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A Study of The Truman Doctrine (S. Ikeda)

INTRODUCTION

Cn March 12, 1947, at the Joint Senate-House Conference, President
Truman announced the Greece-Turkey Aid Bill, which was to become per-
haps the most important policy proposal for postwar U.S. strategy-the
Truman Doctrine. Its content may be summarized as “the United States con-
tributed $341,000,000,000 toward winning World War II. This is an invest-
ment in world freedom and world peace. The assistance that I am recom-
mending for Greece and Turkey amounts to little more than one tenth of one
percent of this investment. It is only common sense that we should safe-
guard this investment and make sure that it was not in vain. The seeds of to-
talitarian regimes are nurtured by misery and want. They spread and grow
in the evil soil of poverty and strife. They reach their full growth when the
hope of people for a better life has died. We must keep that hope alive. The
free peoples of the world look to us for support in maintaining their free-
doms. 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. Great re-
sponsibilities have been placed upon us by the swift movement of events. I
am confident that the Congress will face these responsibilities squarely.”

Requesting aid to Greece and Turkey, Truman’s announcement expressed
two themes of new American foreign policy. “The first of these, anti-com-
munist and anti-Soviet, was expressed in the references to “several thousand
armed men, led by Communists” who were challenging the authority of the
Greek government, to the difficulties being encountered by Turkey for the
maintenance of its national integrity, in the broad statement that a number
of countries of the world have recently had totalitarian regimes forced upon
them against their will, and in the specific references to violations of the
Yalta agreement in Poland, Rumania, and Bulgaria. The second theme re-
ferred to America’s world economic responsibilities, particularly those con-
cerning the problem of postwar reconstruction.”

The announcement of the Truman Doctrine was indeed a turning point for
the U.S. postwar strategy, and marked the beginning of the U.S.’s global
commitment. In 1972, Senator William Fulbright, then chairman of the
Senate Foreign Affairs Committee, reflected on the past 25-year history of
the U.S. diplomacy: more by far than any other factor the anti-communism of
the Truman Doctrine has been the guiding spirit of American foreign policy
since World War II.2

By contrast, John Lewis Gaddis of Ohio University in his Foreign Affairs
(January, 1974) article, entitled, “Was the Truman Doctrine a real Turning
Point?,” raised the following point “I propose to argue the Truman Doctrine,
far from representing a revolution in American foreign policy, was very
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much in line with previously established precedents for dealing with shifts in
the European balance of power; that despite its sweeping language the
Truman administration, between 1947 and 1950, had neither the intention
nor the capability of policing the rest of the world; and that the real commit-
ment to contain communism everywhere originated in the events surround-
ing the Korean War, not the crisis in Greece and Turkey.”™

Furthermore, a noted Sovietologist, Issac Deutcher remarked in his
“Stalin + A Political Biography with a New Preface (1969)” that “this was
the formal American declaration of the Cold War.”®

With these characterizations in mind, it is the purpose of this paper to
examine the background of “reasons still not wholly known and understood,
the grand alliance of World War II broke up almost as soon as victory was
won, and the powers which had called themselves the United Nations fell
into the pattern of hostility, periodic crisis and limited war that has charac-
terized world politics for the last twenty-five years”® on the basis of diplo-
matic and government archival materials.

1. The Administration of Eastern Europe Liberation

a. Polish Question
As the American pointed out, at the end of the war, the Polish question
had become a symbol of Soviet-Western cooperation. It was, said Harry
Hopkins, an issue that “was not important in itself.” Hopkins recognized a
moral commitment of the West to the Poles and its relation to American
domestics politics, but concern for Poland was largely abstract and symbolic.
The Soviets claims in Poland had an entirely different justification. As Stalin
noted:
it may seem strange although it appeared to be recognized in United
States circles and Churchill in his speeches also recognized it, that the
Soviet Government should wish for a friendly Poland. In the course of
twenty-five years the Germans had twice invaded Russia via Poland.
Neither the British nor American peoples had experienced such German
invasions which were a horrible thing to endure and the results of which
were not easily forgotten. He said these German invations were not war-
fare but were like the incursions of the Huns. He said that Germany had
been able to do this because Poland had been regarded as a part of the
cordon sanitaire around the Soviet Union and that previous European
policy had been that Polish Governments must be hostile to Russia. In
these circumstances either Poland had been too weak to oppose Germany
or had let the Germans come through. Thus Poland had served as a cor-
ridor for the German attacks on Russia. He said Poland’s weakness and
hostility had been a great source of weakness to the Soviet Union and
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had permitted the Germans to do what they wished in the East and also
in the West since the two were mixed together. It is therefore in Russia’s
vital interest that Poland should be both strong and friendly. He said
there was no intention on the part of the Soviet Union to interfere in Po-
land’s internal affairs, that Poland would live under the parliamentary
system which is like Czechoslovakia, Belgium and Holland and that any
talk of an intention to Sovietize Poland was stupid. He said even the Po-
lish leaders, some of whom were communists, were against the Soviet
system since the Polish people did not desire collective farms or other
aspects of the Soviet system. In this the Polish leaders were right since
the Soviet system was not exportable-it must develop from within on the
basis of a set of conditions which were not present in Poland. He said all
the Soviet Union wanted was that Poland should not be in a position to
open the gates to Germany and in order to prevent this Poland must be
strong and democratic. Stalin then said that before he came to his sug-
gestion as to the practical solution of the question he would like to com-
ment on Mr. Hopkins’ remarks concerning future the United States inter-
ests in the world. He said that whether the United States wished it or not
it was a world power and would have to accept world-wide interest. Not
only this war but the previous war had shown that without United States
intervention Germany could not have been defeated and that all the
events and developments of the last thirty years had confirmed this. In
fact the United States had more reason to be a world power than any
other state. For this reason, he fully recognized the right of the United
States as a world power to participate in the Polish question and that the
Soviet interest in Poland does not in any way exclude those of England
and the United States. Mr. Hopkins had spoken of Russian unilateral ac-
tion in Poland and United States public opinion concerning it. It was true
that Russia had taken such unilateral action but they had been compelled
to. He said the Soviet Government had recognized the Warsaw Govern-
ment and concluded a treaty with it at a time when their Allies did not re-
cognize this government. These were admittedly unilateral acts which
would have been much better left undone but the fact was they had not
met with any understanding on the part of their Allies. The need for these
actions had risen out of the presence of Soviet troops in Poland; it would
have been impossible to have waited until such time as the Allies had
come to an agreement on Poland. The logic of the war against Germany
demanded that the Soviet rear be assured and the Lublin Committee had
been of great assistance to the Red Army at all times and it was for this
reason that these actions had been taken by the Soviet Government. He
said it was contrary to the Soviet policy to set up Soviet administration
on foreign soil since this would look like occupation and be resented by
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the local inhabitants. It was for this reason that some Polish administra-
tion had to be established in Poland and this could be done only with
those who had helped the Red Army. He said he wished to emphasize
that these steps had not been taken with my desire to eliminate or ex-
clude Russia’s Allies. He must point out however that Soviet action in Po-
land had been more successful than British action in Greece and at no
time had they been compelled to undertake the measures which they had
done in Greece. Stalin then turned to his suggestion for the solution of
the Polish problem.”

