Cross and six other allied organizations” for the purposes of “doing the very 

work that is proposed to do by this appropriation.”332 The American Red Cross “extends 

into every section in Europe,” he asserted, so there was no justification for the “sob stuff” 

offered in this debate to “do a charitable work that already has been provided for.”333 

Republicans expressed grave concerns about an Executive branch that seemed bent on 

retaining power – “powers that under such conditions had never before been given to 

Kaiser or emperor.”334 Mr. Gillett (R-MA) warned that these “unreasonable powers” 

posed a danger to the nation. “History shows that one of the dangers to a Republic is that 

in time of war unreasonable powers are given to the Executive, which, in time of peace, 

                                                
329 Representative Mondell (R-WY); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1354. [EUR08] 
330 Hardy (D-TX); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1359. Hardy continued, “We were 
ready to spend $30,000,000,000 to fight our way to victory, but now some gentlemen are not willing to 
spend one three-hundredth part of that amount to heal the wounds which were left in the wake of war.” 
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are still desired and retained. Therefore, when peace comes the good of the Republic 

requires that scrutiny should again be exercised.”335 Joining this tune, Republicans 

repeatedly decried the lack of information provided by Wilson regarding the proposal, 

stating that the days of being asked to “give away other people’s money without knowing 

how it is to be expended or what was to be done with it” had passed. “While the Germans 

were thundering at the gates of Paris, we had that for an excuse, but we have no excuse 

for such a course at this time,” Green contended.336 Frustrated by being asked for the 

appropriation without an accompanying plan, opponents expressed fears that this would 

be the beginning of a new line of extravagant expenditures rather than a final chapter of 

wartime spending. “If these hearings have amounted to anything they have informed us 

that this is just a beginning,” Wood warned.337 Republicans were especially concerned 

about “these lump-sum appropriations, voted to be expended entirely in the discretion of 

the person who expends them,” without proper planning and congressional oversight. 

They “should now stop,” Green stated.”338 Madden (R-IL) agreed.  

 

“I am not willing to cast my vote to take this $100,000,000 out of the 
pockets of an already overtaxed people. Let us appeal to the charity of 
America in its private capacity… do not let us as the spokesmen of 
America prostitute the Treasury of the United States instead of giving from 
our private means… Stop it. The time has come when we must call a halt 
to this extravagant waste of public funds. Stop it or the people of America 
will soon stop you… Let the President of the United States formulate his 
plan in common with the allied nations with whom he sits and give the 
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information that will justify action by the American people through their 
spokesmen in the American Congress.”339 (Madden, R-IL) 

 

The positioning of the American Red Cross (ARC) by Republicans struck chords 

that resonated with themes of the debate: how America’s response to global needs should 

be configured, the appropriate role for the government in such activities, and whether or 

not these arrangements should differ during times of war versus times of peace. The 

framing of the request by President Wilson and Representative Cantrill on a “primarily 

humanitarian basis” was immediately rejected by Republicans as unconstitutional at 

worst and against good wisdom at best.340 The ranking member in the Committee on 

Appropriations, Mr. Gillett (R-MA), summed-up conservative thinking about tapping into 

the Federal Treasury for foreign charity:  

 

We have once or twice, in the case of Martinique and in the case of Italy, 
granted appropriations which were mere benefactions; but as a rule we 
have recognized in this country that when charity was to be performed it 
was to be done not by the Government but by the people of the United 
States, and such an organization as the Red Cross, such an organization as 
has recently been formed to assist the Armenians,341 those have been the 
agencies by which charity is to be performed.342 (Gillett, R-MA) 

                                                
339 Representative Madden (R-IL); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1366-1367. 
[EUR08] 
340 Relief in Europe, 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, H. Rep. 892. [EUR06] See also Representative Cantrill (D-
KY); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1339. [EUR08] 
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While bill proponents accused Republicans of “hiding behind the constitution,”343 

the charge was weakened by the weight of historical precedence. Though true that the 

United States government had appropriated funds for foreign assistance a handful of 

times, as Chapter 3 of this dissertation demonstrates, such occasions were rare; more 

frequently the government offered in-kind support to private sector initiatives, leaving the 

bulk of fund-raising and resource-gathering to the impulses of the general populace. 

Furthermore, by 1919 the government had positioned the American Red Cross to be the 

primary organization with which it would collaborated to address humanitarian concerns 

at home and abroad. Through the granting of federal charters in 1900 and 1905, Congress 

had elevated the American Red Cross (ARC) to a unique status as a hybrid quasi-

governmental, quasi-private organization. The idea that charitable needs should be 

handled at the community level and that citizens should be allowed to give to such efforts 

according to their own conscious – not forced to contribute through taxation – was deeply 

embedded in American socio-political practice, even if inconsistently applied.344 The 

American Red Cross played in important role in bridging this gap by collecting voluntary 

contributions yet allowing government influence to determine where, when and how 

resources would be applied. In May of 1917, President Wilson took the relationship a 
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step further by creating the American Red Cross War Council to direct the organization’s 

operations. With this action historian Julia Irwin points out that, “Wilson effectively 

harnessed voluntary assistance as a weapon in the nation’s war arsenal,” purposefully 

appointing leading Republicans to the War Council in order to preserve the “bipartisan 

approach that Wilson and (Senator) Taft deemed essential to staging the nation’s 

humanitarian response.”345  

That Republican legislators would turn to the American Red Cross as the most 

appropriate entity for executing Wilson’s proposal, should funding be approved, was 

therefore reasonable from the perspective of historical precedence and the approach to 

humanitarian activities that was standard for peacetime operations. Indeed, for some 

members of Congress, redirecting the money to the ARC provided the compromise 

necessary to vote for the legislation. From the outset of the debate, a motion stood to 

“recommit the bill and amend it so that the funds would be taken out of the President’s 

hands and placed in the hands of the Red Cross.” After extensive debate, this addendum 

was rejected with a strongly partisan vote of 201-to-117: 167 Democrats and 34 

Republicans voted against the addendum whereas 1 Democrat and 116 Republicans voted 

in favor.346 Similarly, two amendments were offered to strike the words “the President” 

from the bill and to insert either “to be expended through the American Red Cross” or “a 

                                                
345 For example, the seven-man War Council included Henry P. Davidson, a Republican “who had worked 
his way up through the banking world to become a senior partner at J. P. Morgan and Company” and 
Cornelius N. Bliss, “a Republican politician, businessman, and philanthropist.” Irwin, Making the World 
Safe, 74. 
346 Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1360. Roll call was not taken so the votes of 
individual members of congress is unknown. [EUR08] 
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commission.”347 Both amendments were defeated; the Red Cross amendment lost by a 

narrow margin of 129/103,348 and the second by a voice-majority vote.349 

The partisan voting record suggests a healthy application of what Aldrich has 

called the “Madisonian principle of having ambition clash with, and thereby check, 

ambition.”350 Founder of the first political party in the United States, James Madison 

foresaw the importance of partisan opposition as a check to Executive authority. As 

Representative Green (R-IA) reasoned, “I would support it if the money was to be 

handled by the Red Cross, for this would give a check and balance by passing through its 

hands and would make use of that organization instead of requiring another to be 

created.”351 Reminding the House of its fiscal responsibilities, he continued, “Gentlemen 

on the other side are determined that Congress shall relinquish all control over this fund, 

and, so far as this money is concerned, completely abdicate its functions, relinquish its 

powers, and abandon its duties.”352 As has been illustrated repeatedly throughout this 

study, while arguments about foreign assistance were sometimes about the phenomenon, 

they were always about the nature of the government and the clarification, negotiation or 

redefinition of central principles such as the separation of powers. 

                                                
347 Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1370-1371. The first amendment was offered by 
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349 Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1372. [EUR08] 
350 John H. Aldrich, Why Parties: The Origin and Transformation of Political Parties in America (Chicago: 
University Chicago Press, 1995), 13. 
351 Representative Green (R-IA); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1357. [EUR08] 
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Absent from the discussion was the reality that the project Wilson proposed, 

fraught with political complexities, was larger than anything the American Red Cross, or 

any other humanitarian organization, had theretofore managed. In other words, the effort 

to save an entire continent from starvation had never been attempted. Julia Irwin contends 

that, “From the outset… the American Red Cross leaders deemed the monumental task of 

feeding European civilizations as beyond their capabilities.”353 While Republicans 

rightfully extolled the virtues of the organization – the “great mother of humanity,”354 

“organized now… as it has never been organized before in the history of the world”355 – 

the inconvenient truth was that Wilson’s proposal was ground-breaking. Not only did the 

amount of money proposed for this single piece of legislation eclipse all previous 

humanitarian bills of Congress combined, the scope of the project, to be executed amidst 

“the receding waves of carnage” with shattered transportation systems and distribution 

networks, and few reliable local governance structures to serve as partners, was 

technically daunting.  

Opponents to the legislation expressed concern that this initiative might introduce 

a “new function” to Congress – that of “feeding a starving world.”356 “Where will we 

stop?” Representative Denison queried. “If the President is going to undertake to help 

feed the world in order to prevent revolution, civil war, or other disorders in foreign 

lands, we will have to be making appropriations for a long time.”357 Senator Hardwick 

                                                
353 Irwin, Making the World Safe, 143. 
354 Representative Good (R-IA); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1341. [EUR08] 
355 Representative Wood (R-IN); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1353. [EUR08] 
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(D-GA), a Democrat, warned that Wilson’s “demand” was “only the beginning,” a “mere 

drop in the bucket.”358 Across the aisle, future-President Harding (R-OH) concurred, 

stating that “every experiment of that kind… calls for the renewal of the shower.”359 “It is 

only the forerunner,” Mr. Penrose (R-PA) feared, cautioning against the “hundreds of 

millions of dollars more that are coming along for a lot of fantastic projects.”360 

Also absent from the discussion was specific context: Wilson’s proposal was 

merely a fraction of the larger food relief effort that the United States Government had 

set in motion upon America’s entry into the war in April 1917. As part of the First 

Liberty Bonds Act, $3 billion had been allocated for “establishing credits in the United 

States for foreign governments… then engaged in war with the enemies of the United 

States.”361 Drawing on this and subsequent credits, between April 1917 and December 

1919, “the United States Treasury financed the purchase of $3,050,496,599 worth of 

flour, grain, meats and other food products” by Belgium, France, Great Britain and 

Italy.362 Additionally, as mentioned, prior to departing for Europe in November 1918, 

Hoover had secured approval from Secretary Glass to extend “individual credits to the 

various liberated countries”363 and had begun the shipment of supplies thereto. As this 

debate was occurring in Congress, historian George Nash notes that “a veritable armada 

                                                
358 Senator Hardwick (D-GA); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1792. [EUR13] 
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of food was on its way to Old World ports, with himself [Hoover] as its helmsman and 

dispenser.”364 It is unclear whether Congress was largely unaware of the massive 

amounts they had already authorized to supply food to Europe, tucked away as the money 

was in these “lump-sum appropriations,” or whether they were fully aware and simply 

uninterested in extending the effort. Appeals on behalf of the $100 million request were 

not presented within the context of the $1 billion that had already been spent on food 

transfers but rather in generic terms of continuing the war effort and securing the peace. 

Much of the Republican frustration in both the upper and lower chambers was 

directed toward “that man Hoover” who was clearly leading the charge in carving out this 

new “untried instrument of power.”365 Upon the entry of the United States into the war, 

Hoover had been plucked from his voluntarily efforts leading the Commission for Relief 

in Belgium to serve as the nation’s “food czar,” marshalling the production, regulation, 

and distribution of America’s food, fuel and other commercial supplies. By the end of 

1918, he stood at the head of a vast empire of American surplus, amassed through a 

combination of legislation and propaganda – legislation that instilled controversial price 

controls and licensing requirements on producers and propaganda that successfully 

promoted self-regulation at the consumer level. The venom reserved for Hoover by his 

fellow Republicans was particularly potent. Senator Lodge (R-MA) called him “entirely 

lawless,” Senator Borah (R-ID) accused him of violating “the most fundamental 

                                                
364 George H. Nash, The Life of Herbert Hoover: Master of Emergencies, 1917-1918 (New York: W.W. 
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principles of the Constitution,” and Representative Wood (R-IN) attacked his patriotism, 

naming him an “expatriated former citizen of the United States,” an “agent of the allies” 

and “the most expensive luxury that was ever fasted upon this country.”366  

Judgements of Hoover’s character aside, the truth remains that over the course of 

the war he had risen from obscurity to become one of the most powerful forces in 

Washington politics and postwar planning.367 Almost single-handedly, Hoover had 

fashioned the perception in the United States of food as a weapon of war, central to 

Allied success.368 Under the banner of the US Food Administration’s slogan, “Food Will 

Win the War,” every man, woman and child in America was able to wield a weapon and 

follow Hoover into battle. As historian Bertrant Patenaude observes, “This was the 

moment when Hoover became a household name in America: To ‘Hooverize’ entered the 

vocabulary as a synonym for economize.”369 While his fellow Americans celebrated the 

Armistice and the anticipated return to peacetime norms, Hoover’s eyes were still fixed 

on the conflict: “the end of the war would actually create an ‘enormously increased’ 

demand for food before the next harvest,” he informed his colleagues.370 To Hoover’s 

mind, only two of the four horsemen of the Apocalypse had passed – War and Death. 
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“Now came Famine and Pestilence and their camp followers,” he warned. “History might 

repeat itself again; for after the Thirty Years’ War, a third of the population of Europe 

died.”371  

Noticeably less concerned were the governments of the Allies. By his own 

admission, Hoover had a “rude awakening” upon arriving in London in November of 

1918 to collaborate with his counterparts on the Inter-Allied Food Council.372 “Within 

hours I found that the greatest famine since the Thirty Years’ War did not seem to be of 

any great immediate concern” to Allied officials, he recounts in his memoirs. The 

Council’s discussions were mired in disagreements over the naval blockade and the 

degree to which Americans should retain control over the commodities they were 

supplying.373 Disgruntled, Hoover took action: “As starvation does not await the outcome 

of power politics, I decided to attend to the famine and reconstruction and let the power 

politicians work all by themselves.”374 He left the London on December 10th and on 

December 12th opened offices in Paris to launch American relief efforts, which initially 
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374 Hoover, Memoirs, 293. 



172 
 

focused on bringing supplies to the newly liberated countries of Europe, despite the naval 

blockade.375 “The American people did not require the permission of anybody to 

undertake the second intervention in Europe,” he concluded.  

Lodge and less idealistically-minded members of Congress were aware of this 

dynamic. The Macedonian cry for help now before Congress “did not originate in 

Europe; it originated in Chicago,” Senator Borah contended.376 With the restoration of 

commercial shipping, competition was rapidly re-entering the market and European 

governments were cancelling their pre-Armistice contracts with American producers, 

knowing food could be obtained cheaper outside the United States. Hoover, as director of 

the US Food Administration and US Grain Corporation, was in a bind; America’s surplus 

had been produced under controversial price-fixing measures and must be off-loaded at 

wartime rates if the government were to keep its legal and moral obligations to American 

producers. To do this, new markets were needed and, as had been learned in the early 

days of the war, Hoover was keenly aware that for the United States “to maintain our 

prosperity we must finance it.”377 In a cablegram to Edgar Rickard the day prior to his 

aforementioned hearing with Congress, Hoover stressed the urgency of the dual-

emergency: 

                                                
375 Hoover cites the support of US Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Benson as part of his decision to 
ignore the Allied blockade of liberated countries and quotes the Admiral as saying, “Let me know if 
anybody tries to stop an American ship on these missions.” Thus, the ARA’s initial efforts focused on 
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376 Senator Borah (R-ID); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1869. [EUR14] 
377 William Gibbs McAdoo, Secretary of the Treasury, to President Wilson on August 21, 1915. Shortly 
thereafter the congressional ban on loans to belligerents was lifted and US profits from war contracts 
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“There needs to be great emphasis to all American officials and Congress 
that the armistice has left us a large surplus of food that, if we are to 
dispose of it, we must give credits… While it is urgently necessary to 
dispose of our surplus foods in order to relieve congestion and protect the 
producers from disaster and the consequent chaotic results, it is most 
fortunate for the saving of human lives that we have this surplus, and our 
country can not afford to fail to meet both emergencies.”378 

 

Some legislators followed this economic line of reasoning. For example, Mr. 

Sherley (D-KY), champion of the bill in the lower chamber, warned that if the excess 

food was not exported, “you will immediately disturb and break to pieces the markets of 

the country… if there be men so little of soul who want to think only in terms of 

selfishness, I say to those that, considering the standpoint of the Treasury, the expenditure 

is money well-invested.”379 Yet not all agreed. Some legislators, often Republicans, 

shunned the economic aspect of the bill as an attempt to subsidize the “astounding” and 

“unconscionable” profits of food producers.380 Representative Good (R-IA) lambasted 

Hoover’s “scheme of stabilizing the market… under the guise of saving the starving in 

Europe.” From Good’s perspective, the food industry had made “immense profits” during 

the war and “can well afford now to meet the very obstacle that every business man must 

meet.”381 Similarly, Senator Caldor (R-NY) implored the “[business]men who have taken 
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advantage of the war emergency” to now “make some sacrifice in the interest of all 

concerned” lest the “whole business fabric will come toppling over our heads.”382  

Furthermore, both opponents and supporters of the bill expressed grave concern 

about continued government intervention in the free market. In addition to the “utter 

unreliability of human judgment when men begin to interfere with markets,”383 many 

asserted that the high price of food and other essential commodities that currently 

plagued the domestic populace was directly attributable to the government’s insistence on 

continuing to support these price-fixing arrangements. “If things were normal and the 

Government had not taken over the fixing of the prices of food, the people this country 

would be able to buy the necessities of life at nearly one-half of what they are to-day,” 

Senator Calder lamented.384 If competition were allowed to resume in the marketplace, 

prices would inevitably drop (albeit at a tremendous loss to food producers) and the “riots 

[that] have already begun in the cities where people are demanding wages and demanding 

bread” might be quelled, according to Senator Borah.385 At any rate, in the shadow of 

these domestic concerns, further taxing the American people for the purpose of feeding 

foreigners seemed ludicrous to many, particularly when returning soldiers and their 

families struggled to find daily bread. “The soldier who has looked into the muzzle of a 

machine gun must not be compelled to look into an empty dinner pail,” Representative 

Johnson reasoned.386 

                                                
382 Senator Calder (R-NY); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1921. [EUR16] 
383 Senator Sherman (R-IL); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1755. [EUR12] 
384 Senator Calder (R-NY); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1918. [EUR16] 
385 Senator Borah (R-ID); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1745. [EUR12] 
386 Senator Johnson (R-CA); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1799. [EUR13] 



175 
 

In the context of this conversation, an amendment to the bill was introduced by 

Senator Penrose (R-PA), longtime party boss of Pennsylvania and opponent of the 

measure. The amendment laid bare the economic motivations of the proposal through the 

insertion of a preferential clause: “shall be used for the purchase of American wheat at 

the price guaranteed by the Government, and the preference in the purchase of other 

supplies shall, so far as reasonably possible, be in favor of American products.”387 

Senator Martin (D-VA), Chairman of the Senate Committee on Appropriations and 

champion of the bill in the upper chamber, immediately and vehemently objected. “I am 

unwilling to put that condition on this donation, on this charity, on this benevolent act – 

to put on it a condition that we must make some money out of it or we will not do it,” he 

protested.388 Martin accused Penrose of attempting to establish a “profiteering business” 

and of being “willing to appease hunger and stay the ravages of death… provided he can 

make some money out of it.”389 Penrose’s defense was simple and coy: “I thought it so 

closely in harmony with the persuasive utterances of Mr. Hoover that the Senator would 

cheerfully accept it.”390 Martin was overruled. With minor adjustments to wording, 

Penrose’s amendment passed by a voice-majority vote.391 If the President’s food bill were 

to pass into law, the self-serving aspects of the measure were now beyond dispute: the 

United States would benefit economically from this measure. While for some this 

provided the impetus needed to vote for the legislation, others expressed concern over the 
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“commercialization of the holy name of charity.”392 Two weeks later when the bill passed 

into law, Penrose’s amendment was included – though Penrose still voted against the 

measure – thus setting a precedent that encumbers America’s food assistance programs to 

this day.393 

Thus, with the removal of the Red Cross as a neutral body to distribute the largess 

and the insertion of the Penrose clause stipulating that the loans advanced through the 

legislation must be used to purchase American goods, the aid was irrevocably cast in a 

political light. A third and final aspect of the debate sealed this fate: anti-Bolshevism.  

The language used to describe Bolshevism adopted harrowing wartime imagery. 

The “rising terror” of the political foe was portrayed as “steadily advancing 

westward”.394,395 Representative Sherley (D-KY) warned that Bolshevism, which had 

already “overrun” Russia and most of Poland, now “threatens to engulf Germany.”396 The 

need to “stem the tide,” “stay the spread,” and “resist the advances” signaled pending 

doom should the onslaught be ignored.397 Bill proponents emphasized a connection 

between hunger and anarchy, asserting that “you can win more of those people to stable 

government today with bread than you can with bullets.”398  
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Yet not all legislators agreed. Some saw Bolshevism as a “temporary condition,” 

“doomed to failure.”399 “The quickest way to cure that condition is to let it run its 

course,” Penrose (R-PA) advised.400 Others asserted that “removing injustices”401 would 

be necessary and to “deal with it by law” not bribes of food.402 Others saw the proposal as 

hypocritical. “Would it be justice to law-abiding citizens… to tax them and take their 

money away from them by force and give it to the criminal minded to keep the latter 

from acts of criminal violence against organized society?” asked Myers (D-MT). “I do 

not believe in yielding to the clamor of people that unless we feed them they will commit 

depredations and upset law and order.” Myers continued, “If we are to do that, then we… 

might as well liberate the 100 I.W.W.’s who were convicted at Chicago a few weeks ago 

and put in the penitentiary… and free the 46 I.W.W.’s who were convicted a few days 

ago in Federal court in California.”403 In the United States, “we have shot them and jailed 

them and done a few other necessary things, I think, in order to keep them right and keep 

them within the bounds of the law,” Hardwick reasoned. He did not see the logic in 

employing “different methods in Europe.” Senator Vardaman (D-MS) agreed, reminding 

the Senate that in the United States, “We shoot them.”404  

If the true purpose of the bill were to stop the spread of Bolshevism, 

Representative Denison (R-IL) questioned the wisdom of spending money everywhere 
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but in Germany, which was particularly susceptible to the Bolshevik ideology. 