Thus the postwar political future and territorial configuration of Poland
was a central concern of Russian wartime diplomacy. In November 1941, in
early communications with Churchill, Stalin suggested that one of the aims
of the war should be that Germany forever be prevented from provoking ag-
gression. To this end, he suggested that the West recognize the 1941 Polish
frontier with Russia. If this was confirmed, he suggested, Poland would be
compensated with a piece of partitioned Prussia.

The early Soviet insistance on a different geography for Poland also
strained their delicate, newly formed relationship with London-based Polish
government in exile. The London Polish government was recognized by the
Soviet Union in July 1941, but the London Poles were in uncertain position.
Except for whatever influence they might have with the English or Ameri-
cans, they were practically powerless. Moreever, the English were less than
completely supportive, as the polish question stood between the Soviets and
the British in reaching other understandings and was therefore someting of
an embarrassment. As Churchill notes rather delicately, “we had the invidi-
ous responsibility of recommending General Sikorski to rely on Soviet good
faith in the future settlement of Russian-Polish relations, and not to insist at
this moment on any written guarantees for the future.”® Yet the Poles re-
fused tenaciously to yield to the Russians their eastern territories. They har-
bored little good wiil for the Russians, not without some reason in view of
the 1939 pact with Germany. About 1.5 million Poles had been deported
from the zone the Soviet occupied after the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact. Their
fate greatly concerned to be interned in camps and jails. Finally some 15,000
officers and more soldiers had been captured, and their fat was a cause for
great distress.

During 1942 the Russians again claimed Polish territory, and the Allied
response became visibly more flexible. The West, not able to deliver a sec-
ond front and watching the rapid advance of the Soviet army, began to back
off from the Poles and move toward placation of Stalin. As a result, when
Churchill and Harriman “found no time™ to take up certain issues when
Churchill visited Stalin in August 1942, the Poles felt abandoned.

The actual break between the London Poles and the Russians occurred in
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April 1943, when the Germans discovered the graves of 15.000 Polish offi-
cers in the Katyn Forest of Poland. Stalin’s fury at this immediate polish ac-
ceptance of the Nazi version of the massacre prompted him to break diplo-
matic relations with the London Poles.

In Teheran, in late 1943, the Big Three discussed Poland. By now, there
were two distinct issues involved. One was the future composition of the Po-
lish government, and the second was the geographic boundaries of Poland.
The Soviets argued for an eastern limit of Poland that coincided with the
frontier of 1941 resulting from the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact. At Teheran,
Churchill and Eden initiated a proposal that this line be adopted in the East
and Poland be compensated in the West out of former Prussian territory to
the River Oder. Thus, they accepted Stalin’s suggestions of 1941. Churchill
also indicated that he would attempt to convince the London Poles to accept
the solution. Roosevelt did not demur in the massive territorial or popula-
tion adjustments that Stalin was conceded. Encouragingly, he said that he
would like to see the eastern border moved further west and the western
border moved to the River Oder. But, the president added, “he could not
publicy take part in any such arrangement” because he could not prejudice
the “six to seven million Americans of Polish extraction in the 1944 elec-
tion.”*® Roosevelt’s concern about his domestic flank was well taken, for the
Republicans would built much of their campaign around charges that Roose-
velt’s labor support tied him to communist influences. To have publicly asso-
ciated himself with the Polish boundary decision, therefore, might well have
been disastrous. But in accepting tacitly with Churchill the inevitability of
Soviet dominance, Roosevelt undoubtedly contributed to the domestic diffi-
culties to be experienced by his successor. There was probably no alterna-
tive available to Roosevelt and Churchill, but this action they conceded to
Stalin both the dominant voice in the future government of Poland and terri-
torial aggrandizement he desired.