Furthermore, “we have no assurance and no facts upon which to even base an opinion 

that the expenditure… will have any effect whatever upon the spread of Bolshevism,” he 

reasoned.405 Mr. Gillett (R-MA) voiced similar concerns, stating that it was a “mere 

assumption” that food is “the one way to stop the spread of Bolshevism.”406 Mr. Gordon 

(D-OH) went so far as to accuse bill proponents of having “manufactured” the connection 

to Bolshevism as there were “no legitimate reasons in support of this measure.”407  

While perhaps “manufactured” is an excessive charge, it is true that Bolshevism 

increasingly overshadowed all other justifications for the legislation as the debates 

unfolded. Whether members of Congress fully bought in to the anti-Bolshevist rhetoric – 

Arno Mayer suggests the Bolshevik argument was invoked solely to pass the legislation 

and died quickly thereafter408 – many stated that they saw the bill as a final act of war, 

necessary to “conquer the peace” and to prevent “our boys” from having to “fight another 

war for the safety of civilization.”409 Thus, housing the appropriation in the context of 

war and the threat of continued conflict – whether Bolshevism or some other perceived 

threat – ensured the bill’s passage. While the United States would benefit from ridding its 

stores of surplus and would gain prestige through the distribution of this excess, debate 

discourse suggests that these were not sufficient reasons in isolation to pass the 
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legislation. Rather, the economic and prestige benefits combined with the asserted threat 

to the national interest to secure the bill’s passage. 

These observations are important for two reasons. First, this positions national 

security-oriented justifications for foreign assistance much earlier in the literature than 

the traditionally-imagined origins of the Cold War. Second, the observations point toward 

the complexity that has plagued the analysis and design of foreign assistance programs 

for nearly 100 years. Motivations of members of congress were diverse and multifaceted, 

requiring a variety of interests to converge in order for legislation to pass, especially 

during times of peace. The intentions of those asking for and designing programs were 

not necessarily the same as the legislators who funded the program. Arno Mayer presents 

evidence that President Wilson was uncomfortable with publicizing a Bolshevik 

argument in connection with the European feeding program, instructing his congressional 

allies to raise the Bolshevism line of rhetoric only if “absolutely necessary” for the bill’s 

passage.410 Bruno Cabanes points out that while it is difficult to know what Hoover’s true 

motivations were – “it is not easy to say whether his own thoughts were on unloading the 

surplus, or on manipulating Congress for the sake of the hungry or both.”411 While 

Hoover appears to have been “sincerely motivated by the distress” of recipient 

populations, “he did not lose sight of the political and economic advantages of the entire 

operation.”412 

                                                
410 Arno J. Mayer, Politics and Diplomacy of Peacemaking: Containment and Counterrevolution at 
Versailles, 1918-1919 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1967), 271. 
411 David Burner, Herbert Hoover: A Public Life (New York: Atheneum, 1984), 132-133, quoted in Bruno 
Cabanes, The Great War, 243. 
412 Bruno Cabanes, The Great War, 207. 
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These observations lead us to the conclusion that foreign aid is both complicated 

and multidimensional. The reasons why programs are designed and the reasons for which 

they are funded do not always neatly align. Arguably this is part of both the appeal and 

conundrum of the policy and practice. Herbert Hoover and President Wilson invented 

‘security’ as an unassailable line of logic with regards to foreign assistance. The 

“meaning” associated with foreign assistance thus shifted from the charitable acts 

perceived previously, in which any potential gain to the American public was shunned, to 

placing self-interest squarely in the spotlight. This was to have lasting impact on how 

foreign aid expenditures have been justified since.  

Era 2 Conclusions 
Drawing upon a narrative of Self that had been established by the “foreign 

charity” activities of the nineteenth and early twentieth century, Era 2 legislators 

continued to characterize Americans as generous and possessing an abundance of 

resources, particularly in comparison to the devastation in Europe. These two ideas – 

generosity and abundance – helped to moderate tendencies toward isolationism. Through 

humanitarian activities, Americans became entangled in the affairs of the Great War long 

before the nation officially entered the conflict and they stayed engaged after the 

cessation of violence.  

Yet for the first time, abundance also came to be seen as problematic. The 

stockpiles of food and other commodities of foreign assistance that had been accumulated 

during the war turned blessing to curse as they threatened to crash domestic markets if a 

“safe and regular drain” could not be found. Furthermore, for the first time, a sizeable 
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coalition challenged the narrative of abundance by pointing toward the nation’s inability 

to feed, house, and employ returning soldiers and their families. Legislators from the 

right promoted images of “empty dinner pails,” “high taxation and the higher cost of 

living,” “riots… in the cities were people are demanding wages and demanding bread,” 

and “unrest and uncertainty… among the laboring population, the manufacturer, the 

farmer and the business men…” They warned that the government’s heavy-handed 

economic policies were promoting Bolshevism on the homefront, blaming the domestic 

scarcity on Hoover’s controversial price-fixing measures and other government 

interventions in the free market. Foreign assistance was cast as a continuation of this 

problematic approach to managing the socio-political space. It is important to note that 

“abundance” as a concept was not challenged – America was still seen as capable of 

producing more than enough to meet needs both domestic and foreign. Rather the 

regulation of the abundance through heavy-handed government intervention was 

challenged. The American Red Cross was offered as an alternative that would enable 

private citizens to give generously but voluntarily, as had been the case prior to the war. 

The integrity of the “holy act of charity” came into question as grave concerns about 

wartime profiteering surfaced. 

Perceptions of Other also complexified during Era 2 as an expansion of the 

recipients deemed eligible to receive assistance took place. During Era 1, legislators had 

promoted the idea of providing aid to populations who were perceived to have 

contributed to the development of the nation’s social and political architecture (the 

Greeks, the French, and the Irish, for example). During Era 2, the ideas about recipients 
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were expanded to include helping those who were presented as being “like us,” 

particularly as fellow Christians (the Armenians and Syrians) and the oppressed 

minorities of Europe struggling for liberty from imperial rule. Thus, the Recipient Group 

model presented in this study (Figure 12 below) shows a trajectory of expansion from the 

focus in Era 1 on Contributors to the second concentric circle of Kinship Groups. 

 

 
Figure 12: Recipient Group Concentric Circles 

 

Era 2 also permanently altered perceptions of the nature of foreign assistance as 

the options perceived as available to legislators during times of crisis expanded. The 

massive shipments of food, medicine and other life-saving supplies to Europe both during 

and after the conflict could not have been achieved through the limited resources of the 

private sector nor without the political support necessary to negotiate safe passage of 

supplies, arrange for their distribution, etc. The focus of congressional argumentation 

then shifted away from whether or not the government should participate in the practice 

of providing aid to foreigners – for example, whether or not it was constitutional – toward 

what types of situations might merit government involvement.  
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On the heels of this observation is the recognition that during the Great War, the 

neutrality of foreign assistance was sacrificed on the altar of efficiency and patriotism. 

Prior to the entry of the United States into the war, legislators noted with pride that 

American philanthropy was helping “all sides of the conflict.” Yet once the United States 

declared war, humanitarian organizations and the government alike abandoned neutrality 

and impartiality as a component of their efforts. Humanitarian operations became 

“intertwined with virtually every aspect of wartime policy and strategy,” historian 

Branden Little recounts. “Relief and war were routinely conducted for common purposes 

by the same governments, institutions, and individuals, and reliant upon identical 

organizational methods and means.”413 This positioned foreign assistance as a political 

phenomenon, edging the perceptions of the practice away from the sacrosanct halls of 

“charity” toward the trenches of public policy.  

Despite the return to ‘peacetime norms’ that followed the cessation of hostilities, 

this new meaning of foreign assistance – as an act that went beyond ‘charity’ toward the 

advancement of US national interest – took root. This is seen, for example, in the 1921 

debates about providing the US Grain Corporation with $20 million for the distribution of 

“corn, seed grain, and preserved milk for the relief of the distressed and starving people 

of Russia.” through the ARA.414 Again, the act was initially introduced as an “appeal to 

the charity of… the people of the United States” and again, it immediately encountered 

constitutional objections in both the House and the Senate. Senator Kenyon was the first 

                                                
413 Branden Little, “Humanitarian Relief,” 140. 
414 Cong. Rec., 67th Cong., 2d sess., 1921, vol. 62, pt. 1: 565; FACDA Case #61. 
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to rise in defense of the bill in the upper chamber, stating, “I do not believe that we have 

any right to vote away public funds as a mere gift… This is not merely a gift. It is a 

sound economic policy. We are helping the situation in our own country; and that takes it 

out of the category of mere gratuity and brings it under the Constitution under the 

general-welfare clause.”415 Casting foreign assistance as a “double blessing” – in this 

case as assisting the “poor, destitute farmers of the Volga district” while simultaneously 

helping American farmers and leaving a “deep impression” on people around the world 

about “generosity” of the American people – had proved a highly effective rhetorical 

strategy, one that legislators would use again during and after the Second World War, as 

described in Chapter 6. 

For the most part, however, such justifications were not necessary during the 

interwar years because the nation returned to ‘peacetime norms’ of the private sector 

leading efforts to provide foreign aid; support from the government was limited and, for 

the most part, provided as in-kind contributions. This is evidenced, for example, in the 

granting of a federal charter – the second in American history – to Near East Relief in 

support of its humanitarian activities in Armenia and Syria.416 Congress also voted 

without debate to reimburse the US Army and Navy for the expenses it incurred in 

responding to a 1923 earthquake and subsequent deadly fires in Japan,417 legislation that 

was reminiscent of actions in the French West Indies in 1902, Italy in 1909, and Costa 

Rica in 1910.  

                                                
415 Cong. Rec., 67th Cong., 2d sess., 1921, vol. 62, pt. 1: 565. 
416 FACDA Case #47. 
417 FACDA Case #68. 
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Important government-led initiatives during this time were the establishment of 

Technical Assistance Missions in the American Republics and Libera in 1938 and 

1939418 and the establishment of the Interdepartmental Committee on Scientific and 

Cultural Cooperation (1938-1945) to coordinate scientific exchange programs with Latin 

America.419 The fact that establishing these new programs generated little congressional 

debate suggests that the renegotiation of ‘meaning’ about foreign assistance had indeed 

taken root – there was little need to negotiate the moral and legal justifications for such 

activities. The rhetorical stability established in the wake of the Great War during the 

1919 ARA debates would ‘hold’ until challenged by the up-ending of the broader 

political context and social norms that was caused by the Second World War. To that up-

ending we now turn. 

                                                
418 FACDA Cases #90 and #91. For more information see Merle Curti and Kendall Birr, Prelude to Point 
Four: American Technical Missions Overseas, 1838-1938 (Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 
1954). As mentioned in Chapter 3, these Technical Assistance Missions represent but a tiny portion of the 
extensive involvement of the US Government in providing technical assistance to foreign governments but, 
as most were handled directly by the Executive Branch, they did not require congressional approval. Only 
the cases that came to Congress for funding or for special authorization are recorded in the FACDA. 
419 FACDA Case #92. For more information see Philip M. Glick, The Administration of Technical 
Assistance: Growth in the Americas (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957). 
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CHAPTER SIX: THE WWII GENERATION, 1935-1949 (ERA 3) 

This chapter presents findings from the debates during and after the Second 

World War. The chapter is divided into two sections. First, following a format that is 

similar to the presentations in Chapters 4 and 5, the main logics and outcomes of debates 

for five major pieces of legislation are reviewed: Lend-Lease, the United Nations Relief 

and Rehabilitation Agency (UNRRA), the Bretton Woods Agreements, the Greek and 

Turkish Assistance Act, and the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948, which included funding 

for the European Recovery Program (ERP), better known as the Marshall Plan. A 

disproportionate amount of time is spent on the UNRRA debate because the rhetorical 

exchanges that surrounded the establishment and eventual rejection of continued funding 

for this inaugural multilateral institution were critical for working out the logics that 

persuaded legislators to embrace bilateralism as the primary mechanism for foreign 

assistance in the 80th Congress and beyond.  

Second, recognizing the importance of the Marshall Plan to the foreign assistance 

literature and in keeping with a main research question that guided the formation of this 

dissertation – To what degree does the Marshall Plan represent continuity versus rupture 

with the past? – the chapter analyzes congressional debates about the ERP within the 

context of four themes that emerged from the analysis of foreign assistance debates in Era 

1 and Era 2 data. This analysis demonstrates that ERP proponents grounded the 
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legislation in historic understandings of Self and Other as well as evolving logics about 

the nature of “foreign charity” and the associated relationship of the government versus 

the private sector. 

The chapter concludes with a statement about the degree to which the Marshall 

Plan represents continuity or rupture with the preceding 159 years of foreign assistance 

history. Before presenting this analysis, a short background to the context of the Era 3 

debates is provided.  

In the debates that follow we will see arguments of self-interest and national 

security, which had been introduced as a successful rhetorical device during the 1919 

ARA debate, assume a central role in the Era 3 rhetorical framework. Indeed, self-interest 

arguments were elevated from a contested position after the First World War to embraced 

as “enlightened” by legislators after the Second World War. Moral arguments persisted, 

casting Americans as generous (despite the self-gain motivations, which were now laid 

bare) and obligated to “use the power and wealth which we enjoy” in a manner pleasing 

to God less we “witness the scepter of authority passing to a more worthy nation.” 

Concerns about the authorities that were being granted to the Executive to enact these 

massive foreign aid programs persisted amongst a minority on the extreme left and right 

but for the most part were mitigated by a greater concern that without these foreign aid 

programs the national and economic security of the United States might be at risk. Thus, 

in the debates that follow, we will see an institutionalization of the tripartite logic that had 

been introduced after the Great War – that is, we will see foreign aid operate within 

arguments of humanitarian obligation, economic benefits, and the needs of national 
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security. 

Historical Context 
Protected by vast oceans and jaded by the failed attempt two decades earlier to 

“make the world safe for democracy,” there was great reluctance in the United States to 

engage in yet another European war. As Representative Coffee (D-NE) bemoaned, “We 

entered that war to make the world safe for democracy and what was the outcome? The 

rise of communism, fascism, and Nazism in Europe. Our reward was $12,000,000,000 of 

defaulted debts, billions of dollars in worthless foreign securities, and the ingratitude of 

the world. We have not yet recovered from that war.”420 In keeping with public 

sentiment, Congress had placed strict limitations on American involvement in future wars 

through the Neutrality Acts of 1935, 1936 and 1937 and 1939.421 Furthermore, the 

Johnson Act of 1934 prevented the extension of credit to any nation that was in default on 

loans made during the First World War, which included Great Britain and France.422  

Congressional debates about foreign assistance in the lead-up to the Second 

                                                
420 Representative Coffee (D-NE); Cong. Rec., 77th Cong., 1st sess., 1941, vol. 87, pt. 1: 489. [MISC366] 
421 For a thoughtful introduction to the concept of “neutrality” in the interwar years see Brooke L. Blower, 
“From Isolationism to Neutrality: A New Framework for Understanding American Political Culture, 1919-
1941,” Diplomatic History 38, no. 2 (April 2014): 345-376. Blower convincingly argues that the concept of 
neutrality offers a more useful framework for understanding how Americans struggled with their place in a 
world at war than does isolationism, the concept that is traditionally relied upon. 
422It should be noted, however, that the “cash-and-carry” clause of the Neutrality Act of 1937 allowed 
nations to acquire any nonmilitary items from the United States so long as they immediately paid for them 
and transported them on non-American ships. “Since vital raw materials such as oil were not considered 
“implements of war,” the “cash-and-carry” clause would be quite valuable to whatever nation could make 
use of it. President Roosevelt had engineered its inclusion as a deliberate way to assist Great Britain and 
France in any war against the Axis Powers, since he realized that they were the only countries that had both 
the hard currency and ships to make use of ‘cash-and-carry.’” The provision was set to expire after two 
years. In November 1939, after intense debate, the clause was extended to allow all trade, including arms. 
“The Neutrality Acts, 1930s,” Milestones in the History of US Foreign Relations, Office of the Historian, 
United States Department of State, accessed November 8, 2016, https://history.state.gov/milestones/1921-
1936/neutrality-acts. 
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World War operated within existing logics for “peacetime norms.” Most congressional 

action during the interwar years had been of an “in-kind” nature and, with the exception 

of debates about the settlement of European debt, generated little contention.423 Notable 

legislation to support technical assistance missions and scientific exchange was passed 

without significant opposition.424 The limited relief sent from the United States to foreign 

disasters was predominantly handled by the private sector.425 Yet as America crept closer 

to the precipice of renewed war, congressional thinking regarding the role of assistance in 

foreign policy returned to patterns established during the First World War. The new 

generation of wartime planners and policymakers formalized the ad hoc, experimental 

approaches of the World War I generation through the creation of institutions intended to 

manage and control humanitarian assets as a weapon within America’s new “arsenal of 

democracy.” By the end of the period, US Foreign Assistance would become a central 

component of the emerging national security apparatus. The logics that guided the use of 

foreign assistance within Congress permanently shifted from humble origins as an act of 

“charity” in which Congress supported public voluntary giving with little expected to 

come in return to the United States as a result of the actions, to an act of “necessity,” an 

investment to which the American people would now involuntary contribute through 

taxes and expected to yield peace for the world and prosperity for the United States. 

The following traces this development through a series of legislative debates and 

decisions made during the final era of this study from 1935 to 1949. The inquiry begins 

                                                
423 See FACDA Cases #47-93.  
424 See FACDA Cases #90-92. 
425 See Merle Curti, American Philanthropy Abroad: A History (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University 
Press, 1963), 301-409. 
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prior to America’s entrance into the war with an exploration of the weaponization of the 

commodities of foreign assistance through the Lend-Lease program. The intermingling of 

“military” and “non-military” aspects of the program repurposed humanitarian aid as 

article of “national defense” and helped to set the United States on the path to war.  

The study then offers an exploration of the establishment and results of the 

inaugural United National Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA). The first 

of the massive institutions of mutual cooperation to be founded during the period, 

expectations of liberals and conservatives, unilateralists and multilateralists merged 

through the deliberation process to create a uniquely American perspective on the 

endeavor, one laden with expectations that ultimately ended in disappointment. 

Experiences with the UNRRA led most future US Foreign Assistance to be administered 

bilaterally through mechanisms more responsive to the management of American 

political elites. As the UNRRA debates present a significant working-out of logics about 

foreign assistance and exploration of alternatives to the path the United States ultimately 

adopted with the Greek-Turkish Aid Act and Foreign Assistance Act of 1948, the 

UNRRA analysis is offered in the form of an extended case study that is intended to 

anchor the chapter. 

Following a brief overview of the failure of the International Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development and the International Monetary Fund to provide 

adequate assistance to nations transiting from war to peace, an overview of the 1946 

midterm election then sets the stage for a review of the debates and decisions made by the 

Republican-dominated 80th Congress. Beginning with the Greek-Turkish Assistance Act 
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of 1947, the anticommunist rhetoric adopted by President Truman spurred the launch of a 

massive national security apparatus, of which foreign assistance was a central 

component. Established alongside new entities such as the Central Intelligence Agency, 

the National Security Council and the US Air Force, the European Recovery Program and 

its counterpart in China, presented an important weapon in the fight to promote and 

protect American strategic objectives abroad. The endeavor also institutionalized more 

than 160 years of congressional logics about foreign assistance, merging historically-

based traditions and values with the demands of a particular moment in time in a way that 

continues to affect the policy and practice of foreign assistance to this day.  

Review of Era 3 Legislation 
Lend-Lease 

Prime Minister Churchill’s announcement in December 1940 that the British 

Government would no longer be able to pay cash for the war materials it had been 

purchasing from the United States to fight Hitler and Mussolini caused a wave of concern 

to spread among the more internationally-minded member of Congress. Within the 

month, President Roosevelt presented a plan to Congress to turn the United States into an 

“arsenal of democracy,” a tactic that enabled the productive capacity of the nation to 

support Allied objectives without committing oops to the war effort. The request sparked 

deliberations in Congress that historian Stephen W. Stathis has called “one of America’s 

most emotional and significant foreign relations debates.”426 Bill proponents argued that 

the Lend-Lease program was desperately needed to ensure the free market exchange that 

                                                
426 Stephen W. Stathis. Landmark Debates in Congress (Washington, DC: CQ Press, 2009), 338.  
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was necessary on a global scale to maintain the American way of life. “In the event of a 

victory for Hitler and his allies,” Senate Majority Leader Alben W. Barkley (D-KY) 

asserted, the Nazis “would have control of foreign exchange and of trade and of raw 

materials in Europe and Asia… they would control investment stocks… the trade and 

industrial and economic advantages which would accrue to Hitler… (would enable the 

development of) the superb weapons they now seek to forge in order to destroy us.”427 

Two major themes of opposition arose: that “the powers granted by the bill would make 

the president a virtual dictator,” a concern that echoed sentiments expressed after the First 

World War, and that the bill was “designed to get America into the war,”428 an outcome 

that the vast majority of Americans sought to avoid.  

After two months of hearings and debate, Resolution 1776 passed the Senate by a 

vote of 60-31 and the House, which was admittedly less concerned about relinquishing 

foreign policy authority to the Executive, by the impressive margin of 317-71. The bill 

was signed into law by President Roosevelt on March 11, 1941, setting in motion the 

largest resource transfer from the United States to foreign nations to date at that time.429 

Important for the study of foreign assistance is the fact that the portion of the 

supplies that were non-lethal in nature and destined for the civilian populations of Europe 

were treated as “defense articles” in both the legislation and the program itself. As the 

                                                
427 Senator Barkley (D-KY); Cong. Rec., 77th Cong., 1st sess., 1941, vol. 87, pt. 1: 1035. [MISC371] 
428 Stathis, Landmark Debates, 338. 
429 Lend-Lease (Public Law 77-11 55 Stat.31) had an initial appropriation of $1.3 billion, which would rise 
over the next four years to $50 billion. $34.1 billion of this went to Great Britain and $11.3 billion to the 
Soviet Union. See FACDA Case #98. For an excellent overview of Lend-Lease operations see William 
Adams Brown, Jr. and Redvers Opie, American Foreign Assistance (Washington, DC: The Brookings 
Institution, 1953), 30-71. 
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“military” and “non-military” aspects of Lend-Lease were “not definable in practical 

terms,”430 the logics of the distribution of humanitarian supplies during war shifted from 

an act of charity, which had typically avoided accumulation of benefits to the benefactor, 

to a concept more akin to that of an investment, in this case an opportunity to use a 

portion of America’s wealth to secure economic and political benefits for the United 

States. Similar to the outcomes of Hoover’s approach during First World War, this action 

weaponized the commodities of humanitarian assistance – food, clothing, medicine – 

making bread as important as bullets in the achievement of political-military objectives 

and securing the logics to support the use of humanitarian goods as the same logics used 

for lethal purposes. 

The United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA)431 
Unlike leadership of the First World War, mid-century politicians and planners 

began to prepare for peace long before the end of the conflict appeared on the horizon. In 

June of 1941, two months before the signing of the Atlantic Charter and six months 

before the attack on Pearl Harbor, the Allied powers met at St. James Palace to discuss 

mutual cooperation for the provision of food and other forms of relief to areas that would 

be liberated by their advancing armies. The United States, a neutral country, did not 

attend this first meeting of the group that would become the Inter-Allied Committee on 

Postwar Requirements, but the Department of State followed the proceedings carefully.432 

                                                
430 David Cushman Coyle, Survey of the United States Foreign Economic Cooperation Since 1945 (New 
York, NY: The Church Peace Union, 1957), 4. 
431 FACDA Cases #112-114 (1943-1947). 
432 For a succinct overview of the Inter-Allied Committee on Post-War Requirements, the International 
Wheat Commission and other WWII era food organizations see Mark Gibson, The Feeding of Nations: 
Redefining Food Security for the 21st Century (Boca Raton, FL: Taylor & Francis Group, 2012), 193-207.  
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By the time of the Allied invasion of North Africa in November of 1942, the Department 

was ready to launch the Office of Relief and Rehabilitation Operations (OFFRO), 

drawing primarily on Lend-Lease funds. Over the next year, the Roosevelt 

Administration used OFFRO to secretly pursue the establishment of an international body 

“to plan, coordinate, and arrange for the administration of relief of areas liberated from 

Axis control.”433 Negotiations culminated on November 9, 1943 with the signing of the 

United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) Agreement in the 

East Room of the White House by representatives of 44 nations with 250 guests in 

attendance.434 The following day, the delegates proceeded to Atlantic City “and for a 

period of three weeks settled down to the serious business” of working out the details of 

implementation.435 Using estimates that had been drafted by the Inter-Allied Committee, 

the “asking budget” for the new organization was established as one percent of the 

national income for each signatory that was “not in itself a battlefield.” This arrangement 

apportioned $1.35 billion to the United States, a full 60 percent of the total UNRRA 

budget.436  

Money to finance the initiative was left pending, “subject to the requirements of 

[each country’s] constitutional procedure.”437 Within this context, House Joint Resolution 

192 was introduced to the US Congress in mid-November “to enable the United States to 

                                                
433 Grace Fox, “The Origins of UNRRA,” Political Science Quarterly 65, no. 4 (December 1950): 565. 
434 Charles W. Sharpe Jr. “The Origins of the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration, 
1939-1943” (PhD diss., University of Pennsylvania, 2012), 825. 
435 See the first-hand account of Harry Greenstein, “The Atlantic City Conference and the UNRRA 
Program,” The Compass 25, no. 4 (April 1944): 20. 
436 For comparison, recall that the relief appropriation following the First World War was $100 million. 
437 “Agreement for the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration,” EAS 352, US Statutes at 
Large 57, no. Main Section (November 9, 1943): 1169. [MISC387] 
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participate in the work of the United Nations relief and rehabilitation organization.”438 As 

the following analysis will show, the resolution passed under promise that it was a ‘war 

measure.’ This gave conservatives hope that the legislation would not set a precedent for 

the United States to maintain such a high level of engagement in peacetime arrangements 

whereas liberals saw the initiative as a “first step” in establishing a new world order of 

multinational cooperation. 

UNRRA	Debate	
In stark contrast to the postwar relief debates of 1919, proponents of the UNRRA 

legislation operated within a conceptual framework that now readily accepted that in 

extreme situations, such as the disastrous conditions created by war, humanitarian needs 

might be too great to be met by the traditional mechanism of private voluntary 

organizations. The need for government involvement was promoted not only by postwar 

architects but also by humanitarian professionals who assessed that: “Frankly, this is too 

big a job for us.”439  

Furthermore, by 1944 the traditional form of isolationism that had guided 

generations of Americans to believe that the path to peace and prosperity was inherently 

void of “foreign entanglements” had lost its popular appeal. In a scathing indictment 

directed toward “that group of chronic isolationists who just cannot see that if world 

order is to be even approximately restored that the outmoded philosophy of isolationism 

must be scrapped,” Representative Ford (D-CA) declared that the UNRRA resolution was 

                                                
438 H. J. Res. 192, 78th Cong., 1st sess., November 15, 1943. [MISC222] 
439 Representative Vorys, (R-OH) quoting the American Red Cross; Cong. Rec., 78th Cong., 2d sess., 1944, 
vol. 90, pt. 1: 480. [MISC224] 
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a “step in the direction of laying the foundation of lasting peace.”440 He debased the 

judgement of the “benighted group” who before the war “declared that we were immune 

from attack.”441 In a kinder, though equally firm admonishment, Representative Jarman 

(D-AL) asserted that “the day of sticking our heads in the sand like an ostrich and hoping 

and believing that the rest of the world will pass us by unmolested, undisturbed, and 

unnoticed, has gone forever. The world cannot stand the shock of another such war as 

this every 25 years.”442 This is not to suggest that isolationist-styled arguments were 

absent from the conversation – arguments rooted in the isolationist tradition continued, 

including the assertion that legislators should vote using “one yardstick: what is best for 

America,” put forth by Representative Fish (R-NY),443 concern about the UNRRA having 

a “monopoly on all the food supplies of the world... (that might) cause American citizens 

more shortages and more rationing,” as advanced by Representative Sumner (R-IL),444 

and Representative Allen’s (R-IL) reminder that this initiative would add to the national 

debt and might negatively impact, as it had in 1933, the government’s ability to pay 

pensions to disabled veterans.445 But these objections were sparse, lacked the ability to 

provide a viable alternative to the system of mutual cooperation that had been proposed 

by the Roosevelt Administration, and in the end appear to have had little influence on the 
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final outcome of the UNRRA legislation; both Fish and Allen were among the 338 

members of the House to vote in favor of the bill.446, 447 

Thus, with isolationism rendered powerless as a coherent ideology and a new 

level of congressional support for postwar engagement coming from a broad, bipartisan 

spectrum, attention in the postwar relief debate was freed to focus on the approach to the 

relief program rather than the fundamental question of whether or not the initiative 

should be funded. As Representative Vorys (R-OH) stated, “There is not a question that 

America is going to do her share… the question is how to do it.”448 

Throughout the course of the deliberations, legislators operated within logics that 

had been established by the experiences of the First World War and its aftermath. As 

mentioned, the acceptance that the US Government must do something, and the broad 

support this notion received in Congress, was a direct outcome of the perceived failures a 

quarter-century prior. Representative Bolton’s (R-OH) assertion that “chaos grows best in 
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the soil of starvation and suffering”449 echoed the logics presented by Herbert Hoover and 

colleagues as they tried to convince Congress of the importance of President Wilson’s 

relief proposal. Mid-century legislators needed little “convincing”. Unlike in 1919, no 

one challenged the assertion that foreign economic and social instability posed a threat to 

the American way of life. “It is impossible for this Nation to continue in an orderly way 

in a disorderly and chaotic world,” Representative Eaton (R-NJ) reasoned. “It is 

impossible for us to continue to be an island of prosperity in an ocean of adversity.”450  

While in 1919, President Wilson had hoped to present the case for postwar relief 

on a “primarily humanitarian basis,” the analysis presented in Chapter 6 of this 

dissertation demonstrates how the moral argument was unable to garner the support 

needed to pass the legislation on its own. Rather, the anticipated tangible benefits of 

Hoover’s American Relief Administration (ARA) carried broader sway, particularly the 

fear that inaction might lead to the spread of Bolshevism and the practical understanding 

that the “problem” of American surplus could be solved through distribution to the 

destitute masses of Europe via massive postwar bilateral loans. Thus, perhaps it is not 

surprising that the “moral imperative” and humanitarian overtones that had been 

prominent in earlier foreign aid arguments were all but absent in the 1944 debate. Rather, 

UNRRA proponents emphasized the anticipated economic benefits to the United States 

and the necessity of the bill as a means to promote global peace and security. The bill’s 
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main advocate, Senator Vandenberg (R-MI), characterized the effort as “enlightened 

selfishness.”451  

Interestingly, despite this utilitarian approach, aid recipients were still cast in what 

Dauber has termed the “moral logic of American welfare” – that is, as morally blameless, 

victims of suffering due to forces beyond their control, through no fault of their own.452 

Potential aid recipients were characterized as “helpless, guiltless… victims of war,”453 

“completely devastated and destroyed.”454 The fact that many were women and children 

was highlighted thus provoking gender and age stereotypes that are typically associated 

with perceptions of innocence. As with the restriction on the 1919 postwar legislation, an 

amendment was added to prevent aid from being sent to “enemy territory”455 and 

individuals and countries that had resources to pay were expected to do so.456 Also 

consistent with American welfare logics, aid recipients were expected to “exert 

themselves to the utmost to rehabilitate themselves and to revive their drooping 

agriculture and commerce and industry.”457 The mantra “help them to help themselves” 

echoed throughout the debate, pointing toward to the limited nature of the assistance and 

the intention to avoid becoming an “international Santa Claus or an international 
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W.P.A….”458 The “relief” period was expected to be short – a harvest or two at most – 

and then these recipients, who were anticipated to respond with gratitude to American 

generosity, would be on the path to self-sufficiency and positioned to resume vibrant 

trading relationships with the United States.  

Proponents of the effort repeatedly assured colleagues that the activities 

conducted by the UNRRA would be limited to “relief” and would not extend into 

“reconstruction.” Some members, often Republicans, were skeptical. The concept of 

“relief” as described in the UNRRA Agreement that President Roosevelt had signed 

seemed alarmingly vague – “the restoration of essential services,” the “resumption of 

urgently needed agricultural and industrial production.”459 Representative Fish reflected 

the feeling of many conservative colleagues when he said, “I am ready to vote to feed 

these millions, to clothe them, to give them medical supplies and fuel… but I am not 

ready to vote for… the building of factories, and public utilities. Why should we spend 

$1 of American money to build any factory in Europe, to be owned by whom?”460, 461 

Senator Vandenberg tried to assuage such fears by framing the bill as a “measure of war,” 

thus implying it would be limited to a period of armed hostilities. “If this were to be taken 

                                                
458 Senator Connally (D-TX); Cong. Rec., 78th Cong., 2d sess., 1944, vol. 90, pt. 2: 1728 [MISC102] and  
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as a precedent for American’s general contributions in the postwar reconstruction period 

it would be equivalent to committing hara-kiri in public, on the floor of the Senate,” the 

senior Republican stated, but “this project has been tied down exclusively to war relief… 

I do not believe we have much to worry about.”462 

Some members were doubtful. They had seen the extensive requirements placed 

upon the ARA to provide a similar level of “relief” to the previous generation of war 

victims. In the House, Representative Herter (R-MA) tried to correct the “misconception 

as to the actual nature of a relief operation as provided for under the UNRRA agreement” 

by sharing his experiences with trying to “keep a completely disorganized railroad system 

moving” in Eastern Europe in 1919 and again in Russia in 1922 under the ARA. “Just as 

important to foodstuffs,” he reminded the House, “would be the question of 

transportation… (as) the entire transportation system will go to pieces.”463 Thus the 

UNRRA, as the ARA before it, would be more than a simple clearinghouse for American 

surplus – it would need to build roads, operate railroads, help to re-establish systems of 

governance to manage distribution, and a host of other activities that risked deeply 

entrenching the relief organization in the communities it sought to serve. 

The Russian example also touched upon concerns that some legislators expressed 

about distributing relief through a multinational organization: diminished prestige. 

Representative Reed (R-NY) reminded his colleagues that in 1922 it was “not until 
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pressure was applied to Russia that she let her people know that help was being furnished 

to her by the United States.”464 This was particularly problematic because the credibility 

the United States had gained from its post-World War I relief efforts had been a 

significant selling point for the current endeavor. Conservative Senator Taft (R-OH), who 

advocated for a repeat of Herbert Hoover’s unilateral approach, reflected from his time 

working in the ARA, “I think it created more good will than it was possible to dissipate 

by some of the other things we did afterward.” Thus he believed that “if we are to provide 

food, and are to be generous, we ought to have full credit.”465 Historian Frank Costigliola 

maintains that Hoover’s insistence during ARA operations “that all food carry prominent 

American labels” and his “promotion of America and its way of life” through postwar 

relief enhanced America’s “moral power” abroad after the First World War.466 This 

goodwill was exactly what legislators such as Senator Connally (D-TX) wanted to gain 

from the current initiative so as to garner the “influence among the nations of the earth” 

perceived as necessary to lead the world in a forging new institutions of peaceful 

cooperation after the war.467 Yet in a multilateral organization, the United States would 

have significantly less control over branding and propaganda. Indeed, before the UNRRA 

agreement was signed, the Soviets had already negotiated a clause that provided for the 

recipient government to exercise “administrative authority and the responsibility” for 

distribution of supplies, regardless of the benefactor.468 Representative Sumner 
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understood the full implications of this tactic: “who do you think will control the 

recognized governments of Europe?” she asked. “Stalin… Stalin will be the first Ally to 

reach most every country… Stalin can use the UNRRA money to make himself dictator 

of Europe and… It will be paid by veterans and the children of veterans, many of whom 

have already made the supreme sacrifice for the civilians of Europe.”469 Her fears came 

true in that the Soviets took credit for the provision of UNRRA supplies in their areas of 

control, despite the fact that most of the goods were donations from the United States and 

western democracies.470 

Taken as a whole, these concerns about prestige and the retention of independent 

authority are representative of what John Gerard Ruggie has characterized as “the fight 

between two internationalisms”: realist unilateralism versus liberal multilateralism.471 

Realism, it is argued, was “born out of the failure of liberal thinkers in the interwar period 

to attach sufficient weight to the importance of power as a determinant of international 

relations.”472 Whereas liberals pursued strategic objective through institutions of 

international cooperation, realists believed in “survival through self-help,”473 thus 

perpetuating the need to ensure that the United States retained autonomy within whatever 

international systems it may join. Thus, the UNRRA debate in 1944 followed the same 
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fault lines as the rejected Treaty of Versailles debates in 1919: the degree to which realist 

unilateralism versus liberal multilateralism would govern the nature of postwar 

engagement.474  

Informed by the lessons of his democratic predecessor, President Roosevelt was 

determined to shield his postwar agenda from the fate of the League of Nations and 

Versailles Treaty negotiations. In a series of carefully calculated actions, the President 

purposefully excluded Congress from the UNRRA policy formation process, waiting 

until “the last minute and under circumstances that made non-cooperation difficult 

without undermining the war effort and damaging the postwar interests of the United 

States.”475 Legislators learned of UNRRA plans only after months of secret negotiations 

with the “Big Four” – the Russians, Chinese and British – had concluded, on the same 

day that the Press was informed of the endeavor. A select number of senior legislators 

were then drawn into the Executive’s fold, being given details of the plans but sworn to 

secrecy.476 Furthermore, and most importantly for the purposes of this study, Roosevelt 

planned for the new international arrangement to be initiated by an Executive Agreement 

rather than a Treaty; the former requires only majority approval in both chambers to 

become law whereas the latter requires two-thirds of the Senate to concur.477 The 

perception that President Roosevelt was attempting to “bypass Congress” inflamed 

                                                
474 Ruggie argues that the 1919 Senate debate over the Treaty of Versailles was not a “titanic clash between 
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passions from both sides of the aisle in both chambers. Across traditional fault lines, 

Democrats and Republicans, realists and liberals, unilateralists and multilateralists found 

themselves concerned about the precedent such an avenue for entering into international 

arrangements would set for the balance of power within the United States Government. 

As in the 1919 and 1847 foreign aid debates, opposition was operationalized through the 

mechanism of the constitution. “Does the gentleman think just because the purposes are 

noble that we have any right to… avoid the provisions of the Constitution which so 

plainly provide that… the President shall have power by and with the advice and consent 

of the Senate to make treaties?... why has this agreement not been submitted to the 

Senate?”478 Representative Gearhart (R-CA) questioned. Senator Taft (R-OH) was among 

many who agreed. And yet, following Senator Vandenberg’s lead, Taft conceded that he 

could vote for the resolution if it were based upon one justification: war. If based “solely 

on the ground that it is a part of the war effort,” the endeavor would therefore be 

“something in which the President can properly engage,” the conservative and neo-

isolationist reasoned.479 By housing approval within the confines of war, the Senator 

imagined that the initiative would be limited both in duration and scope, thereby avoiding 

the fear of serving as a precedent-setting measure for future peace-time arrangements. As 

contrasting examples, Taft mentioned the United Nations bank for reconstruction and 

development that Secretary Morgenthau had proposed and any peacetime league of 

nations-type arrangements. “Obviously a final agreement to enter into an international 
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organization for the maintenance of peace…. must be by treaty,” Taft asserted.480 This 

echoes the same logics Senator Vandenberg had argued earlier in the debate: that 

Senators need not worry about the United States underwriting the initiative while 

forgoing decision-making authority to an international body because such would not be a 

“precedent of any sort or character” for “peacetime adventures.”481  

This “war measure” distinction is important for it provided the bridge to unite 

various factions within Congress in support of the President’s proposal. Though 

legislators of all ideological persuasions acknowledged that the United States 

Government would need to provide relief to war-stricken communities around the globe, 

contestation over the nature of the enterprise was curbed by the positioning of the 

initiative as a measure of war. A measure of war would be limited to the duration of the 

conflict, they believed, or at least to its immediate aftershocks, as had been the case in 

1919. Though Democrats and Republicans alike were concerned about the authority the 

Executive had assumed in pursuing the UNRRA initiative unilaterally, with only minimal 

input from Congress and virtually no public debate, members reluctantly concluded that 

during war the Commander in Chief could be given freer license to formulate foreign 

policy.  

The value of hindsight informs us that the ground ceded to the White House in 

allowing the endeavor to pass Congress as an executive agreement was never regained. 

According to Charles W. Sharpe, with the exception of the United Nations, all of the 

                                                
480 Ibid. 
481 Senator Vandenberg (R-OH); Cong. Rec., 78th Cong., 2d sess., 1944, vol. 90, pt. 2: 1733. [MISC102] 



207 
 

international agencies that the United States joined during and immediately after the 

Second World War were entered into by similar procedures and that “on matters 

concerning global governance, the executive agreement became the norm.”482 Sharpe 

contends that “in most every case” the Executive’s objective in pursuing executive 

agreements rather than treaties “was to prevent excessive public debate (and) to avoid the 

two-thirds majority procedure that wrecked the League of Nations and the Treaty of 

Versailles.” The result of this strategy was that the liberal vision of a postwar order built 

around institutions of international cooperation “was erected piecemeal, one agency or 

agreement at a time”483 and that American participation in the institutions was 

constrained by the unresolved tension with realists, who continued to favor a unilateralist 

approach to international relations.  

In reviewing the content of the UNRRA debate and the amendments offered to 

the legislation, it is clear that one aspect of the postwar relief planning that might have 

gone differently had it been opened to congressional debate was the formulation of the 

relationship between government and private sector humanitarians. Amendments were 

introduced in both the House and the Senate to provide the funds to the American Red 

Cross to administer rather than to the UNRRA.484 As in the 1919 debate, this was seen as 

a way to limit the “politics and selfish interest”485 to which the relief activities might be 
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subjected if administered through a government or inter-governmental agency and to curb 

the amount of prestige that the “New Deal Administration” might accrue from making 

themselves the “good Samaritan” with the “bond and tax money of the people.”486 

Furthermore, it would ensure that America both got credit for the work abroad and would 

maintain control of the relief as it would not be distributed through “an international 

organization in which we shall have virtually no voice.”487 

The American Red Cross amendment was rejected in the House by a vote of 71-

123.488 Throughout the debates it was clear that many legislators were uncomfortable 

with the degree to which the initiative might endow the Executive with yet more 

authority. As in the 1919 debate, redirecting postwar relief appropriations to a quasi-

governmental agency such as the American Red Cross was attractive as a way to mitigate 

this potential hazard. The debates also indicate remnant hopes that foreign aid might be 

sheltered from political manipulation, cast as a public good to be distributed to the 

“deserving needy” without accruing benefit to any particular benefactor but the United 

States in general. Inherent in this notion was the acceptance, or perhaps recognition, that 

certain benefits would naturally arise from humanitarian work; the belief held by some in 
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earlier generations that the “purity” of charity should be maintained by avoiding personal 

gain all-but-disappeared from congressional rhetoric. The distribution of commodities 

was a commodity in itself and legislators were determined that it would serve to benefit 

America and her allies.489  

In this service were not only the activities to be funded by the “tax and bond” of 

the American people, but, as Hoover had envisioned in his “associative state model,” the 

private donations of the American people would work in tandem with government 

resources. President Roosevelt took the model a step further by institutionalizing a 

hierarchy that made “foreign voluntary relief agencies” subordinate to the UNRRA. The 

UNRRA agreement clearly stipulated that such agencies “may not engage in activity in 

any area receiving relief… without the consent and unless subject to the regulation of the 

[UNRRA] General Director.”490,491 By all accounts the UNRRA Director General valued 

the contributions of private voluntary organizations; they provided both a cadre of 

experienced professionals and the ability, through private donations, to conduct activities 

that were impossible to execute given the restrictions placed on government funds.492 

Though historian Merle Curti contends that private relief agencies tended to be guided 

more by humanitarianism – a desire to “get food and clothing to the needy as quickly as 

possible” – whereas government programs tended to be “motivated more by 
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negates the action’s qualification as a “gift,” and to earlier discussions of foreign assistance in Congress. In 
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considerations of national security than by humanitarianism,”493 functionally the 

diagnosis of the world’s problems and perceived solutions were the same within both 

camps. Private voluntary organizations worked hand-in-glove with their government 

counterparts to reduce suffering and to pursue paths that were hoped would lead to peace, 

inaugurating the early stages of what would become known as the “remarkable 

partnership” of government and voluntary agencies.494 

UNRRA	Results	
Though the UNRRA authorization passed Congress with strong bipartisan support 

– the initial legislation passed the lower chamber with 72 percent of Republicans voting 

in favor and 86 percent of Democrats while the upper chamber passed with 44 percent of 

the Republican vote and 52 percent of Democratic495 – appropriation bills were slow in 

coming and laden with restrictions. In late June 1944, a full three months after the 

authorization, the first $800 million was released: $350 million worth of excess “supplies, 

services, or funds” from the Lend-Lease program and $450 million from the United 

States Treasury to procure “domestic raw wool” from “the stockpiles of the United States 

Government.” 496, 497 As with Hoover’s approach to offloading grain and other surplus 

agricultural products after the Great War, the latter stipulation was designed to relieve the 
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domestic surplus of wool and cotton.498 Additional funds were not provided until one-

and-a-half years later, in December 1945, when the Committee on Foreign Affairs argued 

that “because of the end of the war… it was possible to estimate with more precision the 

full extent of the needs” of the devastated areas.499 By this time a panoply of accusations 

against the UNRRA Administration had accumulated. Enthusiasm for the multilateral 

approach was curbed by accusations of “waste and extravagance” and allegations that the 

Soviets were using the aid to advance “political purposes” behind the iron curtain. The 

inability of the United States to stay “properly informed” about relief activities in 

communist countries due to severe restrictions on press agents was particularly 

concerning.  