The B.heran plan envisaged a population movement involving at least six
million people who would have to find homes in Germany. The territory to be
taken from Germany stretched 200 miles into Prussia. As for the new regime
to be established in postwar Poland, Stalin now demanded that it be com-
prised primarily of those Poles acceptable to the Soviet Union. As Soviet
troops were marching into Poland, Stalin created the Polish Committee of
Liberation, a group that evolved out of the Union of Polish Patriots and that
was more clearly than even the prototype government of Poland. When So-
viet troops entered Lublin, Poland, this group was installed, and Lublin was
made the administrative center for all of Poland.

But the meaning and full consequence of Soviet policy became clear as
the Soviet military action in Poland revealed a kind of record for cynicism.
As the Russians reached the Banks of the Vistla within sight of Warsaw in
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August 1944, Moscow radio urged the Polish Underground or Home Army
to revolt. The Poles did, yet the Russians did not advance to drive out the
Germans, rather, they watched until January 1945 as the Nazis liquidated
the vestiges of any potential opposition to Soviet domination of the future
government of Poland. A quarter of a million Poles were to die in Warsaw
fighting Nazis, and the city was destroyed, blown up block by block.

b. Yalta Conference

At the Yalta Conference, Roosevelt extracted vague and ambiguous as-
surances from Stalin concerning recognition of the Lublin government and
free elections in Poland. Similar commitments were made by Stalin concern-
ing all of Soviet-controlled Eastern Europe. Oversight of these elections was
left vague and elastic, and when the Soviets later interpreted matters to
their advantage, many in the United States would denounce the Yalta agree-
ments as a “sellout.” But Roosevelt’s biographer, Burns, has concluded
otherwise:

The best he could do... Doubtless Roosevelt knew already that the Polish
compromise would be the most criticized part of the Yalta agreement, but
he could hardly have sensed that it would be the heart of the later
charges of betrayal, “sellout,” and near-treason. If he had known, though,
he would probably have taken the same basic position. He had reached
the limit of his bargaining power at Yalta. His position resulted not from
naiveté, ignorance, illness, or perfidy, but from his acceptance of the
facts: Rusia occupied Poland. Russia distrusted its Western allies. Russia
had million of men who could fight Japan. Russia could sabotage the new
peace organization. And Russia was absolutely determined about Poland
and always had been. If the Big three broke up at Yalta, the President
knew, he would loose the great opportunities that lay ahead-for him to
win Soviet co-operation by his personal diplomacy and friendliness, and
for the United Nations to draw Russia over the years into the comity of
nations.!!

Moreover, Roosevelt believed-and he may have indulged his vanity to the
point of self-deception here-that his personal charm could cut through the
ideological differences, accumulated distrust of the preceding decades, as
well as the historic Russian interests in Central Europe to capture Stalin’s
trust and cooperation. If successful, the Wilsonian ideal of an institutional-
ized world order might yet be fulfilled in the new United Nations in which
case the compromises of Yalta would be mere footnotes on the opening
pages of a new era.

On the other hand, the presentation of the Yalta accords to the American
peoples led most Americans to believe that there would be free democratic
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elections in Eastern Europe.
In effect, according to Yalta agreement, that writes as follows

To foster the conditions in which the liberated peoples may exercise
these rights, the three governments will jointly assist the people in any
European liberated state or former Axis satellite state in Europe where in
their judgement conditions require (a) to establish conditions of internal
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peace; (b) to carry out emergency measures for the relief of distressed
people; (c) to form interim governmental authorities broadly representa-
tive of all democratic elements in the population and pledged to the earli-
est possible establishment through free elections of governments respon-
sive to the will of the people; and (d) to facilitate where necessary the
holding of such elections.!?

At the same time, Roosevelt understood enough of the realities of the sit-
uation to know that in the “free hand” he had allowed the Soviets since 1943
in Poland the “friendly” governments-no matter how cloaked in elect proce-
dure-he had acknowledged the Soviet their ambitious. Also, he must have
known that the military realities of the postwar situation conflicted with
what the American had been led to expect in terms of a new liberal order
promised to arise out of the ashes of the war.!®

It was Harry Truman who was to try and resolve the delemna of public
and private expectations in favor of America’s aspirations, rather than ac-
knowledge what increasingly seemed inevitable in the face of Soviet guns
and tough interpretations of their security interests. Truman and his ad-
visers were to agree the issue as a breach of faith. Harriman later wrote,
Stalin went to “extreme lengths in breaking the Yalta agreements if it had
been true that they were so much to his advantage. It was agreed that the
people in these countries were to decide their own government through a
free election.”**

However, there was never explicit agreement on the procedure or mean-
ing of free elections or international supervisor. These items were kept ambi-
guous because it was apparent that the declaration of Yalta concerning Po-
land satisfied different purpose for the West and Stalin. To the West, it
helped keep up appearances while Soviets armies needed later in the Pacific
were still fichting Germans, and to the Russians, it confirmed the obvious.
As Stalin was to remark; “This war is not as in the past, whoever occupies
territory also imposes his own social system as far as his army can reach. It
cannot be otherwise.”'® How could it be otherwise? Once the Lublin group
was agreed to as the basis for future government, it was obvious that control
would be communist. The inclusion of the London Poles or others could only
be decoration for the Western conscience.