In the fall of 1945, the UNRRA Council requested an immediate release of the 

$550 million balance on American funds and an additional contribution from each 

member nation “equal to their original contributions,” which would bring the total 

appropriation from the United States government to $2.7 billion.500 Congress was 

reluctant to oblige. Several members suggested a return to a unilateral organization - 

“another Hoover set up would do a much better job” both in efficiency of distribution and 

in enabling the United States to maintain visibility over the effects of activities, it was 

reasoned.501 Even Senator Vandenberg (R-MI) admitted, “WWI is a model which we 
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might well have hoped to emulate, and I wish it had been done.”502 Yet with winter 

approaching and the threat of starvation increasing daily, skeptics and proponents alike 

admitted that it was “too late to make a change” – the only viable option was to complete 

the UNRRA job as quickly and efficiently as possible. Strict termination deadlines were 

set – the end of 1946 for Europe and March 1947 for Asia – as well as restrictions to 

prevent the “relief” mission from blossoming into “reconstruction”. While in the end the 

United States contributed more than 70 percent of the life-saving commodities that the 

UNRRA delivered between 1943 and 1946,503 the experience left many in Congress 

skeptical about the efficacy of conducting such activities through multinational 

organizations. Representative Emily T. Douglas (D-IL) summed up the concerns of 

unilateralists and multilateralists alike with the observation, “If we cannot cooperate on a 

temporary, humanitarian project, how can we hope to cooperate on more controversial 

and permanent plans?”504  

Thus, though a groundbreaking initiative both for humanitarian aid delivery and 

international cooperation, the UNRRA set the stage for the majority of forthcoming US 

Foreign Assistance to be administered bilaterally. Furthermore, with the death of 

President Roosevelt in April 1945, the United States lost its leading architect and 

visionary of American participation in institutions of liberal internationalism.  

                                                
502 Senator Vandenberg (R-MI); Cong. Rec., 79th Cong., 1st sess., 1945, vol. 91, pt. 9: 12161. [MISC264] 
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The Bretton Woods Institutions 
As the end of war appeared on the horizon, legislators voted to support the 

multilateral institutions that President Roosevelt envisioned would provide a lasting 

peace and then turned attention to domestic affairs. Among these institutions were the 

United Nations505 and three days later the Bretton Woods institutions. The latter took 

form in two institutions: Congress authorized $4.125 million to fund the International 

Bank for Reconstruction and Development (which today is part of the World Bank) to 

make available long-term capital for reconstruction purposes and the International 

Monetary Fund to stabilize exchange rates and ensure “fair international trade 

practices.”506 With these institutions in place to help regulate international affairs, it was 

imagined that Americans could turn attention to rebuilding a sense of normalcy in their 

own government structures, to include returning the majority of foreign assistance to the 

care of the burgeoning private sector humanitarians with help from these new 

international institutions as needed in extreme cases. 

Yet, as a study published by the Library of Congress in 1959 reflected, the hope 

that the transitional period from war to economic stability would be relatively short and 

“all that would be needed would be a few financial institutions to tide countries over a 

difficult 2 or 3 years” proved to be “too optimistic.”507 Widespread economic distress in 

Europe, communist political advances in France and Italy, mounting instability in Greece 

and Turkey, stern warnings from Moscow against “capitalist imperialism,” the 
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deterioration of the position of the Kuomintang-led government in the civil war against 

the Communist party in China, and the inability of the infant multilateral institutions to 

address these concerns were but a few of the international problems that plagued 

President Truman in the immediate postwar years.  

On the domestic front, needs were equally pressing. Inflation, labor unrest, 

housing shortages, and dissatisfaction with the continuation of wartime economic 

controls contributed to the President’s pervasive unpopularity. For the 1946 midterm 

elections, which came two years into President Truman’s assumption of the Presidency 

following Franklin D. Roosevelt’s untimely death, the opposition adopted a simple 

slogan: “Had Enough? Vote Republican.” The election resulted in the greatest 

Republican victory since the landslide that brought Hoover to the White House in 1928. 

For the first time since the rejection of Wilsonianism and return to isolationism in the 

years immediately following the First World War, Republicans controlled Congress, and 

by a generous margin that was not matched again until 2015.508 Though this would last 

only one session – Democrats were restored to the majority in the 1948 elections – the 

80th Congress left a defining mark on foreign policy, instituting the national security 

apparatus and foreign policy framework that continues to define American policy to this 

day.509  

                                                
508 During the 80th Congress, the Republican majority constituted 51 percent of the Senate and 57 percent 
of the House. Though Republicans made significant gains during the 1980s, they did not enjoy such a 
percentage majority again until the election of the 114th Congress in 2015, assuming control of 54 percent 
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509 In addition to the establishment of the Central Intelligence Agency, the National Security Council, the 
US Air Force and the Department of Defense through the National Security Act of 1947, Foreign 
Assistance as institutionalized a central component of the state’s national security aperture through the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1948. 
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The Greek and Turkish Assistance Act 
Despite dark forebodings abroad, foreign policy was not a priority for the new 

Republican-controlled 80th Congress nor the Truman Administration. The 1946 midterm 

election had been fought over domestic issues with little reference to international affairs, 

save the occasional accusation that Democrats were not taking a hard enough stance 

against communism – an accusation that historian Julian E. Zelizer says had helped to 

bridge Midwestern and Eastern factions of the Republican Party during the election.510 

But in general, politicians in both the executive and legislative branches were focused on 

enacting domestic reforms that would set the stage for winning votes in the critical 1948 

presidential election. 

However, less than two months after the 80th Congress convened, a British 

announcement redirected attention abroad. On February 21, 1947, Great Britain informed 

the United States that, despite the loan it had received from the US. Government the 

previous summer of $3.75 billion, her Majesty’s government was in a state of bankruptcy 

and would no longer be able to fund its traditional assistance to the governments of 

Greece and Turkey. The Truman Administration, which had secretly been made aware of 

the potentiality, was “practically unanimous on the course US policy should take”511 – the 

United States should pick up the British mantle. But how to convince Congress? 

Persuading legislators who had been newly elected on the platforms of reducing 

government spending and returning the nation to a state of normalcy presented a 
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significant challenge. Truman told a small group of congressional leaders about the 

situation at a meeting at the White House on February 27th. On the way out of the 

meeting, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Arthur Vandenberg, is 

recounted to have advised, “Mr. President, if that’s what you want, there’s only one way 

to get it. That is to make a personal appearance before Congress and scare hell (sic) out of 

the country.”512 

On March 12th, before a joint session of Congress, the President did just that. 

Presenting his request in “bold, crusading, ideological rhetoric,”513 the President warned 

that “should we fail to aid Greece and Turkey in this fateful hour, the effect will be far 

reaching…” and “if we falter in our leadership, we may endanger the peace of the world 

— and we shall surely endanger the welfare of our own nation.”514 Most modern-day 

scholars agree that Truman’s presentation of the pending threat was exaggerated at best 

and fabricated at worst.515 Yet it achieved the desired effects: two months of rigorous 

debate ended with the passage of the Greek and Turkish Assistance Act in the Senate by a 

                                                
512 Eric F. Goldman, The Crucial Decade and After: America, 1945-1960 (NY: Random House, 1960), 59. 
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Press, 1997), 260. 
513 Hartmann, Truman, 58. 
514 For a transcript of President Truman’s speech see Richard Hofstadter and Beatrice K. Hofstadter, Great 
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Books, 1969), 403-407. 
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vote of 67-23 and the House with a vote of 287-107. $400 million was then appropriated 

for economic and military assistance.516 

During the debates, left-leaning politicians condemned the “provocative and 

belligerent tone of the President’s proposal,” stating that it would destroy any hope of 

reconciliation with Russia and was responsible for “whipping up communist hysteria” 

throughout the nation.517 Meanwhile, opposition from the right argued that the policy 

would bankrupt the United States and lead to the continuation of wartime interventions in 

the economy and over-extended executive power. Yet these arguments did not carry 

enough weight to override the pending fear about what might transpire from inaction. As 

Hoover had exaggerated the Bolshevik threat to an earlier generation of legislators, so 

Truman emphasized the tragic consequences of noncompliance thereby setting the 

anticommunist tone by which the remainder of foreign assistance proposals were 

considered within the 80th Congress.  

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 
On June 5, 1947, two weeks after the Greek and Turkish Assistance Act became 

law, Secretary of State George C. Marshall delivered a speech at Harvard University that 

perpetuated the bipolarity of President Truman’s speech, albeit in softer terms. Secretary 

Marshall invited European nations to draft a plan for economic recovery, cautioning that 

in the midst of the chaos, the free exchange of goods was “in danger of breaking down.” 

He promised “full cooperation” to “any government that is willing to assist in the task of 

                                                
516 Opposition in the Senate came from seven Democrats and 16 Republicans. Most opposing Republicans 
were from the midwest. In the House, 93 Republicans, 13 Democrats as well as Vito Marcantonio, the sole 
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recovery” in order that “free institutions can exist” whilst warning that governments that 

sought to obstruct these efforts would encounter “opposition.”518 Though Secretary 

Marshall claimed the initiative was “directed not against any country or doctrine,” there 

was no doubt that the plan was a further operationalization of President’s Truman’s 

address, likewise intended to bolster western Europe against the threat of Soviet 

expansion and communist infiltration.  

To support the legislation, Senator Vandenberg drew upon a historical image, 

opining that Secretary Marshall’s speech in Boston, “just as at neighboring Concord in an 

earlier century,” was “the shot heard ‘round the world.”519 A flurry of activity ensued. 

Sixteen European countries convened to draft joint economic proposals to present to the 

United States. Moscow accused the Americans of “imperialism” and forbade nations 

within its sphere of influence to participate in the scheme. On Capitol Hill, Congress 

threw itself into a thorough exploration of all aspects of the initiative, to include analysis 

of the impact that such a massive program might have on the domestic economy. Nine 

months later when Senator Vandenberg introduced a 40-page bill to Congress asking for 

$5.3 billion to fund the first year of Secretary Marshall’s plan,520 he claimed without 

exaggeration that “this problem has had a greater and a more microscopic study than any 
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other problem that has ever before been submitted” to Congress.521 If legislators did 

decide to enter into this monumental adventure, the decision would not be taken lightly. 

The following section presents an analysis of the debate that transpired as 

considered within the context of four historical themes that emerged from analysis of the 

pre-Marshall Plan deliberations that were presented previously in this study. The main 

finding is that the Marshall Plan represents rupture with past patterns in terms of the 

amount appropriated for the program, yet the logics employed to justify, conceptualize, 

and anticipate outcomes bear remarkable continuity with the previous 160-years of 

foreign assistance rhetorical exchange. 

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 
Building on the previous analysis, the following explores the degree to which the 

debates about the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 represent continuity or rupture with the 

past. Findings are presented within the context of four historical themes: the positioning 

of foreign assistance within the American concept of Self; the historic partiality of 

foreign aid distribution (to contributors, kinfolk and converts); the characterizations of 

and expectations placed upon recipient populations; and the relationship between foreign 

assistance and the private sector, especially in relation to private voluntary organizations 

and the modes of American profit production.  
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Foreign Assistance and the American Concept of Self 
The debates about the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 reflect an American 

concept of Self that goes back to the founding of the Republic and is grounded in a 

number of powerful metaphors. Among these are images of abundance – America as the 

Garden of Eden, the earthly paradise planted by God for the sustenance and pleasure of 

mankind, and America as the modern Promised Land, a home of abundant supply given 

by God to His chosen people, for example.522 Metaphors of obligation and covenant also 

run deep. “For we must consider that we shall be as a city upon a hill. The eyes of all 

people are upon us,” future Governor of Massachusetts John Winthrop told his fellow 

colonists during their passage from England to the New World in 1630. “If thy brother be 

in want and thou canst help him, thou needst not make doubt of what thou shouldst do; if 

thou lovest God thou must help him,” Reverend Winthrop charged for “if we shall 

neglect the observation of these articles…. The Lord will surely break out in wrath 

against us.”523 

The mid-twentieth century idea that Americans and their republican experiment 

should serve as an example to the world was thus deeply embedded in the moral and 

spiritual fibers of the nation. In writing about the “elaborate and well-institutionalized 

civil religion” that guides American public life, Robert N. Bellah suggests that until the 

twentieth century Americans saw their role in the world as “purely exemplary.” With the 
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Second World War, however, the “old pattern” became impossible due to the “crisis” that 

was been created by a “revolutionary world.”524 Bellah describes Americans as struggling 

to find new patterns of behavior that were consistent with “our conception of ourselves 

and our world.” Conflict resolution scholar Richard Rubenstein builds upon these 

arguments, though he places the origins of the struggle earlier — in the “international 

moral crusade” of the First World War. Rubenstein asserts that, unlike most nations, 

Americans will only follow their government into war (and presumably approve massive 

transfers of financial resources) if persuaded that the fight is morally compelling – 

justifications over material gain such as territory or economic improvement are not 

sufficient.525  

ERP debates revolved around this struggle. While bill proponents presented the 

plan as vital to protecting and promoting the American way of life, opponents argued that 

it would cause the “spiritual and industrial power of this country to slowly 

disintegrate”526 because it violated the core values of the American government and its 

relationship with the citizenry. “This Nation is not in danger of attack,” challenged 

Representative Marcantonio (ALP-NY), an outspoken member of the far left. “What are 

we really trying to stop? The forward march of the people of Europe toward the 

nationalizing of public ownership of their basic industries and toward the breaking up of 

big landed estates… this is... not in defense of America. It is a war measure in defense of 
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the imperialistic expansion of finance monopoly capitalism.”527 Each side cloaked its 

arguments in moral reasoning and perceptions of Self.  

Senator Hoey (D-NC) drew upon the principle of stewardship to argue that 

America must “account for our use of the power and wealth which we enjoy” or else we 

“may witness the scepter of authority passing to a more worthy nation.”528 Senator 

Vandenberg agreed. “The greatest nation on earth either justifies or surrenders its 

leadership,” he opined. “We must choose.”529 Legislators did choose, with remarkably 

bipartisan unanimity, a path that led the American government to intervene in the affairs 

of sovereign nations at a level therefore unimagined. Many legislators adopted a 

messianic tone about the situation, arguing that the United States was the “one great 

available source of inspiration” and “one voice left in the world that is competent to 

hearten others to survive”530 in the quest for freedom. Senator Vandenberg called the 

legislation a “beacon in the world’s dark night” which he hastened his colleagues to 

“light before it is too late.”531  

In contrast, a minority of opponents on the extreme left and right expressed 

concerns about the damage that the massive expenditure and continuation of wartime 

authorities might do to the American Republic. “We are operating like a one-party state 

and totalitarian government,” Representative Buffett (R-NE) complained, lambasting the 
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Republican party’s inability to come up with a viable alternative to these Democratic 

schemes.532 He warned that the massive appropriation would trigger an “accelerated 

inflation” that would “bring on the terror of coercion and a police state in America.”533 

Conservatives such as Senator Kem (R-MO) agreed, arguing that rather than further 

expand the national debt, the United States should focus on building a strong economy at 

home and a strong military for national defense.534 Opponents feared that this new form 

of aggressive intervention in global affairs would necessitate continued intervention in 

the free market, domestic price controls, expanded executive authorities and set a bad 

precedent for foreign relations by violating the tenants of national sovereignty. This path 

introduced a level of meddling in the sovereign affairs of foreign governments that was 

deemed by some antithetical to the American value of self-determination. “This plan calls 

for a degree of supervision and intervention in the affairs of other nations that the 

Russians or any other self-respecting nation could not tolerate and would not tolerate if 

they had any other recourse,” Senator Taylor (D-ID) protested.535 

Thus, as demonstrated in congressional deliberations throughout history, the 1948 

debate about foreign aid was less about aiding foreigners than it was a competition of 

ideas about the way the US Government should be constituted and to reflect and promote 

the values of the American people. The remarkable bipartisanship of policy-making 

during the 80th Congress generated significant support for the Foreign Assistance Act of 
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1948, yet the few dissenting voices that did speak up represent an alternative to the path 

chosen — the expansion of the government’s presence and increased level of intervention 

in the lives of everyday citizens both at home and abroad. In response, proponents of the 

legislation promised that these heavy-handed interventions would be temporary. Europe 

was projected to be on her feet by June 1952, the agreed-upon end-date for the Marshall 

Plan. The communist threat would then be contained. The United States would have built 

a military capable of repelling any foe by that point, and government spending could 

return to peacetime norms. Or so it was envisioned. 

Recipient Populations 
Potential recipients of the ERP were described with phrases such as “brave” (in 

the face of Soviet aggression),536 “high minded and industrious”537 and the “producers 

and consumers that the world needs” for capitalism to thrive.538 Senator Vandenberg also 

pointed out that the recipient group represented 26 percent of the world’s “literates,”539 a 

fact that would invoke empathy for a population perceived to be “like us” while 

highlighting the strategic importance of the situation. These descriptions firmly 

positioned western Europeans within the concentric circles of the model for Recipient 

Groups as presented in Chapter 3. As had been argued since the earliest debates about 

foreign assistance, through no fault of their own, blameless victims found themselves in a 

terrible situation, struggling in the shadow of ominous threat, living “day-to-day in 
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terror”540 – in this case, a terror described as being perpetrated by the Russian bear which 

was daily pulling more and more victims into its lair.541 

The threat faced by these brave “kinfolks” was described in harrowing terms. 

Europe was in a state of “almost complete economic collapse,” Senator Smith (R-OH) 

lamented, posing a threat to the stability of modern civilization.542 One by one countries 

were being pulled behind the iron curtain on a “timetable that is speeding up,” Senator 

Ball (R-MN) warned.543 The United States must act quickly while there was still a 

Europe to save, before these nations converted to an apostolical form of government. 

Included in the 16 nations to be saved were the former Axis enemies of Germany, 

Austria and Italy. In contrast to the dominant narrative, their inclusion was not novel. 

While public hostility had led legislators to exclude former enemies from the European 

Relief Act of 1919,544 Hoover’s American Relief Administration (ARA) nonetheless 

organized and supplied significant relief operations in these territories. While funding 

was secured from private sources and foreign governments, goods were supplied by and 

distributed through the mechanisms of the ARA. Despite the lack of congressional 

support, operations were still branded as “from the American people.”545  
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Furthermore, by the mid-twentieth century, many people had come to see the 

harsh reparations imposed on Germany after the First World War as problematic and 

likely responsible for the second descent into chaos. While one or two legislators 

expressed concern during the 1948 debates that the revitalization of Germany would 

inevitably lead to a third world war, the vast majority of political elites were persuaded 

that a healthy German economy was vital to the stability of Europe. By the time of the 

ERP debates, it was widely accepted that the Germans – demonized by an earlier 

generation – were now “one of us,” part of the “stock which… has made America,” to 

use Senator Vandenberg’s terms.546 The principle enemy of the United States and by 

extension the “free world” was firmly established in forward-looking terms: the Soviets 

and their aggressive communist ideology. 

This narrow approach to the discursive framing of Recipient Populations set the 

stage for the next historic theme that shaped the deliberations about the 1948 Foreign 

Assistance Act: the partiality of aid distribution. 

The Necessary Partiality of US Foreign Assistance 
As noted throughout this study, the US Government did not select or prioritize aid 

recipients according to the world’s most urgent cases but rather was guided by an 

evolving set of ‘morally complicated’ cognitive frameworks, to borrow a phrase from 

Michael Barnett.547 The debates of 1948 drew upon previously established logics to help 
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navigate this difficult terrain. The distinctions between public and private aid became 

increasingly important as the level of government contributions rose and special interest 

groups formed around the economic opportunity apparent in the burgeoning aid industry. 

Though the political implications of aiding foreigners were recognized in the 

debates of Eras 1 and 2, their more potent aspects were mediated and mitigated by 

placing primary responsibility for the action upon the actions of the American people as 

expressed through private giving. “With the voice of suffering ringing in my ears… I lay 

down all objections at the feet of charity,” Senator Crittenden (W-KY) had put forth. 

“From Boston to New Orleans the heart of the nation is alive and panting with the spirit 

of charity… we but follow the impulse of the national heart by giving this national 

bounty.”548 Similarly, decisions over which side of the Franco-Prussian War should 

receive aid were left to the American public: “Let those who wish to succor Germany do 

so; let those who wish to succor France do so. Americans will naturally bestow their aid 

where their sympathies are,” Senator Casserly (D-CA) reasoned in 1871, supporting the 

provision of a naval ship and leaving the decision of where it should go to donors.549 In 

both cases legislators side-stepped complex political situations, both at home and abroad, 

by leaving primary decision-making in the hands (and pockets) of individuals. 

 The aforementioned ARA legislation of 1919 ran into problems precisely because 

it attempted to venture away from this time-tested construct – by attempting to use the 

foreign assistance mechanism to advance policy objectives rather than allowing public 
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549 Senator Casserly (D-CA); Cong. Globe, 41st Cong., 3d sess., 1871, vol. 43, pt. 2: 955 [FNG01] 



228 
 

opinion to guide distribution. The difference, of course, was that with the ARA 

legislation, as would be the case with the Marshall Plan, financing was to come, at least 

in part, from the forced contribution of citizens through taxation rather than the voluntary 

act of charitable giving. When contributions were voluntary, and the government’s job 

was merely to provide transportation or other non-monetary forms of support, 

differentiating aid recipients based on political or moral judgements had been 

deprioritized. Once involuntary contributions were introduced, however, by drawing 

upon the funds in the federal treasury, political considerations became more potent. 

For some members of Congress, the political considerations being used to cloud 

basic humanitarian principles in the ERP deliberations was reason to vote against the 

legislation. For example, Representative Marcantonio (ALP-NY) charged that the 

Marshall Plan did not meet the “basic test” of the concepts of relief and rehabilitation, 

which he characterized as the distribution of supplies “without consideration of race, 

creed, or political belief” as enshrined in the principles of the United Nations and as had 

been carefully followed by the UNRRA. “We take here a long step toward war,” 

Marcantonio warned. “A war not in defense of the Nation, but a war in defense of Wall 

Street imperialism.” Marcantonio clarified his meaning: “Imperialism does not mean 

merely the acquisition of some other nation’s territory. Imperialism also means… the 

expansion of the control of monopoly capital over the economy of other people.”550 

                                                
550 Representative Marcantonio (ALP-NY); Cong. Rec., 80th Cong., 2d sess., 1948, vol. 94, pt. 3: 3315. 
[EUR94] Marcantonio further explains that from his perspective the Marshall Plan was intended to “stop 
the forward march of the people of Europe toward the nationalizing and public ownership of their basic 
industries and towards the breaking up of the big landed estates ... a scheme to impose upon the people of 
Europe Wall Street monopoly capital and buttress a decadent capitalism which has failed in Europe.” 
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Marcantonio attempted to redirect the United States from this path, which he said would 

lead to a “holy war” between east and west, through the introduction of a substitute bill 

that would channel the same funds to the newly-formed United Nations to administer. 

Marcantonio’s bill was rejected 6-270.551  

The final accounting of Marshall Plan distribution shows that the greatest 

benefactors of the aid were not the countries or economies most devastated by war – on 

the European continent that would have been Germany and the Soviet Union552 – but 

rather America’s closest political allies. As shown in Figure 13, almost half - 45 percent - 

of ERP financing was provided to the United Kingdom and France. 

 

 

Figure 13: ERP Country Allocations553 
 

                                                
551 Cong. Rec., 80th Cong., 2d sess., 1948, vol. 94, pt. 3: 3874. [EUR99] 
552 Mark Harrison, “Economics of World War II: An Overview,” in Economics of World War II: Six Great 
Powers in International Comparison, ed. Mark Harrison (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 
especially Chart 11-1. 
553 The category “other” includes Denmark, Iceland, Ireland, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, and Turkey. 
Figure from US Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service. The Marshall Plan: 70th 
Anniversary Edition, by Curt Tarnoff (2017), 2. 



230 
 

Also, for American producers and shippers, the program was a windfall. Of the 

$13.5 billion ($133 billion in 2015 dollars) issued through the ERP, 90 percent was in the 

form of grants, which were used to purchase commodities and to pay freight. A full 69.7 

percent of these commodities came from the United States, mostly in the form of raw 

materials, food, feed, fertilizer, and finished goods such as machinery and vehicles.554 

Furthermore, advocates on behalf of the American merchant marine secured a hard-

fought guarantee that at least 50 percent of the goods shipped from the United States 

would be carried on American vessels. The following year the merchant marine secured 

further gains by amending the 1949 ERP authorization to guarantee that shipments to the 

United States must also be on American vessels and “not only to total tonnage, but to 

separate categories of tonnage… (and) by geographical areas” as well.555 The ERP 

legislation also required that 25 percent of total ERP wheat shipments should be in the 

form of flour obtained in the United States.556 In addition, agricultural commodities that 

were in surplus supply in the United States could only be purchased in the United 

States.557  

                                                
554 US Foreign Aid: Its Purposes, Scope, Administration, and Related Information, 86th Cong., 1st sess., 
1959, H. Doc. 116: 41. [MISC154] Additional goods came from Canada (11.8 percent), Latin America (7.7 
percent), the participating countries in Europe (4.6 percent) and 6.2 percent from Other (mostly oil from the 
Middle East). 
555 William Adams Brown, Jr. and Redvers Opie. American Foreign Assistance (Washington, DC: The 
Brookings Institution, 1953), 166-167. Brown and Opie mention that this policy was problematic for the 
ERP Administrator because sometimes “freight rates on American vessels were higher than world rates by 
more than a reasonable differential.” 
556 Five years later this policy was extended and enlarged by the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 (Public Law 480). By 1961 approximately one-fourth of all agricultural exports 
were channeled through this program, which came to be known as Food for Peace. Curti 1963, 487.  
557 Brown and Opie, American Foreign Assistance, 152. 
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Not all special interest groups that lobbied for inclusion were successful. For 

example, the Appalachian Apple Service’s argument that “Europe needs food, but 

literally ‘man cannot live by bread alone. Apples… are a real dietary help and need” was 

rejected. 558 Yet it is undeniable that such a massive government program attracted a new 

wave of domestic support from producers in search of foreign markets. 

In these developments we see a continuation and expansion of the fuel that 

contributed to Hoover’s fervency three decades earlier to establish the ARA. Just as John 

Maynard Keynes characterized the offloading of supplies as America’s primary 

motivation for post-Great War relief – “when Mr. Hoover sleeps at night visions of pigs 

float across his bedclothes and he frankly admits that at all hazards the nightmare must be 

dispatched,” the economist quipped559 – so too post-World War II architects carefully 

considered and incorporated benefits of ERP legislation for US commercial interests.560 

This added to the growing domestic constituency for foreign aid. Members of 

associations such as the America Farm Bureau Federation, the National Farmers’ 

Institute, the America Federation of Labor, the Chamber of Commerce of the United 

States, the International Association of Machinists, the National American Wholesale 

Grocers, the National Wool Growers Association, the Railway Labor Executives’ 

                                                
558 Congressional Quarterly Almanac, “Foreign Assistance Act of 1948,” in CQ Almanac 1948, 4th ed., 
(Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly, 1949).  
559 Donald Moggridge, ed., The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes: Essays in Biography (New 
York: St. Martin’s Press, 1972), 10: 398 quoted in Neil O. Buschman, “The United States Food 
Administration During World War I: The Rise of Activist Government Through Food Control During 
Mobilization for Total War” (PhD diss., Auburn University, 2013), 90. 
560 It is worth noting that Herbert Hoover segued from his duties as director of the US Food Administration 
(1917-1918) and ARA (1919-1923) into an appointment as the nation’s third Secretary of Commerce 
(1921-1928), a post which he held simultaneously while overseeing global food distribution. For Hoover 
humanitarianism and commercial benefits to the United States were one. He next served as President of the 
United States (1929-1933).  
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Association, a variety of religious and ethnic-based organizations; the business 

community in general – a Fortune poll showed that 70 percent of business executives 

queried about the Marshall Plan were in favor of it; international financiers, Wall Street 

bankers, and the growing cadre of humanitarian professionals all rose in support of the 

Marshall Plan.561  

Thus, the domestic constituency that was following the use of its involuntary 

contributions to foreign assistance and the increasingly political objectives with which 

such programs became associated necessitated embracing a level of partiality in aid 

distribution that is quite different from the privately funded initiatives in which 

organizations may choose to succor one group or another according to the personal 

sympathies of their donors. The unprecedented amount of money appropriated for the 

Marshall Plan thus did not generate new logics in the selection or prioritization of 

funding for foreign assistance but rather clarified the distinctions that would be afforded 

to private versus public ventures – the use of involuntary contributions of the American 

public through the forced mechanism of taxation would limit the distribution of foreign 

assistance to peoples and places that legislators could defend as palatable to the American 

public. If groups on both sides of a contentious political debate were going to receive 

assistance, it would need to be provided by private contributions, not from the federal 

treasury. 

                                                
561 For the opinions of specific lobby groups, see CQ Almanac FAA 1948, pp23-24. For general influences 
on the passage of the ERP see Harold L. Hitchens, “Influence on Congress to Pass the Marshall Plan,” The 
Western Political Quarterly, 21, no.1 (March 1968): 51-68 and Harry Bayard Price, The Marshall Plan and 
Its Meaning (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1955), 49-70. 
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Foreign Assistance and the Private Sector 
Whereas earlier generations of legislators had challenged the idea that taking 

money from the pockets of hardworking American to give to foreigners was in the best 

interest of the taxpayer – if it was, then citizens should be allowed to contribute of their 

own free will, it was argued – by 1948 such arguments had long been disarmed. Unlike 

with previous generations of Americans, the “awesome power of taxation” was now a 

routine fixture in the life of most Americans and with this steady source of massive 

funding came certain expectations. Building on previous rhetorical success, the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1948 began with “An Act to promote world peace and the general 

welfare, national interest and foreign policy of the United States…”562 The abstract 

“general welfare” clause had become a blank canvas onto which legislators could paint 

inspired visions of a peaceful and prosperous world.  

The extent to which Congress could deliver on these promises was questionable, 

even to bill proponents. Not only did the ERP intend to promote the general welfare of 

American citizens, it also assumed the same responsibility for other peoples. Though the 

establishment of specific “economic conditions” in 16 European countries, the ERP 

aspired to restore and maintain “principles of individual liberty, free institutions, and 

genuine independence” in participant countries and thereby establish the economic 

conditions perceived “essential for lasting peace and prosperity.” It was a calculated risk, 

argued by bill proponents as intended to prevent a Third World War. “If it fails,” Senator 

Vandenberg stated, “we have done our final best. If it succeeds, our children and our 

                                                
562 Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, Public Law 472, 80th Cong., 2d sess., (April 3, 1948), 137. 
[EUR50] 
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children’s children will call us blessed.”563 As had been argued by the previous 

generation of wartime legislators, this approach would be “a cheaper, easier, more 

modern way” than the military approach, and therefore was worth trying. 

Thus, we see that the experience of two world wars had permanently linked the 

activities of humanitarian relief and the reconstruction of socio-political economies to the 

concept of security in the rhetoric of Congress. Whether conducted by military forces or 

civilians under government control, the types of activities that the UNRRA and the ARA 

before it had conducted were accepted as not only a postwar necessity but essential to the 

establishment and maintenance of peace. In this pursuit the private and public sector 

became increasingly of one mind. The mechanisms to do so evolved as the war 

progressed, resulting in levels of unprecedented cooperation by 1948. The following 

details this development and its contribution to the constellation of support that aligned to 

pass the 1948 Foreign Assistance Act. 

Following traditional patterns of giving, when war broke out on the European 

continent in the early 1940s, Americans organized to provide aid. Between 1942 and 

1945, US charities sent $3.8 billion in donations abroad and after the cessation of 

hostilities the total increased by more than 40 percent to $5.4 billion between 1946 and 

1949.564 Over the course of the war, the US Government oversaw a consolidation and 

regulation process that reduced the number of Private Voluntary Organizations (PVOs) 

operating internationally from an estimated 700 ad hoc, unregulated organizations in the 

                                                
563 Congressional Quarterly Almanac, “Foreign Assistance Act of 1948,” in CQ Almanac 1948, 4th ed., 
(Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly, 1949): 9. 
564 Curti, American Philanthropy, 507. 
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winter of 1941565 to 67 agencies in 1943, each licensed by the Department of State and, 

according to Olivier Zunz, expected to project “a single image of America” abroad.566 

Upon the war’s end, President Truman dismantled the State Department’s War Relief 

Control Board and established in its stead the Advisory Committee on Voluntary Foreign 

Aid (ACVFA) “to tie together the government and private programs in the field of 

foreign relief.”567 Though PVOs were not required to register with ACVFA, all 

organizations that held licenses with the War Relief Control Board chose to do so.568 In 

return, they became “eligible for the first time to receive assistance in cash and goods 

from the US Government, a privilege only the American Red Cross had previously 

enjoyed.”569  

In addition to becoming significant distributors of American surplus goods, 

particularly in the areas of agricultural and non-lethal military supplies, legislation was 

passed to subsidize transportation for ACVFA registrants, a “major element in the cost of 

voluntary foreign relief” operations.570 The 80th Congress provided $5 million for this 

purpose under Public Law 84. A litany of stipulations accompanied the acceptance of 

funds, to include the PVO agreeing to not become involved in “commercial or political 

activities,” the guarantee that the organization be “governed by an active and responsible 

                                                
565 Fox, “The Origins,” 566 
566 Zunz Philanthropy in America, 140. A report issued by the US Government in 1948 presents slightly 
different numbers that follow the same trend: 545 PVOs in 1939 consolidated to 71 PVOs PVOs registered 
in 1948. The report attributes the change to “the great progress the agencies have made in strengthening 
collaboration”. 11214 H.rp.1845, p.804. 
567 Smith, Brian H., More Than Altruism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1990), 45-46. 
568 Arthur C. Ringland, “The Organization of Voluntary Foreign Aid, 1939-1953,” Department of State 
Bulletin 30, no.768 (March 15, 1954): 386, 190, quoted in Smith, More than Altruism, 46. 
569 Smith, More than Altruism, 46. 
570 Select Committee on Foreign Aid, Final Report on Foreign Aid, 80th Cong., 2d sess., 1948, H. Rep. 
1845, serial 11214, pt. 6, 801. 
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body of American citizens who serve without compensation,” the provision of routine 

audited accounts for public inspection, the assurance that distribution would be under the 

supervision of American personnel, and that supplies be “identified as to their American 

origin” as well as “all practical steps are taken at the time of distribution to inform the 

ultimate consumer that such supplies have been freely provided by a voluntary agency of 

the United States of America.”571 In other words, PVO operations were quietly, and often 

with great enthusiasm by the organizations themselves, brought under the umbrella of US 

Foreign Policy objectives. 

While PVOs benefited financially from a cooperative relationship with the US 

Government, Political Science professor Brian H. Smith suggests four specific 

advantages that the US Government reaped from the partnership: it helped to mobilize 

public opinion in favor of the new financial commitments being made abroad, as the 

government was now associated with activities that mass philanthropy had shown 

appealed to wide swaths of the American public; it helped the government to dispose of 

surplus goods, as PVOs became distributors for large swaths of agricultural and non-

lethal military surplus; it enabled at least a portion of taxpayer-funded largess to bypass 

corrupt or inept foreign governments as PVOs did not need to register their activities with 

local authorities; and it allowed the United States to circumvent multilateral organizations 

“in which the Soviets exercise a voice but whose costs were shouldered primarily by the 

United States.”572  

                                                
571 Select Committee on Foreign Aid, Final Report on Foreign Aid, 80th Cong., 2d sess., 1948, H. Rep. 
1845, serial 11214, pt. 6, 802. 
572 Smith, More Than Altruism, 48. 
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Thus, as had been envisioned in Hoover’s “associative state” model a generation 

earlier, the purposes and activities of the private and public sectors were aligned to 

operate in tandem by the time the ERP was raised for consideration in Congress. By 

1948, employees were moving freely between government and private sector positions 

and activities were executed with a mix of voluntary and involuntary (tax-based) 

contributions. The interdependencies established in the wake of the Second World War 

between the government and private sector thus made the people and resources of the 

private humanitarian sector an important component of America’s emerging national 

security strategy, and, as Olivier Zunz suggests, made PVOs important contributors to the 

establishment of the Pax Americana.573  

Era 3 Conclusions 
To navigate the 15 years of upheaval and transformation that occurred during Era 

3 (1935-1949), Congress relied upon logics that had been established by previous 

generations of legislators to guide decision-making about foreign assistance. Following 

the example set by Hoover’s actions during the First World War, the commodities of 

humanitarian assistance – food, clothing, medicine, etc. – were weaponized, making 

bread as important as bullets to secure the peace before, during and after the conflict. To 

support this, the unprecedented $50 billion Lend-Lease program made no practical 

distinction between “military” and “non-military” supplies, which had the effect of 

further eroding the distinctions between acts of “charity” and the pursuit of political-

military objectives.  

                                                
573 Zunz, Philanthropy in America, 137. 
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The deliberations over UNRRA legislation further edged the purposes and 

anticipated outcomes of foreign assistance away from “purely humanitarian” motives 

toward pragmatic gains such as the anticipated economic benefits of the initiative and its 

perceived necessity to securing global peace. Furthermore, the American experience with 

the UNRRA left members of Congress with a bitter aftertaste: allegations of corrupt 

processes and the perception that others were getting credit for American largess turned 

legislators off to multinational cooperation. Citing the prestige accrued as a result of the 

unilateral efforts of the American Relief Administration after the First World War, 

Senator Taft (R-OH) successfully argued, “if we are to provide food, and are to be 

generous, we ought to have full credit.”574 The distribution of commodities was viewed 

as a commodity in itself and legislators were determined that it would serve to benefit 

America and her allies. 

In a similar vein, the UNRRA debates also settled the question of the suitability of 

the American Red Cross for such large-scale activities. While initially some members 

tried to promote the American Red Cross as a way to massive programs from political 

manipulation and inefficient bureaucracy, the notion was rejected by a unanimous vote in 

the Senate and wide margin in the House. The politicization of foreign assistance 

thereafter would be embraced, though cloaked in moral discourse. 

The Bretton Wood Institutions, approved three days after the UN Charter in July 

1945 raised and then quickly dashed hopes that “a few financial institutions” could “tide 

                                                
574 Senator Taft (R-OH); Cong. Rec., 78th Cong., 2d sess., 1944, vol. 90, pt. 2: 1817-1818. [MISC103] 
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countries over a difficult 2 or 3 years”575 Their failure to adequately address the 

widespread economic distress in Europe coupled with concerns about the rapid spread of 

communism in eastern Europe and China continued to place foreign assistance at the 

center of a mounting foreign policy crisis. As had been the case after the First World 

War, politicians fell to exaggerating threats and over-promising on the ability of foreign 

assistance expenditures to mitigate the danger in order to pass legislation. Whereas the 

earlier generation had warned of the “steady advance” and “rising terror” of Bolshevism, 

bill proponents in the mid-1940s urged action against the “rising tide” of communism. 

Though little evidence was provided to support the theoretical link between poverty and 

anarchy, as with the post-First World War generation, pending fear about what might 

transpire from inaction overrode doubts about the efficacy of the proposal. The Soviets 

became the enemy against which the new “war measure” of the Greek and Turkish 

Assistance Act and the subsequent Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 were pitched. Failure 

to support the legislation, it was argued, threatened not only the peace and prosperity of 

the United States but of the world. 

Thus, we see that the European Recovery Program relied on existing principles, 

some of which were deeply embedded in generations of American socio-political 

tradition, for its passage. Though the amounts authorized for the program were 

unprecedented, the arguments used to justify and explain the policy and practice were not 

new. 

                                                
575 “US Foreign Aid: Its Purposes, Scope, Administration, and Related Information,” 86th Cong., 1st sess., 
1959, H. Doc. 116: 1. [MISC154] 
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Concurrent with this observation is a second development that is important to the 

history of US Foreign Assistance: by the 80th Congress the word “charity” was no longer 

raised in connection with the phenomenon. Indeed, the basic ideas expressed behind the 

use of the word “charity” by previous generations were all but gone. The idea that this 

assistance was in some way “holy,” set apart from other activities, intended solely for the 

advancement the position of the recipient with a purposeful separation from potential 

gain to the giver, was no longer expressed. Indeed, the exact opposite was 

institutionalized in the rhetoric used to justify the programs enacted by the 80th Congress. 

From the very beginning the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 was described as an 

“investment.” The anticipated returns on this investment were a major selling point to 

wary Republicans, concerned as the party was with agreeing to a large output of funds yet 

also extremely concerned about national security. The ERP promised to stay the spread of 

communism, protect access to raw materials, to keep channels of free trade open, to 

restore the economic wellbeing of America’s trading partners, and to prevent the 

outbreak of a Third World War. If significant gains were not realized in the first year of 

the program, it was promised that the investment would be cut off. And each year of the 

program thereafter, the same would be evaluated. America’s continued contribution to 

the program was completely dependent upon on annual review of returns on investment. 

While in part this is the natural progression toward a program with multi-year funding – 

for accountability purposes programmatic reviews are to be expected – the types of gains 

that political elites and the American people expected in return for its investment were 

not linked to the recipients but rather to Self. For example, though the UNRRA fulfilled 
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its mission of delivering life-saving aid to millions of people, Congress assessed the 

program as a failure because as a vehicle for advancing American political objectives, it 

was highly ineffective. Thus, we see that while Americans continued to cloak foreign 

assistance in the language of charity, describing the efforts as the outpouring of a 

“generous” people who “always rise to help those in need” and so forth, the expected 

outcome of the activities was foreign to the concept of charity as understood in Christian 

theology and the dominant rhetoric historically associated with the phenomenon. The 

presentation of these ideas was not new. The fact that the argument went unchallenged 

was. Unlike in previous debates about foreign assistance, the self-interest argument was 

not held in tension with or balanced against the concept of charity but rather was 

accepted as sufficient for justifying the actions of the 80th Congress.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION 

The tendency to place the origins of the modern foreign assistance enterprise in 

the wake of the Second World War has led scholars and practitioners to overlook the 

ways in which the massive programs of the mid-1940s were shaped by the previous 160 

years of congressional decision-making. By way of conclusion, this final chapter traces 

the fate of three major themes of foreign assistance that evolved across time: foreign 

charity, immigration, and self-interest/national security. In so doing, I endeavor to 

demonstrate how the concept that came to be known as US Foreign Assistance in the 

mid-twentieth century emerged from a political rhetoric about charitable giving that dates 

back to the nineteenth century. This transformation process was spurred by the changes 

that war brought to American foreign policy objectives and a legacy of competing 

perspectives regarding the most appropriate role for the US Government in responding to 

social problems. As will be demonstrated, the invention of the tripartite justification for 

foreign assistance after the First World War – humanitarian imperative, economic 

interest, and national security – proved a powerful rhetorical device that thereafter 

enabled legislators from divergent ideological persuasions to align in support of foreign 

assistance initiatives. 