¢. Declining of The British Power

The issue of the administration of former enemy and enemy-occupied
states in Europe was a consistent element of the growing distrust between
Russia and the West. It is commonly held that the cold war was a contest
between a Western vision of an open-liberal political order and a narrow So-
viet definition of security in terms of spheres of interest. But the West ac-
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commodated itself to having its own security spheres when military conven-
ience allowed in Europe or when historical ambition demanded it in Latin
America. The first evidence of lack of deep Western commitment to its lib-
eral rhetoric and aspirations was in North Africa, where the United States
and British worked out a surrender deal with the anti-Semitic, collaboration-
ist commander of the Vichy French forces. In return for his surrender, Admi-
ral Jean Darlan was allowed to maintain his political position. The upshot is
summarized by Stephen Ambrose:
The result was that in its first major foreign-policy venture in World War
II, the United States gave its support to a man who stood for everything
Roosevelt and Churchill had spoken out against in the Atlantic Charter.
As much as Goering or Goebbels, Darlan was the antithesis of the princi-
ples the Allies said they were struggling to establish. It was quickly ap-
parent that Darlan would ignore Einsehower’s rather tepid pressure to
liberalize the administration of the area; American and British presence
in North Africa made no practical difference in day-to-day life. Jews were
still persecuted, unable to practice proffessions, attend schools, or own
property; Arabs continued to be beaten and exploited; the French gener-
als who had co-operated with the Nazis and fought the Americans lived in
splendor amid the squalor that surrounded them.'®
The squalid arrangement with Darlan was viewed as being an unfortunate
expediency. Unhappily, it was repeated in the Western action in Italy of ne-
gotiating with the rightist regime of General Badoglio. By dealing with the
leader of Italy’s brutal Ethiopian campaign and leaving much of Mussolinis
governmental structure intact, the West indicated the possibility that the al-
lies would deal with anyone when the time came. But just as importantly, the
occupation and administration of Italy was a “test case” of Western-Soviet
cooperation in Central and Eastern Europe. In effect, the West, by managing
to arrange for a sphere of influence in areas in which Western troops were
placed, became poorly positioned to argue against the some-what harsher
but functionally equivalent strategy that the Soviets employed in.

2. Soviet’s Precedent in Eastern Europe

In Greece, German withdrawl touched off lighting between communist
and leftwing partisans on the one hand and collaborationists and monarch-
ists on the other. The civil war that was raging by the time Britain entered
Athenes was settled by the British in favor of the royalist and collaboraton-
ists; and coalition government was installed under British tutelage. But, in
December 1944, civil war again broke out when the British attempted to dis-
arm the left-wing groups. The left feared the British plan of disarmament
would have kept arms in the paramilitary force of the right as well as in the
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police and military forces. In the midst of this chaos, the British army sup-
ported the rightists and royalists and actively attempted to root out the left
opposition. British forces attempted to disband the partisan resistance by
extreme methods and moved to reinstate the king, reportedly 80 percent of
the population was opposed to such a move.

It was a blatant and unpopular in reclamation of the British Empire,
which brought protest to the House of Commons and great consternation
from some Americans who saw liberal principles desecrated. Nevertheless,
Roosevelt acquiesced in Churchill’s attempt to impose a British solution on
Greece. American aid helped in suppressing the civil war as Roosevelt wired
Churchill that “I regard my role in this matter as that of a royal friend and
ally whose desire is to be of any help possible in the circumstances. The
United States, he confessed, could not take a public stand, but this, he reas-
sured Churchill, was due solely to the “state of public feeling” and did not
reflect the official American position.”!’

In spite of the fact the British army was aimed at the “communist element
in Greece and indications that they plan to seize power by force,”'® not a
word of reproach was uttered by the Soviet press, and Stalin was completely
silent on the subject. In this, Stalin was conforming to the agreement worked
out between Churchill and himself in October 1944 in which Rumania and
Bulgaria were conceded to the Soviet sphere of influence and Greece to the
British. Yugoslavia and Hungry were to be divided equally. Churchill said
appreciatively, “I am increasingly impressed, up to date, with the loyalty
with which, under much temptation and very likely pressure, Stalin has kept
off Greece in accordance with our agreement.”!® The Russians did not noth-
ing to help their ideological brethren in Greece and everything possible to
discourage them. Stalin ever aided the British occupation by offering the
British reconstituted monarchist Greek government in December 1945. The
move caused extreme constanation among the left in Greece, but it was im-
pressive evidence that the Soviets understood the language of power and in-
terest. They had, after all, their own fish to fry in this regard Germany and
Eastern Europe.

IN Greece, Italy, and North Africa, the Soviet had precedent or their con-
duct in Eastern Europe. But the West would concede that spheres of interest
could cohabit the same planet. If they had, then the Soviets and the West
might not have undergone the frightful postwar tension that was rapidly
strangling the slim neck of wartime amity. But this was not to be, for the
Western powers were unable or unwilling to reciprocated Stalin’s behavior
regarding Greece. The harsh Soviet interpretation of their security needs
and Anglo-American resistance to this interpretation while pursuing a not
dissimilar policy where practicable became, therefore, the focus of dissen-
sion and distrust from which other issues proliferated.
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3. Truman Administration and the Beginning of the Cold War

a, Truman Administration and The Soviet Union

Harry Truman came to power after President Roosevelt’s death little
versed in foreign affairs and in contrast to Roosevelt heavily dependent on
his advisers. Indeed, given Roosevelt’s perscnal diplomacy, Truman had
been excluded from major decisions and was relatively ignorant of what hap-
pened previcusly. His closet foreign affairs advisers had along and bitter dis-
trust of Soviet ambitious and chafed at Roosevelt’s view that goowill and
yielding to the strongest of Soviet security claims in Eastern Europe could
beget a condominium of great powers. The majority of these officials con-
curred with Kennas’s analysis that the Soviets were “Never-neither then nor
at any late date-did I consider the Soviet Union a fit ally or associate, actual
or potential.”?® They had witnessed the purges and the undeniable excesses
and dark features of Soviet life and Stalin’s charactor for long years.!
Kennan and the group of Soviet foreign policy experts were the pecple to
which Truman turned when sought counsel on the great issues before him.
And this counsel was not tainted by the considerable wellsprings of good will
that some military officials and the public maintained toward the Soviets for
bearing the brunt of the war.