Before embarking on the review of thematic findings, the chapter offers a brief 

reminder of the journey that led to these conclusions. As described in Chapters 1 and 2, 
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the study was inspired by a curiosity: academic and popular literature reference cases of 

foreign assistance prior to the Marshall Plan yet no comprehensive account of these 

activities exists. This dissertation was guided by two research questions: What were the 

pre-Marshall Plan cases of foreign assistance and what relationship, if any, did they have 

to the massive programs that were launched in the mid-twentieth century? 

To answer these questions, I used the Congressional Record and its predecessor 

documents to identify every time that the US Congress considered providing foreign 

assistance, defined for the purposes of the study as: the application of American 

resources to the suffering and want of foreign peoples and governments outside the 

United States and its territories.576 While the designation of some of the cases as “foreign 

assistance” may raise eyebrows among modern-day scholars – for example, the 

contemporary understanding of foreign assistance does not include “statements of 

sympathy” or the issuance of visas for the purpose of alleviating suffering – the definition 

is based on the observations that emerged during data collection, as described in Chapter 

2. Also, the definition acknowledges that the resources of foreign assistance may be 

tangible or intangible (an element that modern-day definitions also embrace) and avoids 

the imposition of a priori value judgements on the types of resources to be considered. 

Thus, anytime that the US Congress debated responding to foreign suffering and want, it 

was noted and coded during the data collection process. 

This inquiry yielded 129 cases and 60 associated independent variables. The 

results are presented in a novel dataset entitled the Foreign Assistance Congressional 

                                                
576 As described in Chapter 2 “American resources” refers to federal resources as authorized by Congress. 



244 
 

Debate Archive (FACDA). The FACDA makes available for the first time a 

comprehensive account of congressional debate about foreign assistance prior to the 

Marshall Plan. A condensed list of the 129 cases is available as Appendix E and the full 

dataset is available upon request. It is hoped that this data will open doors for scholars to 

further explore individual cases and the links between cases within a broader historical 

context than was available previously. 

Content Analysis was then applied to the FACDA data in order to identify trends 

and patterns of foreign assistance during the 1st through 80th Congresses. As described in 

Chapter 3, content analysis revealed that war served as a catalyst for change with the two 

world wars presenting the most dramatic moments of up-ending both in quantitative 

terms (the amount of money appropriated) and qualitative terms (the meaning associated 

with activities). Legislators displayed a strong preference for using non-monetary assets 

until the Second World War – almost half the cases that garnered financial support 

occurred in the last five years of the study with appropriations made between 1944 and 

1948. Not surprisingly, the rise in financial appropriations tracks with a concurrent rise in 

the overall budget of the federal government at the time. Another trend identified by 

content analysis was a gradual expansion of the range of recipient groups as the 

government took the reins in initiating foreign assistance proposals that aligned with 

emerging US foreign policy rather than responding to requests that were brought to 

Congress through public interest campaigns as had been the norm of the nineteenth and 

early twentieth century. 
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These longitudinal observations painted a backdrop against which a closer 

examination of select debate discourse was then explored. Six cases were selected for 

rhetorical analysis based on the presence of “rich debate discourse” as characterized by 

Thomas Sheckels and his Bakhtinian Paradigm approach to the analysis of congressional 

debate.577 Through the exploration of this polyphonic past, the analysis as presented in 

Chapters 4 – 6 sought to move beyond the outcomes of binary voting records toward a 

reconstitution of the complexity of the original discursive exchanges. Put another way, 

the analysis sought to untangle the ways in which the many positions and interests 

associated with providing aid to foreigners aligned to promote or prevent the passing of 

bills. Each rhetorical case study takes into consideration the historical context of the 

debates and seeks to show how the discourse was tied to the broader public narrative. In 

so doing, the study attempts to make legible the particular meanings associated with 

foreign assistance at particular moments in time. 

The combination of the two methods revealed themes that were both important at 

particular moments in time and that echo across time. While Chapters 4, 5 and 6 present 

findings as contained within particular historical contexts, the following traces the 

development and influence of the themes across time. To these themes we now turn: 

foreign charity, immigration, and self-interest/national security. 

Foreign Charity 
As demonstrated in Chapters 4 and 5, the earliest requests for foreign assistance 

action were framed as “foreign charity” with justifications in the nineteenth and early 

                                                
577 Theodore F. Sheckels, When Congress Debates: A Bakhtinian Paradigm (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2000). 



246 
 

twentieth century drawing primarily upon moral arguments. These arguments were 

rooted in a concept of the United States as blessed with ‘abundance’ and therefore 

obliged by the dictates of Christianity to share this God-given bounty with the less 

fortunate. “Out of the fertile bosom of our American soil has came [sic] a teeming crop, 

and He has given scarcity and famine to others,” Representative Breckinridge (D-KY) 

observed in 1892 during his defense of legislation to support sending food aid to starving 

peasants in Russia. The imagery echoed rhetoric from a half-century earlier during the 

Ireland debates (1847) in which the United States was described as “surpassing in fertility 

and abundance anything in the history of nations,”578 able not only to supply “our own 

consumption” but also with “abundant means to supply the immediate wants of every 

other living creature whom he [God] has made in his own image.”579 The relative 

prosperity of the United States, especially in comparison to the agricultural distress and 

political unrest that plagued “less fortunate” places in the world, was a cornerstone in the 

rhetorical framing of these early initiatives. Most of these early cases were initiated in 

response to campaigns led by the private sector; the Government played a supporting role 

through the provision of naval ships for transportation or through highlighting issues of 

concern through the issuance of public statements. 

Likewise, potential recipients of US Foreign Assistance were cast in moral logics. 

Depictions mirror those of domestic welfare recipients as described by Michele Landis 

Dauber – as “morally blameless, victims of suffering due to forces beyond their control, 

                                                
578 Senator Crittenden (W-KY); Cong. Globe , 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL5] 
579 Senator Clayton (W-DE); Cong. Globe , 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 512. [IRL5] 



247 
 

through no fault of their own.”580 In addition to basic moral framing, selection of 

recipients was also justified by demonstrating an established relationship with the 

American people. This construct expanded across time from an initial focus on helping 

people who helped us (Contributors), as put forth in the cases for Greece in the 1820s, 

Ireland in 1847 and 1880, Crete in 1868, France and Germany in 1871, and Italy in 1909, 

to helping people who are perceived to be like us (Kinship Groups) based either on 

familial ties that were generated through actual bloodlines as represented in immigrant 

ties or through imagined ideological connections through common socio-cultural 

identifiers such as religion, language, ethnicity, or like-minded democratic governing 

system.  As explained in Chapter 3, during and after the Second World War, the idea that 

foreign assistance could be used to draw outgroup populations into a sphere of American 

influence gained popularity and helped to shift the concept of “foreign charity” from the 

realm of moral logics to a focus on self-interest.  

While moral logics of charitable giving provided a rhetorical framework to guide 

and bring meaning to requests for foreign assistance, government involvement in “foreign 

charity” was tempered by a second point of consensus: that the US Government was an 

institution of limited authority. The strictest interpretation of Constitutional authority 

asserted that public officials had the power “to do that, and that only, which the 

Constitution authorizes.”581 From this perspective, public charity was not delineated by 

                                                
580 Michele Landis Dauber, The Sympathetic State: Disaster Relief and the Origins of the Welfare State 
(Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2013).  
581 Senator Fairfield (D-ME), Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 430. [IRL02] 
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the Constitution and therefore was not permissible. Yet exceptions to this premise were 

sought by advocates of foreign charity from the earliest days of the Republic. 

The first example arose in 1812 in response to an earthquake in Venezuela. In 

April of 1812 Congress had enacted a shipping embargo in anticipation of war with Great 

Britain.582 When news of the earthquake reached Congress, the embargo precluded the 

provision of aid through private channels. With unanimous approval, Congress 

appropriated $50,000 ($697,000 in 2015 dollars) to provision and dispatch relief ships to 

the “wretched and unfortunate people of Caraccas” in support of the “sacred cause of 

distant and oppressed humanity.”583 Congressional aid to Venezuela established a 

precedent that Congress could engage in foreign assistance in select circumstances. 

Negotiation about the rhetorical boundaries of these ‘exceptions’ was at the heart of 

foreign assistance debates thereafter and shaped the meaning associated with the 

activities.584  

Two thresholds were established early-on to guide decisions about whether or not 

Congress should be involved in these acts of charitable giving: ‘severity of the need’ and 

the ‘exhaustion of private resources.’ For example, concurrent with the 1812 Venezuela 

request, a bill on behalf of famine victims in the Canary Islands was submitted. The latter 

was rejected based on a committee recommendation that the “evidence submitted is not… 

sufficient to prove that a scarcity of provision prevails to such a degree as to justify them 

                                                
582 “Chapter 49, 12th Congress, 1st sess., An Act laying an embargo on all ships and vessels in the ports 
and harbors of the United States, for a limited time.” U.S. Statutes at Large 2, no. Main Section (1812): 
700. [VNZ5] 
583 Annals of Congress, 12th Cong., 1st sess., 1812, vol. 24: 1348. [VNZ3] 
584 Harold A. Bierck, Jr., “The First Instance of US Foreign Aid: Venezuelan Relief in 1812,” Inter-
American Economic Affairs 9 (1955): 47-59. 
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in recommending legislative interference.”585 While it is tempting to point out that the 

political and commercial motivations to aid Venezuelan rebels likely outweighed those of 

the distant Canary Islands,586 thus indicating that perhaps the ‘true’ motivation of the 

different outcomes lies in a self-interest explanation, what is noteworthy from a rhetorical 

perspective is the absence of such lines of reasoning within the congressional debate. 

Framed as acts of charity, arguments of self-gain would have been detrimental to the 

bills’ purported purposes and unacceptable to the broader public narrative. 

The rhetorical boundaries of foreign charity were again tested in the 1847 debates 

about relief for starving Ireland. Advancing the ‘severity of need’ argument, bill 

proponents claimed that “this calamity is no ordinary one… It is a case beyond the reach 

of private charity… It is a national calamity, and calls for national contributions.”587, 588 

The positioning of cases as ‘beyond the reach of private charity’ – whether due to a 

shipping embargo or the magnitude of the crisis – provided a compelling explanation for 

government intervention. Also, the framing of the crisis as national in scope bolstered 

arguments in favor of a national response; in the absence of nation-wide philanthropic 

organizations, the federal government could sensibly be argued as an appropriate 

                                                
585 Famine in the Canary Islands, 22 May 1812, American State Papers: Miscellaneous, 12th Congress, No. 
321. [CNR01] 
586 In December 2011, Congress had officially expressed sympathy for the fight for independence and 
attempt to form a republican government in Venezuela and a “lucrative trade” of coffee, cacao, indigo, 
hides, and mules in exchange for American flour and cloth was well underway. See Harold A. Bierck, Jr., 
“The First Instance of US Foreign Aid: Venezuelan Relief in 1812,” Inter-American Economic Affairs 9 
(1955). The Canary Islands served as a resupply depot for New England whaling vessels.  
587 Senator Cass (D-MI); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 513. [IRL05] 
588 This point is further supported by the dismissal of the suggestion by long-time Senator Calhoun (D-SC) 
to include in the bill aid for France which, he argued, “would be without food before the harvest time.” 
Senator Hannegan (D-IN) countered that the suffering in France was “not yet in extreme suffering 
condition” and therefore did not merit serious consideration. There was no further consideration of 
inclusion of France in the bill. See Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, vol. 16: 533. [IRL07] 
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institution to which the private sector could turn for assistance. As we will see shortly in 

the review of the 1919 debates to feed starving Europe, this particular line of reasoning 

was challenged once the American Red Cross emerged as a competent national-level 

organization. 

This is not to suggest that extreme nation-wide suffering consistently provided 

sufficient criteria for government involvement in charitable giving. Requests for relief to 

Greece (1822 and 1827) were rejected on the grounds that intervention would 

compromise US neutrality in the wars of the Ottoman Empire. An 1856 request for 

famine relief to Cape de Verde Islands that mirrored the 1847 law for Irish relief was 

rejected on Constitutional grounds. As detailed in Chapter 4, the rejected case of famine 

relief for Russian peasantry in 1892 involved a series of concerns about the limits of 

government authority and reflected a dominant political objective at that particular 

moment in time to move away from government expenditures and toward “retrenchment 

and reform.” Yet while each debate reflects specific interests of its unique moment in 

history and thus left room for the negotiation of particulars, the overarching framework 

that brought meaning to and defined the conceptual boundary of the activities was guided 

by the rhetorical framework of ‘foreign charity.’ 

This framework of charitable giving held true for 130 years, until the wake of the 

Great War when President Wilson requested $100 million to feed starving Europe. In 

keeping with rhetorical and legislative precedent, he appealed “to the great sense of 

charity and good will of the American people,” placing the act “upon a primarily 

humanitarian basis of the first magnitude.” As had been argued in the past, he claimed 
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that “from our abundance we can surely afford to offer succor to these countries destitute 

of resources or credit.”589 Likewise, the opposition followed established patterns: 

Constitutional constraints were raised by newly-elected Republicans who had promised a 

‘return to normalcy’ in government expenditures and Executive authorities. Accordingly, 

the American Red Cross was suggested as an appropriate alternative institution for the 

collection and distribution of American largess, thus avoiding a continuation of the 

excessive Government presence in the economy that had manifested during the war. 

However, the new economic and political considerations raised by the Great War 

shook loose from its moorings the rhetorical framework of charitable giving. Bill 

proponents argued that not only was an unprecedented appropriation needed to address 

the extreme suffering in Europe but also the bill’s benefits – indeed, it’s perceived 

necessity, for the sake of the American economy – became actively promoted as an 

additional justification. The suggestion of self-gain met immediate and vehement 

opposition from those who were promoting the act based upon moral arguments. Senator 

Martin (D-VA), champion of the bill in the upper chamber, unsuccessfully resisted 

attempts to limit the act to the purchase of supplies to American goods. “I am unwilling 

to put that condition on this donation, on this charity, on this benevolent act – to put on it 

a condition that we must make some money out of it or we will not do it,” he protested. 

He expressed contempt for those who were “willing to appease hunger and stay the 

ravages of death… provided he can make some money out of it.”590 Similarly, Senator 

                                                
589 Relief in Europe, 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, H. Rep. 892. [EUR06] 
590 Senator Martin (D-VA); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1750 and 1745. [EUR12] 
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Poindexter (R-WA) lamented the “commercialization of the holy name of charity.”591 

Nonetheless, the introduction of self-gain arguments was instrumental in securing the 

bill’s passage. As will be further explored in the forthcoming discussion of the self-

interest/national security theme, the expansion of the rhetorical framework beyond the 

confines of charitable giving enabled lawmakers who had been unwilling to vote for the 

act as a charitable venture to now engage on behalf of the “general welfare” of the 

American economy and national security.  

Particularly interesting from a policy perspective is the observation that the 1919 

request, which was targeted toward the ‘newly liberated’ countries of Europe, which 

lacked established lines of credit with the United States Government, raised such a ruckus 

with legislators while the established nations of Europe – Britain, France, and Italy – 

were at the same time receiving massive sums through the “Victory Loan” lines of credit 

that had been issued for the same purposes. The isolation of Wilson’s $100 million 

request – the need to secure special permission from Congress to aid newly liberated 

countries – raised the profile of the action to the level of questioning. Both sets of loans 

operated under similar logics and mechanisms, but the Victory Loans had been 

normalized as part of the war effort whereas Wilson’s request on behalf of emerging 

nations was deemed “new” and was presented to Congress using idealized language of 

humanitarianism rather than the safer rhetorical framings of war. 

Perhaps this helps to explain the invention of a new justification that enabled the 

bill to pass: framing the food aid as necessary to stop the spread of Bolshevism. Framing 

                                                
591 Senator Poindexter (R-WA); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1979 [EUR17] 
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the act as vital to US national interest disarmed Constitutional concerns and attracted to 

the fold those who feared what might happen if Congress did not embark upon this ‘final 

act of war.’ The framing of foreign assistance as an act of war was not new – as 

demonstrated in Chapter 5, all assets became war assets once the United States entered 

the conflict. Yet the awkward attempt to balance the framing of the legislation as 

charitable while inescapably promoting the self-interest of the United States Government 

was novel; previously charity and self-interest had not been paired, at least not overtly. 

The need to promote both in order for the legislation to pass up-ended the existing 

rhetorical framework. The world had changed and so would the way in which the US 

Government framed its engagement in foreign assistance. 

Thereafter the framing of acts as “charitable” waned and the benefits to the 

United States became an uncontested focal point of arguments in favor of foreign 

assistance. This concept will be explored more fully in a moment, after a brief review of 

the fate of the theme of Immigration 

Immigration 
A significant portion of aid-giving in the eighteenth and early nineteenth century 

was dictated by ties of immigration, as demonstrated in cases for Ireland, Germany, 

Armenia, and Jewish populations throughout Europe. At the beginning of the First World 

War, during the period of American neutrality, this trend continued through the 

government-sponsored Fundraising Days (1915-1917). As presented in Chapter 5, during 

the period of neutrality each appeal was brought to congressional attention by organized 

representation of immigrant populations (Poles, Jews, Armenians, Lithuanians, Syrians, 
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Ruthenians and Russians). Yet once the United States entered the Great War, all assets 

became war assets and previous political rhetoric regarding pride in helping all sides of 

the conflict disappeared. Aid became aligned with political allies. 

Accordingly, the immigrant theme is noticeably absent from the post-war debate 

of 1919. If immigrant populations had been directing where aid would go, Germany 

would have topped the recipient list, an option that was prevented by the acceptance of 

the Lodge Amendment.592 Similarly, the assistance that the ARA was providing to 

countries that bore significant immigrant ties to the United States such as Poland and 

Lithuania could have been justified by using the well-worn rhetorical pathway of Kinship 

Groups. Yet it was not. Rather, bill proponents chose political arguments based in 

security concerns - that the United States needed to help establish liberal democracies 

that would prevent the “anarchic dictatorships” of Bolshevism from taking root. This 

justification is reminiscent of the “Converts” classification, the outer circle, of the 

Recipient Group model that is presented in Chapter 3, which is justified on the ground of 

providing aid in order to make recipients “like us.” 

After the Second World war, foreign assistance continued to be positioned not 

only with political allies (rather than the places of greatest need) but resolutely against 

the new adversary of communism as represented in the Soviet Union. This is seen in the 

withdrawal of cooperation through the UNRRA, the Greek and Turkish Assistance Act, 

and the 1948 Foreign Assistance Act.593 With each program, justifications in favor of 

                                                
592 Privately, however, and often through the ARA, Americans continued to give to their kinsman. 
593 Another example, not raised in congressional debate but of historical significance, is the denial of a 
massive loan to the Soviet Union. 
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assistance were not presented in terms of the contributions that nations had made to the 

development of the United States or to imagined ties of “brotherhood,” but were based on 

economic and security concerns that were thinly veiled in the language of 

humanitarianism.  

Yet as kinship ties became less influential in the expanding sphere of 

congressionally-led foreign assistance programs, connections through immigration 

continued to be important to private sector giving. Though the Lodge Amendment 

prevented the 1919 ARA legislation from being used feed or otherwise provide succor to 

former enemy belligerents directly, the ARA still served as an important channel of  

privately-donated resources to people in these countries.594 Today, private giving to 

‘kinsmen’ far outpaces Official Development Assistance (ODA): in 2016, for every $1 of 

ODA, private remittances from “individuals, families, and hometown associations" (for 

example, sister city programs) gave $3.30. Furthermore, while ODA accounted for 9 

percent of resource transfers from rich nations to poor nations in 2016, private 

philanthropy surpasses at 12 percent.595 Hence, the immigrant theme continues to 

manifest in American private giving even as it has waned directing private government 

allocations. 

                                                
594 For example, see the description of the cooperation between the ARA and American Friends Service 
Committee to feed starving children in Merle Curti, American Philanthropy Abroad: A History (New 
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1963), 274-276. 
595 Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittances 2016. Washington, DC: The Center for Global 
Prosperity, Hudson Institute, 2016.  
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Self-Interest/National Security 
Though potential benefits of engagement in foreign assistance to the US 

Government were not openly discussed in congressional debate during the nineteenth and 

early twentieth century, they are easy to imagine. The Canary Islands (1812), Cape de 

Verde (1856) and China (1911, 1914) were important ports for merchant and whaling 

ships and significant missionary connections furthered the American relationship with the 

latter. The political incentives to aid Venezuelans in 1812 are clear once the detail is 

highlighted that the earthquake took place during the nation’s fight for independence and 

had struck “only rebel held territory.”596 In food aid debates for Ireland (1847) and Russia 

(1892), concern about stemming the ‘flood of immigrants’ was briefly mentioned though 

was not central to the either discussion. As previously explained, justifications based on 

self-interest were largely absent from floor proceedings until 1919 when Wilson’s 

humanitarian appeal to feed post-war Europe failed to gain traction. The subsequent 

mobilization of self-interest met opposition yet was eventually accepted as necessary in 

order to build a large enough coalition to pass the bill. The following will explore this 

concept of “self-interest” more fully. 

As described in Chapter 5, self-interest was expressed in two major areas: the 

need to offload stockpiles created an economic justification for the act while concerns 

about the spread of Bolshevism introduced security arguments to the foreign assistance 

debate. Combined with the earlier rhetorical framework of humanitarianism, we thus see 

                                                
596 Indeed, in the case of Venezuela, President Monroe clearly outlined commercial and political objectives 
for the aid mission in communiques to his envoy Alexander Scott, though these went unrealized due to 
diplomatic incompetence. Bierck, “The First Instance.” 
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the modern-day tripartite justification for foreign assistance first emerge in 1919: 

humanitarian imperative, economic interest, and national security.597 These new 

economic and security justifications encountered different types of opposition. 

Historically, Americans had not opposed the idea that tangible or intangible 

benefits might accrue to the United States as a result of benevolent action. In 1847, 

Senator Crittenden expressed hope that food aid born “under the national flag” would 

help the “world honor, and love, and welcome that flag… broaden its stripes and brighten 

its stars by making it the welcome messenger of generosity, and humanity, and fraternal 

feeling.”598 In 1812, President Monroe outlined commercial and political objectives for 

his envoy, Alexander Scott, to pursue during the delivery of food aid to Venezuela.599 

Even though these benefits were not presented as motivations for the legislation in 

congressional debate, it seems safe to assume that lawmakers were aware of opportunities 

to capitalize on them, at least to some degree. 

In 1919, however, as President Wilson’s humanitarian appeal proved insufficient 

to pass the legislation, the economic advantages of the bill moved center stage. As 

described in Chapter 5, political leadership was anxious to find foreign markets for the 

offloading of wartime stockpiles, less the excess threaten the economic well-being of the 

United States. In part, this reflected the changed global economic context: the First World 

War had laid bare the interconnectedness of the global economy and the reality that the 

                                                
597 The tripartite justification is common. For an example see: Foreign Aid 101: A Quick and Easy Guide to 
Understanding US Foreign Aid (Washington, D.C.: Oxfam America, 2014), 17, accessed May 17, 2016, 
https://www.oxfamamerica.org/static/media/files/Foreign-Aid-101-Mar2014-single-Oxfam-America.pdf. 
598 Senator Crittenden (W-KY); Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., 2d sess., 1847, 16: 512. [IRL05] 
599 Bierck, “The First Instance,” 47-59. 



258 
 

continued growth and prosperity of the American economy was dependent upon viable 

foreign markets. In part is was also a reflection of wartime practices that many deemed 

dangerous for the long-term economic health of the nation – the surplus had been 

accumulated through controversial price-fixing measures. Many saw the bill as a request 

for the continuation of such heavy-handed government intervention in the free market.  

Additionally, economic arguments met opposition because of the perception that 

the measure was not in support of the “general welfare” of the nation but rather would go 

directly into the pockets of food producers and manufacturers whom, it was argued, had 

already made “astounding” and “unconscionable” profits from the war.600 The food 

industry, as with all businesses that had “taken advantage of the war emergency,” needed 

to “make some sacrifice in the interest of all concerned,” it was argued, otherwise the 

“whole business fabric will come toppling over our heads.”601 

Interestingly, no rhetorical consensus on these economic issues was forged. Some 

legislators continued to frame the act as unjustifiable subsidies for particular interest 

groups. Others continued to argue for necessity based on the economic well-being of the 

nation. Fears of the rising red tide of Bolshevism and the ways in which it might 

encourage continued intervention in the free market influenced the conversation. 

Accordingly, economic justifications, even when coupled with humanitarianism, did not 

garner enough support to pass the bill.  

                                                
600 For example, see Senator Reed (D-MO) at Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1746 
[EUR12] and Senator Borah (R-ID) at Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1846. [EUR14] 
601 Senator Calder (R-NY); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1921. [EUR16] 
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By contrast, the security argument – the notion that bread could be a means to 

stop the spread of Bolshevism in lieu of bullets – had broad-based appeal, even if 

evidence to support the notion was lacking. Some opponents argued that there were “no 

facts” upon which to base the “assumption” that food would stop the spread of 

Bolshevism.602 Others asserted that “removing injustices”603 was a more appropriate 

approach and that the situation should be addressed “by law” not by bribes of food.604 

Some argued that the threat was exaggerated at best and fabricated at worst. But in 

general, members from various persuasions were willing to try the route that was touted 

as the most expedient for “securing the peace” in exchange for the hope that this would 

serve as a “final act of war” and then return the US Government to “normal” operations.   

In so doing, a precedent was set: the security line of reasoning had repositioned 

the act from the murky waters of humanitarianism and the controversy of economic 

subsidies to a placement that was squarely within the clearly-delineated authorities (and 

responsibilities) granted by the Constitution for the defense of the United States. The 

security line of reasoning also shifted the conversation from the concrete and measurable 

to the abstract and hypothetical. ‘How many lives can be saved?’ and ‘Will this prevent 

bankruptcy for American food producers?’ turned toward aspirations of stemming the 

Bolshevik tide. Whether or not the ARA actually achieved the latter objective has never 

seriously been considered and would be an interesting topic for exploration. 

                                                
602 For example, see Representative Gillett (R-MA); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 
1352. [EUR08]. 
603 Senator Kenyon (R-IA); Cong. Rec.,65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1659. [EUR11] 
604 Representative Fess (R-OH); Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3d sess., 1919, vol. 57, pt. 2: 1346. [EUR08] 
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Hence, we see the First World War served as a moment of up-ending in which the 

former rhetorical framework of charitable and humanitarian appeal was no longer 

sufficient to meet expanded policy aims. Indeed, had foreign assistance continued to 

operate within the original framework, it likely would have continued to be an ad hoc tool 

that responded primarily to large-scale disasters that were beyond the reach of private 

charity or in which the government had particular impetus for involvement. In order to 

secure the large sums desired by the Executive during “peacetime norms” of government 

spending, justifications needed to move beyond the rhetorical framework that had served 

the smaller US Government of the eighteenth and early nineteenth century. Only war or 

the threat of war could justify expenditures on the level requested by Wilson when faced 

with the threat of realist unilateralism. Thus, as contextual factors shifted, so too did the 

justifications for foreign assistance. 

The tripartite justification that combined historic humanitarian and moral 

arguments with the newly discovered economic and security justifications was adopted 

by the Second World War generation of legislators without significant contest. As 

described in Chapter 6, with the word “charity” dropped, a new concept emerged of 

foreign assistance as an investment that was expected to produce particular dividends. 

During the war, assistance was treated as a conflict commodity, on par and accounted for 

in tandem with munitions. As the Cold War materialized, the European Recovery 

Program was touted as able to stay the spread of communism, protect access to raw 

materials, to keep channels of free trade open, to restore the economic well-being of 

America’s trading partners, and to prevent the outbreak of the Third World War by 



261 
 

securing the basic necessities of communities and their democratic governments. If 

significant gains were not realized in the first year of the program, bill proponents 

promised that the investment would be cut off. Each year thereafter, the program would 

be re-evaluated for its direct benefit to the “general welfare” of American citizens. Thus, 

America’s continued contribution to the effort had little to do with whether or not the 

effort was alleviating suffering – as evidenced, for example, by the willingness to cut-off 

funding for the United National Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) 

despite the organization’s success in meeting its humanitarian objectives and the 

allocation of postwar resources – but rather the degree to which it continued to justify 

advancement of American economic and political objectives. 

Enhancing the self-interested motivations for the legislation was the development 

of a new constituency for foreign assistance allocations: American producers, shippers 

and a variety of interest groups became strong lobbyists for assistance dollars after the 

Second World war as described in Chapter 6, a trend that continues to this day. 

Thus, we see the transformation of political rhetoric about notions of charitable 

giving, usually organized in an ad hoc fashion that was led by the private sector, make 

way for the massive programs of “enlightened self-interest” of the mid-twentieth century. 

Discourses of morality were not displaced during this process but rather submerged into a 

new rhetoric that established the needs of the American people (for economic prosperity 

and national security) as in the best interest of the world. This observation leads us to the 

consideration of the implications of this research for the field and peace and conflict 

studies. 
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Implications for Peace and Conflict Studies 
The remarkable bipartisan support that foreign assistance enjoys today is made 

possible, in part, by the 1919 tripartite justification for the policy that continues to frame 

congressional rhetoric. This century-old rhetorical device has enabled Americans from 

vastly different ideological persuasions to align in support of foreign assistance even 

though their motivations fundamentally differ and at times might be at odds. The result is 

a policy shrouded in political rhetoric that is chameleonic – able to be adapted by 

different groups to suit their particular persuasions – and that may host inherent 

contradictions. For example, at some point one must question the degree to which the 

promotion of American self-interest might actually be counterproductive to the goal of 

alleviating human suffering and promoting a more peaceful world. One should also 

question whether the historical record supports the assertion that investment in foreign 

assistance reaps dividends of peace. A substantial record now exists, as indexed in the 

FACDA, against which such assumptions could be tested.  

For the field of peace and conflict studies, such questions have serious 

implications. The review of the rhetoric presented in the FACDA provides little evidence 

to doubt the sincerity of mid-twentieth century legislators’ hopes that the programs and 

institutions that they were launching would indeed promote world peace. There is also 

little reason to question the veracity of the dominant belief at the time that these programs 

would help foreign populations prosper even as they focused on furthering American 

economic and political objectives. And yet, did this pursuit of self-interest lead to peace? 

If not, where did the vision go astray?  
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If one accepts for a moment the assumption that lawmakers of the mid-twentieth 

century had a genuine interest in pursuing peace – setting aside the potential 

contradictions of imperialists aspirations for a moment – and that the political rhetoric 

that surrounded foreign assistance programs preserves to some degree the perceived 

pathways toward building a more peaceful world, then through a careful analysis of 

competing concepts of peace as preserved in the FACDA, we might be able to more 

clearly explain what lawmakers have meant when they’ve talked about ‘peace’ and the 

degree to which the programs instituted toward that end have fulfilled these utopian 

visions or the degree to which the visions may have been misguided.  

Such an analysis should embrace the polyphonic past by giving attention to the 

full range of voices that outlined visions of peace and the various perceived threats to 

those ideals. Tension points around which debate revolved would indicate issues of 

particular interest. For example, objections to the dominant narrative of “enlightened self-

interest” in the 80th Congress, especially from the far left, were marginalized and even 

criminalized in the mid-twentieth century. And yet those voices, as exercised in Congress 

and elsewhere, preserve alternative perspectives about America’s options after the 

Second World War. The critiques therein challenge the paths chosen and open doors for 

counterfactual explorations that may be useful and interesting. What if, for example, 

Representative Marcantonio’s warnings had been heeded in 1948 that the Marshall Plan 

would lead to a “holy war” between east and west if it continued on a path that did not 

stay true to the “basic test” of supplying aid “without consideration of race, creed or 

political belief?” What if his substitute bill had been accepted and Marshall Plan funds 
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had been channeled to the newly-formed United Nations to administer? What if the 

reconstruction loans that had been offered to western European nations after the war had 

been extended to the Soviets in a manner that would have been acceptable -without 

conditions that attempted to create Converts of the recipients?605 Was the Cold War 

inevitable or did the United States take decisive steps toward its promotion that might 

have been avoided? What role did foreign assistance play in promoting or preventing the 

violence associated therewith? 

A consideration of the political rhetoric that surrounded key moments of decision 

would promote a reconsideration of the paths that may now seem “inevitable” or that 

have become so deeply entwined with concepts of Self and our understanding of history 

that it’s hard to imagine an alternative. By reconstituting the polyponic past, we can 

return to and re-evaluate the alternatives that were once imagined in their own time and 

place. For example, had Woodrow Wilson’s request for $100 million arrived in Congress 

two months earlier – before the midterm election that shifted control of the 66th Congress 

from Democrats to Republicans – there might have been enough support in Congress for 

the appeal to be accepted on the initial framing of humanitarianism and moral obligation. 

Why was an avoidance of the Bolshevik argument so important to President Wilson? 

How might a $100 million precedent framed on humanitarian grounds have changed the 

options perceived as available to legislators after the next world war? Perhaps rather than 

supplying a set of logics that placed American interests at the center of decision-making, 

                                                
605 Converts is the outer circle of the Recipient Groups model presented in Chapter 3. The Convert level 
indicates the mobilization of foreign assistance as a means to draw outgroup populations into a sphere of 
American influence. 
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1919 could have advanced the century-long tradition of government involvement in 

charitable contributions that were aimed at giving, not receiving. 

The scope of this study precluded an exploration of these alternative courses of 

action or pursuit of threads of peace and conflict as closely as I would have liked; the first 

stage of the project was focused on identifying all cases of foreign assistance and the 

general trends therein whereas the second stage explored specific cases, not themes. A 

future study is well-positioned to use the data and initial analysis that I have presented to 

further explore the development of concepts of peace as it relates to foreign policy across 

time and to evaluate these ideas against the foreign assistance programs associated 

therewith. By so doing, I think a future scholar could gain meaningful insights into the 

roots of political rhetorics of peace and could offer critiques of the current enterprise 

through the lens of historic developments. 

This study has demonstrated that meaningful debate about where, when, and how 

the US Government would participate in alleviating the suffering and want of foreign 

peoples beyond the nation’s shores took place in the nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries. In the multibillion-dollar industry that has since developed around this notion, 

remarkably similar discursive battles continue to unfold. “Aid effectiveness,” 

disagreement over which populations should be assisted and why,606 whether such 

activities are best handled by the private sector versus governments, and the degree to 

which Americans (farmers, shippers, producers and the general populace) should benefit 

                                                
606 For commentary that places Trump’s assertions that aid is “going to people who hate us” in historical 
context of public opinions, see Norris, John and Pete Troilo, “American Public Opinion on Aid in the 
Trump Era,” Devex, August 29, 2017, accessed December 3, 2018, https://www.devex.com/news/special-
feature-american-public-opinion-on-aid-in-the-trump-era-90935. 
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from these activities versus the needs and interests of recipient nations are but a few of 

the many topics within these modern debates that echo across time. As this dissertation 

has shown, these debates are more than just cost-benefit calculations of current facts and 

figures; they are the continuation of historic contestations to establish meaning around the 

concepts associated therewith and to build coalitions of relationships and ideology around 

particular paths forward.  

The data contained in the FACDA opens new avenues for exploring these ideas 

by making readily available for the first time the discourse and decisions of lawmakers 

over 160 years of congressional history. It is my hope that this data will continue to be 

used by researchers in the field of peace and conflict studies as well other disciplines to 

further our understanding of the historic roots of one of the most important tools of US 

foreign policy. 
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APPENDIX A: KEYWORDS LIST 

American Red Cross 
American Peace Society 
Argentina 
Armenia/n 
Austria 
Balkans 
Belgium 
Charity 
Chile 
China 
Committee on Foreign Affairs 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
Costa Rica 
Crete 
Cuba 
Czech 
Danish West Indies 
Denmark 
Earthquakes 
Economic Coop. Act/Admin. 
Emergency… 
Europe 
European Relief Commission 
Famine 
Finland 
Food 
Foreign Aid 
Foreign Assistance 
Foreign Countries 
Foreign Economic Admin. 
Foreign Indebtedness 
Foreign Interim Aid Bill 
Foreign Loans 
Foreign Relief 
Foreign War Relief 
France 
French West Indies 
Germany 
Great Britain 
Greece 

Guam 
Guatemala 
Haiti 
Hawaii 
House of Representatives 
India 
Ireland 
Italy  
Jamaica 
Japan 
Jews 
Korea 
Liberia 
Mexico 
New Possessions 
Norway 
Palestine 
Panama 
Persia 
Peru 
Poland 
Porto Rico 
Refugee 
Relief 
Rumania 
Russia 
Ruthenians (Ukrainians) 
Santo Domingo 
St. Martin 
St. Vincent 
Senate 
Serbia 
South African Republic 
Spain 
State Department 
Turkey 
Ukraine 
Venezuela 
West Indian Islands (Denmark) 
Yugoslavia
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APPENDIX B: COUNTRY FOLDERS LIST 

Armenia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Canary Islands 
Cape Verde 
Chile 
China 
Committees of Foreign Affairs & Relations 
Costa Rica 
Crete 
Cuba 
Europe 
Finland 
France and Germany 
Greece 
Guam 
Hungary 
India 
Ireland 
Italy 
Jamaica 
Japan 
Jews 
Korea 
Lithuania 
Martinique 
Mexico 
Misc. 
Persia 
The Philippines 
Poland 
Porto Rico 
Russia 
South Africa 
St. Domingo/Haiti 
St. Vincent 
Syria 
Ukraine 
Venezuela 
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APPENDIX C: ABBREVIATIONS FOR RELEVANT US STATES AND 
POLITICAL PARTIES 

States 
Alabama – AL 
Arkansas - AR 
California – CA 
Delaware – DE 
Georgia – GA 
Idaho – ID 
Illinois – IL 
Indiana – IN 
Kansas – IS 
Kentucky – KY 
Louisiana – LA 
Maine – ME 
Maryland – MD 
Massachusetts – MA 
Michigan – MI 
Minnesota – MN 
Mississippi – MS 
Missouri – MO 
Montana – MT 
Nebraska – NE 
New Hampshire – NH 
New Jersey – NJ 
New York – NY 
North Carolina – NC 
Ohio – OH 
Pennsylvania – PA 
South Carolina – SC 
Tennessee – TN 
Texas – TX 
Virginia – VA 
Washington – WA 
West Virginia – WV 
Wisconsin – WI 
Wyoming – WY 

Political Parties 
American Labor Party – ALP 
Democratic Party – D 
Native American Party – NAP 
Republican Party – R 
Whig Party – W 
 



270 
 

APPENDIX D: CODING HIERARCHY AND RULES FOR THE FOREIGN 
ASSISTANCE CONGRESSIONAL DEBATE ARCHIVE (FACDA) 

 
CASE 
1.1 Era Choose 1, 2 or 3 
1.2 Final Outcome Choose Funded (F), Rejected (R), or In-Kind (I) 
1.3 Case Number Record as Number 1-xx (xx) 
1.4 Entry Number Record as Case Number followed by Entry Number (xx.xx) 
1.5 Alpha-3 Code (A3C) Record A3C as assigned in the Country Folders. 
1.6 Place/People Record the place, people group or other defining characteristic for recipient 

of aid (for example: India, Jews in Russia, or UNRRA). 
1.7 Short Description Record a short description of the case 
 
LEGISLATIVE DATA 
2.1 Congress & Executive  
2.1.1 Session of Congress Record as Congress-Session (xx-x) 
2.1.2 Session Dates Record start date to end date as (yyyymmdd-yyyymmdd).  
2.1.3 Senate Majority Record as political party as  

• Anti-Administration (A) or Pro-Administration (P)607   
• Jackson Men (J) or Anti-Jackson (AJ) 
• Opposition Coalition (O), Democratic-Republican (DR) or 

Federalist (F) 
• Republican (R), Democrat (D), Populist (P) 

2.1.4 House Majority See 2.1.3 rules for Senate Majority 
2.1.5 President of the 

United States 
(POTUS) 

Record President of the United States (POTUS) with political party in 
parenthesis.  

2.2 Introduction of Issue  
2.2.1 Date Record date the bill, petition or memorial was introduced to Congress as 

yyyymmdd 
2.2.2 Sponsor  
2.2.2.1 House or Senate Choose House (H) or Senate (S) 
2.2.2.2 Member Name Record full Member name (First Middle Last) 
2.2.2.3 State Record State Member represents (XX) 
2.2.2.4 Political Party Record political party of Member as outlined in 2.1.3 
2.2.3 Reference If member made a reference to supporting evidence when introducing the 

issue 
2.2.4 Reference Note Record a short narrative summary of the supporting evidence  
2.2.5 Primary Debate Record the Member of Congress who introduced the bill, petition or 

memorial 
2.2.6 Region  
2.2.6.1 Modern Choose all that apply according to geographic location608: 

• Latin America and the Caribbean (LC) 
• Europe and Eurasia (EE) 
• Asia, to include India (AS) 
• Africa (AF) 

                                                
607 For the 3rd Congress there were no official political parties but historians have grouped them into like-
factions based on voting records as shown. 
608 Based upon USAID Bureau Divisions as listed on the USAID website in 2015: 
http://www.usaid.gov/where-we-work; accessed November 28, 2015, with the exception of Armenia which 
according to debate logics would most appropriately be categorized in the Middle East with Syria. 
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• Middle East, to include Armenia and Syria (ME) 
• Canada (CN) 
• Worldwide (WW) 
• Non-applicable (NA) 

2.2.6.2 Former Empire Choose one according to whether or not case is a political entity within an 
empire at the time of the debate: 

• Austro-Hungarian Empire (AH) 
• British Empire (BR) 
• French Empire (FR) 
• Independent Nation (IN) 
• Ottoman Empire (OM) 
• Portuguese Empire (PG) 
• Russian Empire (RS) 
• Spanish Empire (SP) 
• Other (OT) 
• Not Applicable (N/A) 

2.2.7 Associated Committee Choose the committee that the bill came from or was referred to: 
• House Committee on Agriculture (HCAG) 
• House Committee on Appropriations (HCAP) 
• House Committee on Banking and Currency (HCBC) 
• House Committee on District of Columbia (HCDC) 
• House Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Department 

(HCEE) 
• House Committee on Foreign Affairs (HCFA) 
• House Committee on Immigration and Naturalization (HCIN) 
• House Committee on Insular Affairs (HCIA) 
• House Committee on the Judiciary (HCJU) 
• House Committee on Military Affairs (HCMA) 
• House Committee on Naval Affairs (HCNA) 
• House Committee on Rules (HCRU) 
• House Committee on Ways and Means (HCWM) 
• Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry (SCAF) 
• Senate Committee on Appropriations (SCAP) 
• Senate Committee on Banking and Currency (SCBC) 
• Senate Committee on the Judiciary (SCJU) 
• Senate Committee of Commerce and Manufacturers (SCCM) 
• Senate Committee on Finance (SCFI) 
• Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (SCFR) 
• Senate Committee on Immigration and Naturalization (SCIN) 
• Senate Committee on Military Affairs (SCMA) 
• Senate Committee on Naval Affairs (SCNA) 
• Senate Committee on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico (SCPI) 
• Senate Committee on Territorial and Insular Affairs (SCTA) 
• Senate Committee on Territories and Insular Possessions (SCTP) 

2.2.8 Action Requested  
2.2.8.1 Money from US 

Treasury 
Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 

2.2.8.2 Military Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 
2.2.8.3 Military 

Transportation 
Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 

2.2.8.4 USG Surplus Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 
2.2.8.5 USG Personnel Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 
2.2.8.6 Statement Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 
2.2.8.7 Other Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 
2.2.9 Result Choose one: 
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• Action that resulted in authorization of resources (AC) 
• Died in Committee (DC) 
• Laid on Table (LT) 
• Rejected (RJ) 
• Substituted (SB) 
• Withdrawn (WD) 
• Other (OT) 

2.2.10 Action Authorized  
2.2.10.1 Money Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 
2.2.10.2 Military 

Transportation 
Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 

2.2.10.3 USG Surplus Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 
2.2.10.4 USG Personnel (non-

Navy) 
Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 

2.2.10.5 Other Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) 
2.2.10.6 Military Was use of the military authorized? Choose yes (Y) or no (N) 
2.2.11 Outcome (Final) Choose one:609 

• Financial Resources (F) 
• In-Kind Resources (I) 
• Rejected Request (R) 

2.2.12 Voting Record610  
2.2.12.1 Senate Vote Record number who voted as: Yes (Y) / No (N) / Present (P) / Non-Voting 

(NV)  
2.2.12.2 Percentage that voted 

“yes” on Senate bill 
Record percentage as number (xx) 

2.2.12.3 House Vote Record number who voted as: Yes (Y) / No (N) / Present (P) / Non-Voting 
(NV)  

2.2.12.4 Percentage that voted 
“yes” on House bill 

Record percentage as number (xx) 

2.2.13 Bill Number and 
Description 

Record bill number (AAxxx) followed by short description (text) 

2.2.14 Short Name Give a short name to the bill (text) 
2.2.15 Approved Legislation Record as [Statute; Public Law] 

2.2.16 Date of Legislation Record date as (yyyymmdd) 
2.2.17 Days to Resolution Compute using <http://www.timeanddate.com/date/duration.html>, to 

include end-date. Record as number (xx). 
2.2.18 Text of Law Record as Study Record Locator Number followed by text of law 
2.2.19 Pages of Data Record Number of Pages of Data associated with bill (xxx) 
2.2.20 Pages of Debate Data Record Number of Pages of Data that contain debate relevant to Foreign 

Assistance activity (xxx) 
2.2.21 Rhetorical Analysis 

Eligibility 
Choose Yes (Y) or No (N) based upon process described in Chapter 3, Data 
and Methods. 