Truman had hardly moved to the White House when the Russians demon-
strated to the world that they would brook little interference in excluding
“unfriendly” elements from the new Polish government. At Yalta the Scoviet
pledged to hold “free and unfettered” elections as soon as possible on the ba-
sis of universal suffrage and secret ballot. In these elections, all democratic
and anti-Nazi parties shall have the right to take part and forward candi-
dates. But the prospects for free elections dimmed hourly. There was almost
civil war, with the Russians and the Lublin group aligned against the sup-
porters of the London Poles and the remnants of the Polish Resistence.

Ambassador Averell Harriman left the Moscow Embassy to George
Kennan’s care and returned to Washington to advise Truman. Harriman had
spent months attempting to resolve the question as to which parties actually
constituted “democratic elements” and could take part in a new Polish gov-
ernment. Neither Roosevelt nor Churchill had frankly faced up to the fact
that truly free elections might have returned governments manifestly un-
friendly to the Soviet Union, and the Soviets were reluctant to provide the
barest grains of sand for a structure on which all parties whom the West
supported might stand. Harriman was exasperated. He told Truman that
Russia confronted Eastern Europe with a “barbarian invasion.” They must be
responded to firmly; for, he held, they needed reconstruction credit for their
decimated industry. The tough approach to Russia was seconded by most of
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Truman’s foreign affairs advisers, although some broached the fear that too
unyielding an attitude over Poland would break Soviet-American relations
completely and endanger the entrance of Russia into the Pacific war. But
Harriman’s arguments prevailed.

Truman responded to Harriman that he understood “the Russians need
us more than we need them” and though we cannot expect 100 percent of
what he 'proposed, he did feel “we would be able to get 85 percent.”®* The
first step in March toward 85 percent of U.S. claims was to be taken with
Molotov, who was coming to San Francisco in a gesture of good will to the
fledging United Nations conference and the new American president. In this
meeting with the Soviet foreign minister, Truman pointed out in “words of
one syllable” the American desire for immediate free elections. Truman
stated that Poland become the symbol of U.S. foreign policy. During the sec-
ond day of meetings with Molotov, the terse but correct conversation turned
into a very undiplomatic diatribe. Truman cursed out the Foreign Minister
as if he were a simple-minded recruit, demanding that elements of the Lon-
don Poles the Polish government and that elections be held immediately.
Molotov protested, “I have never been talked to like that in my life.” Truman
snapped, “carry out your agreements and you won't get talked to like that.”??

Stalin was both puzzled and bitter. In a letter following the April 23,
1945, meeting with Molotov, the Soviet Premier protested that “Poland un-
like Great Britain and the United States, had common frontiors with the So-
viet Union. I do not know whether a truly representative government in Bel-
gium is truly democratic. The Soviet Union was not consulted and claimed
no right to interfere, as it understands the full significance of Belgium and
Greece for the security of Great Britain.”*

Truman did not see his policy as the reversal of previous agreements. In-
stead he seemed to fear that the closing of Eastern Eurcpe would pressage
its closure economically. And in the view of Truman and his advisers, such a
political and economic division of East and West would threaten economic
chaos in Europe. Moreover, because the dominant belief arising out of World
War I was that peace is “indivisible,” Truman’s most fervently held belief
was that a “breach of peace anywhere in the world, threatens the peace of
the entire world.”?® The Americans began to define Eastern Europe as but a
launching pad to Western Europe and a matter of commitment that stood
for all commitments. In contrast, the Russians concluded that the West was
involved in a resurrection of the old course of encirclement, because of its
concern and claims in Eastern Europe.

The irony for the West is that it is not clear that security meant expan-
tion for the Russians. To the contrary, there were going to be momentous
difficulties in holding the areas where their armies stood. The attitude of the
Kremlin at the end of the war was one of panic. The “iron curtain” on which
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Churchill commented in February 1945 to Truman was a protective shell
making Stalin’s concern that the relaxation of ideological control Russia ex-
perienced in the “great patriotic war” would accelerate. Moreover, it was
feared that the extent of the internal devastation, if it were known, would be
an invitation for the West to press its claim.

So far as these communist maneuvers inside the new Soviet empire might
be the prelude to Soviet advance, Truman stepped up the pressure. Shortly
after Truman’s decision to search for 85 percent Soviet agreement with the
American understanding of the political future of Eastern Europe, lend-lease
was abruptly cancelled. Ships already unloading cargo were packed up and
others in Mid-Atlantic turned around in the effort to use economic leverage
against Soviets. As the Assistant Chief of lend-lease observed, “this decision
was taken deliberately and probably was part of a general squeeze now being
put on the U.8.S.R.”?¢ Stalin protested, “the American attitude toward the
Soviet Union had perceptibly cooled once it became obvious that Germany
was defeated. The Americans were saying that the Russians were no longer
needed.” Stalin centinued that if the cancellation of lend-lease was designed
as a pressure on the Russians in order to soften them up, then it was a fun-
damental mistake.“>” Although the decision was partially reversed,®® the
damage already done was exacerbated by Truman’s decision to implement a
“more realistic policy”: an approach minimizing financial help to the
Russians while agreements were yet to be reached on Eastern Europe to
Truman’s satisfaction-a satisfaction that demanded a great deal from the
Soviets.

b. Potsdam Conference

Truman and Churchill arrived in a devastated Berlin for their meeting
with Stalin at the villa of Potsdam, a suburb of Berlin, on the 16th of July,
1945. Truman said that his immediate purpose was to get the Russians into
the war against Japan as soon as possible. It was contention at the outset
that Russia’s entry into the war would mean the “saving of hundreds of
American casualities.”?® But the need to substitute Russian casualities for
Americans became less apparent when a message arrived from Alamagordo
in New Mexico that the atomic bomb had been tested successfully. The suc-
cess at testing the bomb signaled to the West, in Churchill’s words, that “we
should not need the Russians. The end of the Japanese war no longer de-
pended upon the pouring in of their armies for the final and perhaps pro-
tracted slaughter. We had no need to ask favors of them.”3

Truman became both confident and visible more rigid with Stalin after
the news of the New Mexico test arrived. He no longer negotiated with the
Russians, rather there occurred a sharply barbed exchange of views. As
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Churchill recalled, Truman stood up to the Russians in a most emphatic and
decisive manner, telling them as to certain demands that they absolutely
could not have and the United States was entirely against them... He told
Russians just where they could get off and generally bossed the whole meet-
ing.3! In short, the bomb buoyed the West, for as Churchill told the House of
Commons, “we possessed powers which were irresistible”®? at potsdom-or so
it seemed.

Truman, his advisers, and Churchill determined that the bomb could have
several diplematic and military purposes. First, if it was used quickly, the
shock might prompt an immediate surrender of the Japanese and thus be, in
Churchill’'s words “a merciful abridgement of the slaughter.”®® Second, it
could now keep Russian participation in the war and hence postwar claims
against Japan to a minimum. As Navy Secretary Forestal recalled in his di-
ary on July 28, 1945, “Byrnes (the Secretary of State) said he was most anx-
ious to get the Japanese affairs over with before the Russians get in, with
particular refererce to Darian and Port Arther. Once in there, he felt, it
would not be easy to get them out.”3* Third, a significant Russian voice in
the internal order of the postwar Japanese government by means of the oc-
cupational control agreement might not come into force if Japan could be
forced to surrender before Russia managed a significant participation in the
war. Truman recalls his determination, on returning from Berlin that “I
would not allow the Russians any part in the control of Japan. Qur experi-
ence with them in Germany and in Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary, and Poland
was such that I decided to take no chances in a joint setup with the Rus-
sians. As I reflected on the situation during my trip home, I made up my
mind that General MacArthur would be given complete command and con-
trol after victory in Japan. We were not going to be disturbed by Russian
tactics in the Pacific.”3®

In the meantime, at Potsdom, Truman and Churchill and their advisers
proceeded to push claims against Soviets that denied to the Russians the
kind of exclusive arrangement the West had pursued in Greece, Italy, and
North Africa. The United States pressed the proposition that the govern-
ments of Rumania and Bulgaria were not being organized along the democ-
ratic lines indicated by the declaration of Yalta. But, Molotov, quoting criti-
cal dispatches from the American and British press, claimed that Western
occupation of Italy and the British exercise in Greece was indication that the
West was applying a double standard to Soviet behavior in Eastern Europe.

4. The Prelude to Strategy of Containment

a. Churchill’s Fulton Address
In the United States, the end of the war signaled the end of power politics
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and the restoration of normal peacetime harmony among nations. In re-
sponse to this expectation, the public demanded a speedy demobilization. In
May 1945, at the end of the war with Germany, the United States had an
army of 3.5 million men organized into 68 divisions in Europe, supported by
149 air groups. By March 1946, only ten months later, the United States had
only 400,000 troops left, mainly new recruits, the homeland reserve was 6
battalions. Further reductions in army strength followed. Air force and Navy
cuts duplicated this same pattern. This deliberate reduction of military
strength, as a symptom of America’s psychological demobilization, could not
have failed to encourage Soviet intransigence in Europe and attempt to ex-
tend Soviet influence. American diplomacy and force retained their tradi-
tional separations. America’s large and powerful armed forces and its enor-
mous industrial strength, which could have provided the basis for serious
negotiations about Eastern Europe-which Stalin satellized only gradually as
he saw that his consolidation of Soviet power in the area elicited only pro-
test notes from Washington-were respectively dismantled and coverted to
the production of consumer goods. American policy, supported by sufficient
conventional military power, was impotent.