 
ISSUE/ACTIVITY BACKGROUND 
3.1 Instigator  
3.1.1 Armed Conflict? Record Yes (Y) or No (N) if armed conflict is associated with case 

                                                
609 Financial Resources: authorization for the use of money from the Federal Treasury; In-Kind 
Resources: non-monetary resources of the US Government authorized; Rejected Request: no resources 
authorized, to include bills that were substituted, died in committee, failed to garner vote in committee of 
the whole, or were rejected during the voting process. 
610 Vote on the version of the bill that became law or came closest to passing. 
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3.1.2 Global Issue to which 
Activity is 
Responding 

Choose one:  
• supply shortages during or after armed conflict (CF);  
• development or regulation of private philanthropic sector or US 

Government officials to attend an international conference (DM);  
• loans and indebtedness of foreign countries or peoples (DT);  
• earthquake, volcano, or storm (EV);  
• fundraising day (FD);  
• famine not associated with earthquake, volcano or armed conflict 

(FM);  
• asylum and visas as a means to alleviate suffering (IM);  
• recognition of human atrocities and/or support for independence 

(RH); 
• surplus supplies (SS) 
• technical assistance mission (TA); 
• other (OT) 

3.2 Evidence Referenced  
3.2.1 Public 

petition/memorial 
If public petitions or memorials presented, choose Yes (Y) and record a 
short narrative. If not, choose No (N). 

3.2.2 Private 
Correspondence 

If private correspondence referenced, choose Yes (Y). If not, choose No (N) 

3.2.3 Newspaper If newspaper referenced, choose Yes (Y). If not, choose No (N) 
3.2.4 Other If other supporting evidence is referenced, choose Yes (Y). If not, choose No 

(N). 
3.3 In Connection With…  
3.3.1 Independence If recipient country or people group is seeking independence or Members of 

Congress suggest independence as solution to the global issue, choose Yes 
(Y). If not, choose No (N). 

3.3.2 Merchants If merchant groups submitted petitions to Congress or collected private 
donations for the global issue, choose Yes (Y). If not choose No (N). 

3.3.3 Missionaries If correspondence with missionaries is mentioned or significant missionary 
presence among the recipient peoples exists, choose Yes (Y). If not, choose 
No (N). 

3.3.4 Diaspora If debate mentions merits of immigrants from recipient population in 
American society or other connection with immigrants to global issue, 
choose Yes (Y). If not, choose No (N). 

3.4 Private Donations If public organized donations to send in response to global issue, choose Yes 
(Y). If not, choose No (N). 

 
NOTES: Record as text information of particular interest. 
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APPENDIX E: FACDA CASES

611 # A3C Short Description Cong Date 
ERA 1 
F 1 VNZ Earthquake 12th 1812 
R 2 CNR Famine 12th 1812 
R 3 GRC War Relief 17th 1822 
R 4 GRC War Relief 19th 1827 
I 5 IRL Famine 29th  1847 
R 6 CPV Famine 34th 1856 
I 7 CRT Independence 40th 1868 
I 8 FNG War Relief 41st 1871 
I 9 IRL Famine 46th 1880 
R 10 JEW Sympathy for 

Jews of Russia 
47th 1882 

R 11 JEW Sympathy for 
Jews of Russia 

51st 1890 

R 12 RUS Famine 52nd 1892 
R 13 JEW Sympathy for 

Jews of Russia 
52nd 1892 

I 14 ARM Armenian Outrage 54th 1896 
I 15 IND Famine 54th 1897 
I 16 IND Famine 55th 1897 
F 17 CUB War Relief 55th 1899 
I 18 ARC Arc. Corp. Act 56th 1900 
R 19 IND Famine 56th 1900 
R 20 ZAF Sympathy for 

Boers 
56th 1900 

R 21 ZAF Independence and 
War Relief 

57th 1901 

F 22 MTQ, 
VIN 

Volcanic 
Eruptions 

57th 1902 

I 23 ARC American 
National Red 
Cross Act 

58th 1905 

I 24 JAM Earthquake 59th 1907 
F 25 ITA Earthquake 60th 1909 
R 26 RUS Sympathy for 

terrorized 
population 

61st 1909 

I 27 CRI Earthquake 61st 1910 
I 28 ARC Amendment to 

ARC Act 
61st 1910 

F 29 CHN Famine 61st 1911 
I 30 ARC ARC War 

Assistance Act 
62nd  1912 

ERA 2 
I 31 CHN TAM612 63rd 1914 
F 32 EUR Loans for War 

Relief 
63rd 1914 

I 33 ARC Authority to ship 
despite war 
restrictions 

63rd 1915 

                                                
611 F = Funded; R = Rejected; I = In-Kind 
612 Technical Assistance Mission (TAM) 

I 34 POL Fundraising Day 64th 1916 
I 35 LTU Fundraising Day 64th 1916 
I 36 SYR Fundraising Day 64th 1916 
I 37 ARM Fundraising Day 64th 1916 
I 38 JEW Fundraising Day 

and Statements of 
Sympathy 

64th 1916 

I 39 UKR Fundraising Day 64th 1917 
F 40 EUR WWI Bonds 65th 1917 
R 41 RUS Fundraising Day 65th 1917 
R 42 BEL War Relief 65th 1917 
F 43 EUR WWI Bonds 65th 1918 
R 44 FNG Settlement of 

Indebtedness 
65th 1918 

R 45 CAN Explosion 65th 1917 
R 46 ARM Near East Relief 

Incorporation Act 
65th 1918 

F 47 EUR War Relief Act 
($100M, feed 
Europe) 

65th 1919 

R 48 IRL Independence 65th 1918 
I 49 IRL Independence 66th 1919 
I 50 JEW Sympathy for 

massacre in 
Poland, Rumania, 
and Galicia 

66th 1919 

I 51 ARM Near East Relief 
Incorporation Act, 
Statements of 
Sympathy 

66th 1919 

I 52 EUR War Relief Act 
(5M barrels flour) 

66th 1920 

R 53 CHN Famine 66th 1921 
R 54 MSC Worldwide 

Fundraising Day 
66th 1921 

R 55 MSC Buy American 
supplies “as far as 
practicable” 

66th 1921 

R 56 EUR OH Legislature: 
send surplus to  

66th 1921 

I 57 MSC World War 
Foreign Debt 
Commission Act 

67th 1922 

R 58 CHN Famine 67th 1921 
R 59 MSC Famine, send 

surplus to RUS, 
CHN & Near East 

67th 1921 

I 60 RUS Army surplus 
medical relief to 

67th 1922 

F 61 RUS Famine (US Grain 
Corp) 

67th 1921 
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R 62 ARM Petitions to 
prevent disaster 
and support 
Independence for 

67th 1921 

I 63 MSC Settlement of 
Indebtedness 

67th 1922 

I 64 JEW Mandate for 
Palestine as a 
Homeland for 

67th 1922 

R 65 MSC Petitions and 
Memorials for 
Christians in 
Turkey 

67th 1922 

R 66 MSC Famine, AUS & 
GER 

67th 1922 

I 67 ARC Temporary HQ 67th 1923 
F 68 JPN Earthquake 68th 1925 
R 69 MSC Famine Relief for 

Women and 
Children in AUS 
and GER 

68th 1924 

I 70 MSC Settlement of 
Indebtedness 

68th 1924 

R 71 ARM Statement calling 
for protection of, 
by Sevres Treaty 

68th 1923 

R 72 ARM Statement re: 
money owed by 
European nations 

69th 1925 

I 73 MSC Settlement of 
Indebtedness 

69th 1925 

F 74 MSC Participation in 
Int’l Conferences 

69th 1927 

I 75 MSC Settlement of 
Indebtedness 

70th 1928 

F 76 MSC Participation in 
Int’l Conferences 

70th 1928 

R 77 JEW Persecution, 
Rumania 

70th 1928 

R 78 CHN Famine Relief, 
surplus wheat 

71st 1929 

R 79 MSC Settlement of 
Indebtedness 

71st 1929 

R 80 JEW Persecution and 
massacre, Russia 
and Palestine 

71st 1929 

I 81 MSC Participation in 
Int’l Conferences 

71st 1929 

I 82 ARC List of property 
given by War 
Dept. to ARC 

71st 1931 

R 83 MSC Settlement of 
Indebtedness 

72nd 1931 

R 84 MSC Settlement of 
Indebtedness 

73rd 1933 

R 85 JEW Persecution, GER 73rd 1934 
R 86 UKR Sympathy for 

famine sufferers & 
hope USSR will 
“alter its policy” 

73rd 1934 

I 87 MSC Johnson Act 73rd 1934 

ERA 3 
R 88 MSC Act to govern War 

Relief activities of 
US citizens in 
Spain 

75th 1938 

R 89 CHN War Relief 75th 1938 
I 90 MSC TAM, American 

Republics and 
Liberia 

75th 1938 

I 91 MSC TAM, American 
Republics and 
Liberia 

76th 1939 

I 92 MSC Scientific 
Exchange w/the 
American 
Republics 

76th 1939 

R 93 CHL Earthquake  76th 1939 
F 94 MSC Increase lending 

capacity of 
Export-Import 
Bank to Finland & 
W. Hemisphere 

76th  1940 

R 95 POL War Relief 76th  1940 
F 96 MSC War Relief 

through ARC to 
Asia, Africa and 
Europe 

76th  1940 

I 97 EUR War Relief and 
visas for children 

76th  1940 

F 98 MSC Lend-Lease and 
food for Belgium 

77th 1941 

R 99 EUR Famine, Belgium 
and Europe 

77th 1941 

R 100 FIN Cancellation of 
Indebtedness 

77th 1941 

R 101 POL War Relief 77th 1941 
R 102 EUR Temporary Visas 

for Children 
77th 1941 

R 103 MEX Earthquake 77th 1941 
R 104 JEW To allow Jews 

from France to 
enter the US 

77th 1942 

F 105 CHN China Aid Act 77th 1942 
R 106 EUR Sympathy for 

victims of Axis 
aggression in  

77th 1942 

R 107 JEW Commission for 
plan to save Jews  

78th 1943 

R 108 IND Naturalize 3,000 
citizens of India as 
way to provide 
Famine Relief 

78th 1943 

R 109 BEL War Relief 78th 1943 
I 110 ARC No Passport Fee 

for ARC workers 
in wartime 

78th 1944 

I 111 MSC Surplus Property 
Act 

78th 1944 

F 112 MSC UNRRA 78th 1944 
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F 113 MSC UNRRA, Lend-
Lease, Foreign 
Economic 
Administration 

78th 1944 

F 114 MSC UNRRA Ext. 79th 1945 
F 115 MSC Bretton Woods 

Agreement (IMF 
& World Bank) 

79th 1945 

F 116 MSC Lend-Lease Ext. 79th 1945 
I 117 MSC Fulbright Act 

(surplus war sales 
toward education) 

79th 1946 

I 118 MSC Amendment to 
‘Trading 
w/Enemy Act’ to 
permit Relief to 
GER, AUS, JPN 

79th 1946 

I 119 MSC Second Suppl. 
Surplus 
Appropriation 
Recession Act 

79th 1946 

F 120 MSC GARIOA 79th 1946 
F 121 MSC Institute for Inter-

American Affairs  
80th  1947 

F 122 MSC Greek and Turkish 
Assistance Act  

80th  1947 

F 123 MSC Relief Aid for 
War-Devastated 
Countries 

80th  1947 

F 124 MSC Interim Aid Act  80th  1947 
F 125 MSC GARIOA 80th  1947 
F 126 MSC Int’l Refugee 

Organization 
80th  1947 

F 127 MSC Foreign 
Assistance Act of 
1948 (includes 
Marshall Plan) 

80th  1948 

F 128 MSC Smith-Mundt 
Act/TAM 

80th  1948 

I 129 MSC Displaced Persons 
Act 

80th 1948 
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APPENDIX F: FUNDED ACTS OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE, 1ST – 80TH 
CONGRESSES 
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APPENDIX G: RHETORICAL ANALYSIS CASE SELECTION 
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APPENDIX H: THE PROCESS TO IDENTIFY AND INDEX FOREIGN 
ASSISTANCE DEBATES 

The process to identify relevant passages within the Record required the use of 
three databases as well as careful review of the Index to the Proceedings that 
accompanies each volume of the Record.613 The process began during the literature 
review and unfolded as follows. 

First, during the literature review, each time that I encountered mention of aid 
being sent abroad, either by the US Government or private citizens, I made note of the 
date, recipient population, a brief summary of the activity, and any academic resources 
that might support future research. Though a number of sources contributed to this 
ongoing list of activities, two publications were particularly useful: American 
Philanthropy Abroad by historian Merle Curti and “A Chronology of US Marine Corps 
Humanitarian Assistance and Peace Operations,” a report published by the Center for 
Naval Analysis.614 A preliminary search of the Record using these specific dates, 
recipient populations and places, and generic keywords confirmed that the proceedings of 
Congress from 1789 to 1949 contain sufficient materials, both in terms of quantity and 
quality, to support a dissertation-length study of foreign aid.  

Based on observations made during these searches, a Key Word List to guide 
future inquires began to emerge. It was observed that if activities were listed in the Index 
to the Proceedings, they would often appear under headings for the name of the recipient 
population (for example, “China” or “Armenians”). In the 47th Congress (1881), indexers 
started to add a short description and page numbers to the items listed under the headings 
“Committee on Foreign Relations” and “Committee on Foreign Affairs,” which suddenly 
made these headings useful starting points for inquiry. During times of war, the subject 
heading “relief” sometimes yielded results, though this was reliable across time. Also, 
even though during the period of study the words most commonly associated with the 
phenomenon now known as foreign assistance were foreign relief and foreign charity, the 
number of domestic references to “relief” and “charity” far outnumbered the foreign 
cases, making it difficult to isolate the international cases in the overall assistance 
haystack. A summary of this Keywords List is provided as Appendix A. 

Eventually, a two-step process was settled upon for data identification. The 
process began with a manual review of each volume’s Index to the Proceedings in an 
alphabetical manner using the Keywords List as a guide. This was followed by a review 
of the hits produced by those same keywords using the search function of three databases: 
for the period of 1876 to 1949, the subscription databases Proquest Congressional and 

                                                
613 As is common in academia, this study uses the permanent Bound Edition of the Congressional Record 
with its session-long Index to the Proceedings and full appendix rather than the Daily Edition, which is 
printed on a “daily, over-night” basis and for which bi-weekly index summaries are created. 
614 Merle Curti, American Philanthropy Abroad: A History (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 
1963) and Adam B. Siegel, A Chronology of US Marine Corps Humanitarian Assistance and Peace 
Operations (Alexandria, VA: Center for Naval Analysis, 1994). 
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HeinOnline were used and for the period of 1789 to 1875, A Century of Lawmaking for a 
New Nation, a free database that is maintained and made public by the Library of 
Congress was added. Though the two subscription databases covered the entire period of 
study, their search engines often produced different results and for the earlier period a 
plethora of irrelevant hits. Thus, a combination of all three databases produced more 
accurate results than would have been manifested by one research tool in isolation. The 
database search engines ensured that no obvious cases were missed. With 196 volumes of 
the Record to review using 86 keywords, this two-step process was extremely 
cumbersome but also effective; more than 5,000 pages of debate data were identified.  

The documents were then organized into two products, the Country Folders and 
the Debate Index, and culled for information to create a dataset that came to be called the 
Foreign Assistance Congressional Debate Archive (FACDA). A brief description of each 
product follows.  

The Country Folders contain the excerpts from the Record that were identified 
through the aforementioned search process. The overwhelming majority of the files in the 
Country Folders are PDFs that were downloaded from HeinOnline and ProQuest 
Congressional, to include the full-text copies of debates, bills, statutes, and associated 
procedural statements such as attempts to bring a bill to the floor, executive messages, 
messages from the other house, and voting records. A handful of reports from 
congressional committees were also saved as they sometimes contained valuable 
background information on instigating events. As research progressed, the number of 
Country Folders grew to a total of 41, one for each recipient group in the study. A list of 
the Country Folders as well as the number of relevant pages of data saved therein is 
provided as Appendix B.  

The files in the Country Folders are saved using a special naming convention 
called a Record Locator that I created using a 3-letter country code followed by a 
consecutive numbering system.615 For example, IRL01 is the first file in the Ireland 
folder. To assist with document identification and retrieval, each Record Locator is then 
logged in the Debate Index. The Debate Index is an Excel workbook that contains 41 
worksheets, one for each Country Folder. Each worksheet contains ten columns: Record 
Locator, the Record citation, the Record part (each volume of the Record has multiple 
parts), the congressional session, the congressional chamber, the excerpt’s title or brief 
description, the excerpt’s date, the number of pages, the bill associated with the excerpt, 
and a column for general notes.  

The Foreign Assistance Congressional Debate Archive (FACDA) organizes data 
that was culled from the files in the Country Folders into a single document, thus 
providing the backbone to support the analysis portions of the study. The FACDA is a 

                                                
615 The country code is usually taken from the International Organization for Standardization’s (ISO) alpha-
3 code (A3C) system as recognized by the United Nations. For a complete list of ISO codes see “Countries 
or areas, codes and abbreviations,” United Nations Statistics Division, last modified November 6, 2013, 
accessed April 4, 2016, http://unstats.un.org/unsd/methods/m49/m49alpha.htm. If the name of the country 
has changed since the period of study, I create a special A3C to stand for the area’s conventional name 
during the period of study. 
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single excel worksheet that contains 320 “entries.” Entries feed into 129 distinct “cases,” 
for which 60 data points are populated as follows. 

An “entry” refers to the introduction in Congress of a bill, petition or memorial, 
and the debates and documents associated therewith for each session of Congress. A 
“case” denotes a single global issue that was raised in a single term of Congress.616 Thus, 
a single case may produce multiple entries that span all sessions of single term of 
Congress. Each entry may contain one or hundreds of pages of supporting documents. An 
instigating event that is raised in multiple terms of Congress is assigned a new case 
number for each term so as to account for variances in dynamics between Congresses and 
potential changes in the nature of the instigating event itself. 

Table 8 presents a truncated example of this case/entry hierarchy by displaying 
the response to two instigating events: a famine in Ireland (1896-1897) and requests for 
humanitarian relief during the Second Boer War in the place now known was South 
Africa (1899).617 The famine spanned several terms of Congress, producing three distinct 
cases in the database: case numbers 16, 17 and 19. In the 54th Congress (second session), 
one bill was introduced and made into law to send aid to sufferers of the famine. In the 
55th Congress (first session), three laws were introduced and two passed. In the 56th 
Congress (first session) on bill was introduced but was “laid on the table” indefinitely. In 
that same session of 1899, two requests for medical assistance and statements of 
sympathy for the Boers in their fight against the British Empire generated passionate 
debates in Congress were introduced. Neither passed. 

 

Table 8: Example of Hierarchy from Foreign Assistance Database 
Case Entry Congress, 

Year 
Notes # 

pages 
16 India Famine 16.1 54-2, 1896 Introduced by Perkins (CA-R) S.R.204 -- minimal 

debate -- passed: 29Stat701 
7 

17 India Famine 17.1 55-1, 1897 Introduced by Hale (ME – R) S.R. 24 -- debate – 
passed 30Stat219 

8 

17 India Famine 17.2 55-1, 1897 Introduced by Hale (ME – R) S.R. 43 – debate – 
passed  

31 

17 India Famine 17.3 55-1, 1897 Introduced by Morse (MA-R) H.R.5277 – debate – 
laid on table  

26 

19 India Famine 19.1 56-1, 1899 Introduced by Perkins (CA-R) Petitions – debate – 
laid on table 

2 

20 South 
Africa 

War 
Relief 

20.1 56-1, 1899 Introduced by Pettigrew (SD-R) - minimal debate – 
laid on table 

1 

20 South 
Africa 

War 
Relief 

20.2 56-1, 1899 Introduced by Teller (CO-SR) - debate – died in 
committee 

22 

                                                
616 A single term of Congress covers two years and is typically divided into two sessions, one for each year 
(occasional emergencies have required a third or special session). Since 1934, each term of Congress 
begins on January 3rd, although the date may be altered according to legislative needs. 
617 For the purposes of presentation, the “notes” column of Table 8 displays a simplified version of the 
actual database hierarchy. For the complete database hierarchy, see Appendix B. 
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For each of the 320 entries in the FACDA, information was scoured from the 
documents in the Country Folders to populate 60 independent variables that can be 
compared between cases and across time. These fields include but are not limited to 
‘legislative data’ (session dates, name, state and political party of the bill’s sponsor, 
primary topic of debate, action requested, action granted, and the text of the law) and 
‘activity background’ (the type of instigating event, evidence referenced such as petitions 
and memorials, private correspondence, or newspaper articles, potential connection with 
merchants, missionaries or immigrant communities, and whether or not private donations 
were also sent to address this global calamity). A complete list of the coding hierarchy 
and accompanying coding rules are provided as Appendix D. By presenting the first 
comprehensive account of US congressional debates about foreign assistance between 
1789 and 1949, the FACDA opens a new window into thinking about the conceptual 
roots of foreign assistance.  
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