Old realist Winston Churchill, at the end of the European war, had coun-
seld against the withdrawal of American troops. He had insisted that they
stay, together with British troops, in order to force the Soviet Union to live
up to its Yalta obligations regarding free elections in Eastern Europe and
the withdrawal of the Red Army from Eastern Germany. But, the United
States had rejected Churchill’s plea. In early 1946, at Fulton, Missouri,
Churchill took directly to the American public. The Soviet Union was “an ex-
pansionist state.”?” Furthermore, he addressed as follows:

From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic an iron curtain has

descended across the Continent. Behind that line lies all the capitals of

the ancient states of Central and Eastern Europe. Warsaw, Berlin,

Prague, Viena, Budapest, Belgrade, Bucharest and Sofia, all these famous

cities and the populations around them lie in what I must call the Soviet

sphere, and all are subject in one form or another, not only to Soviet in-
fluence but a very high and, in many cases, increasing measure of control
from Moscow. Athens alone-Greece with its immortal glories-is free to
decide its future at an election under British, American and French obser-
vation. The Russian-dominated Polish Government has been encouraged
to make enormous and wrongful inroads upon Germany, and mass expul-
sions of millions of Germans on a scale grievous and undreamed-of are
now taking place. The Communist parties which were very small in all
these Eastern States of Europe, have been raised to pre-eminence and
power far beyond their numbers and are seeking every where to obtain
totalitarian control. Police government are prevailing in nearly every
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case, and so far, except in Czechoslovakia, there is no true democracy.
Turkey and Persia are both profoundly alarmed and disturbed at the

claims which are being made upon them and at the pressure being ex-

erted by the Moscow Government. An attempt is being made by the Rus-

sians in Berlin to build up a quasi-Communist party in their zone of Oc-

cupied Germany by showing special favours to groups of left-wing Ger-

man leaders. At the end of the fighting last June, the American and Brit-

ish Armies withdrew westwards, in accordance with an earlier agreement,

to a depth at some points of 150 miles to occupy this vast expance of ter-

ritory which the Western Democracies had conqured.3

But, Churchill did not believe that the Soviets wanted war, this could be
prevented only by the opposing power of the British Commonwealth and the
United States. In short, Churchill said that the cold war had begun, that
America must recognize this fact and give up their dreams of Big Three
unity in the United Nations. International organization was no substitute for
the balance of power. An alliance of the English-speaking peoples was the
pre-requisite for American and British security and world peace.?®

In opposition to Churchill’s opinion, who was Secretary of Commerce
Henry Wallace (he was former vice-president of F.D. Roosevelt, 1940-1944).
According to his idea, “it was precisely the kind of aggressive attitude ex-
pressed by Churchill that was to blame for Soviet hostility. The United
States and Britain had no more business in Eastern Europe than had the So-
viet Union in Latin America, to each, the respective area was vital for na-
tional security. Western interference in nations bordering on the Soviet
Union was bound to arouse Soviet suspicion, just as Soviet intervention in
countries neighboring on the United States would.” However, Wallace did
not recognized Soviet’s deed in Europe. He said “We may not like what Rus-
sia does in Eastern Europe.” Her type of land reform, industrial expropria-
tion, and suspension of basic liberties offends the great majority of the peo-
ple of the United States. But we like or not, the Russians will try to socialize
their sphere of influence just as we try to democratize our sphere of influ-
ence (including Japan and Western Germany).1°

Moreover, he said “we are telling the Russians that if they are ‘good boys’
we may eventually turn over our knowledge atomic energy to them and to
other nations.”*! Again, he thought that the tough attitude that Churchill
and other conservatives at domestic and overseas demanded was precisely
the wrong policy, it would only increase international tention. In short, only
mutual trust would allow the United States and Soviet Union to live together
peacefully, and such trust could not be created by an unfriendly American
attitude and policy.*?> His conclusion, therefore, was that we should change
our policy in order to “allay any reasonable Russian ground for fear, suspi-
cion and distrust.”*
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b. Kennan’s Long Telegram

Churchill’s position seems to have been quite close to thinking within the
Truman Administration. For example, his view of the world situation and the
responsibility of the United States was quite similar to that expressed by Se-
cretary of State Byrnes less than a week earlier. “If we are to be great power
we must act as a great power, not only in order to ensure our own security
but in order to preserve the peace of the world.”* In fact, this toughening
posture was a reflection of a fairly widespread but basically private mood of
American policy makers, a mood that had been articulated in an 8,000-word
telegram {rom the charge D’affaires of the Moscow Embassy, George F. Ken-
nan, two weeks after Stalin’s speech and a week before Churchill’s.

The “long telegram” of February 22, 1946, was a response to Department
of State’s request for some explanation of Soviet behavior. Kennan states
that he had been trying for the preceding eighteen months to get Washing-
ton to move toward a firmer policy line. “Now suddenly, my opinion was be-
ing asked. The occasion, to be sure, was a trivial one, but the implications of
the query were not. It was no good trying to brush the queston off with a
couple of routine sentences describing Soviet views on such things as world
banks and international monetary funds. It would not do to give them just a
fragment of the truth. Here was a cace where nothing but the whole truth
would do. They had asked for it. Now, by God, they would have it.”*> What
they got was an extremely frightning picture of a Soviet Union that would
expand inexorably unless opposed. Soviet expansion was not merely an ex-
tension of Tsarist imperial ambition, but rather a function of Marxist ideol-
ogy, a week international structure, a traditional and instinctive Russian
sense of insecurity, and Russian rulers who have invariably sensed that their
rule was relatively archaic in form, fragile and artificial in its psychological
foundation, unable to stand comparison for contact with political systems of
Western countries. The communists were pictured as expanding through
political parties, front organizations, cultural groups, the Orthodox Church,
Pan-Slavic movements, international organizations, and “government or gov-
ernment groups willing to lend themselves to Soviet purpose.” This “far-
flung apparatus” was to be used: “to undermine the general political and
strategic potential of major Western Powers.”

Finally Kennan closed with some practical deduction from the standpoint
of U.S. policy:

In summary, we have here a political force committed fanatically to the

belief that with U.S. there can be no permanent modus vivendi, that it is

desirable and necessary that the internal harmony of our society be dis-
rupted, our traditional way of life be destroyed, the international author-
ity of our state be broken, if Soviet power is to be secure. This political
force has complete power of dispotion over energies of one of the world’s
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greatest people and resources of the world’s richest national territory,
and is borne along by deep and powerful currents of Russian nationalism.
In addition, it has an elaborate and far-flung apparatus for exertion of its
influence in other countries, an apparatus of amazing flexibility and ver-
satility, managed by people whose experience and skill in underground
methods are presumable without parallel in history. Finally, it is seem-
ingly inaccessible to considerations of reslity in its basic reactions. For it,
the vast fund of objective fact about human society is not, as with us, the
measure against which outlook is constantly being tested and reformed,
but a grab bag from which individual items are selected arbitrarily and
tendentiously to bolster an outlook already preconceived. This is admit-
tedly not a pleasant picture. Problem of how to cope with this face is un-
doubtedly greatest task our diplomacy has ever faced and probably the
greates it will ever have to face. It should be the point of departure from
which our political general staff work at the present juncture should pro-
ceed. It should be approached with same thoroughness and care as solu-
tion of major strategic problem in war, and if necessary, with no smaller
outlay in planning effort. I cannot attempt to suggest all the answers
here. But I would like to record my conviction that the problem is within
our power to solve-and that without recourse to any general military con-
flict. And in support of this conviction there are certain observations of a
more encouraging nature I should like to make:

(One) Soviet power, unlike that of Hitlerite Germany, is neither sche-
matic adventuristic. It does not work by fixed plans. It does not take un-
necessary risks. Impervious to logic of reason, and it is highly sensitive to
logic of force. For this reason it can easily withdraw-and usually does-
when strong resistance is encountered at any point. Thus, if the adversary
has sufficient force and makes clear his readiness to use it, he rarely has
to do so. If situations are properly handled there need to be no prestige-
engaging showdowns.

(Two) Gauged against Western World as a whole, Soviets are still by
far the weaker force. Thus, their success will really depend on degree of
cohesion, firmness, and vigor which Western world can muster. And this
is factor which it is within our power to influence.

(Three) Success of Soviet system, as form of internal power, is not yet
finally proven. It has yet to be demonstrated that it can survive supreme
test of successive of power from one individual or group to another.
Lenin's death was first such transfer, and its effects wracked Soviet state
for fifteen years after. Stalin’s death or retirement will be second. But
even this will not be final test. Soviet internal system will now be sub-
jected, by virtue of recent territorial expansions, to a series of additional
strains which once proved severe tax on Tsardom. We here are convinced
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that never since termination of the civil war have the mass of Russian

peoples been emotionally farther removed from doctrines of Communist

Party than they are today. In Russia, party has now become a great and-

for the moment-highly successful apparatus of dictatorial administration,

but it has ceased to be a source of emotional inspiration. Thus, internal
soundness and permanence of movement need not yet be regarded as
assured.

(Four) All Soviet propaganda beyond Soviet security sphere is basi-
cally negative and destructive. It should therefore be relatively easy to
combat it by any intelligent and really constructive program.

For these reasons I think we may approach calmly and with good heart
the problem of how to deal with Russia. As to how this approach should be
made, I only wish to advance, by way of conclusion, the following comments:

1. Our first step must be to apprehend, and recognize for what it is,
the nature of the movement with which we are dealing. We must study it
with the same courage, detachment, objectivity, and the same determina-
tion not to be emotionally provoked or unseated by it, with which a doctor
studies unruly and unreasonable individuals.

2. We must see that our public is educated to realities of Russian situ-
ation. I cannot overemphasize the importance of this. Press cannot do
this alone. It must be done mainly by government, which is necessarily
more experienced and better informed on practical problems involved. In
this we need not be dettered by ugliness of the picture. I am convinced
that there would be far less hysterical anti-Sovietism in our country today
if the realities of this situation were better understood by our people.
There is nothing as dangerous or as terrifying as the unknown. It may
also be argued that to reveal more information on our difficulties with
Russia would reflect unfavorably on Russian-American relations. I feel
that if there is any real risk here involved, it is one which we should have
the courage to face, and the sooner the better. But I cannot see what we
would be risking. Our stake in this country, even coming on the heels of
tremendous demonstrations of our friendship for Russian peoples, is re-
markably small. We have here no investments to guard, no actual trade
to lose, virtually no citizens to protect, few cultural contacts to reserve.
Our only stake lies in what we hope rather than what we have; and I am
convinced we have a better chance of realizing those hopes if our public is
enlightened and if our dealings with Russians are placed entirely on real-
istic and matter of fact basis.

3. Much depends on health and vigor of our own society. World com-
munism is like malignant parasite which feeds only on diseased tissue.
This is the point at which domestic and foreign policies meet. Every cou-
rageous and incisive measure to solve internal problems of our own so-
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ciety, to improve self-confidence, discipline, morals, and community spirit

of our own people; is a diplomatic victory over Moscow worth a thousand

diplomatic notes and joint communiqués. If we cannot abandon fatalism
and indifference in face of deficiencies of our own society, Moscow will
profit-Moscow cannot help profiting by them in its foreign policies.

4. We must formulate and put forward for other nations a much more
positive and constructive picture of the sort of world we would like to see
than we have put forward in the past. It is not enough to urge the people
to develop political processes similar to our own. Many foreign peoples, in
Europe at least, are tired and frightened by experiences of the past, and
are less interested in abstract freedom than in security. They are seeking
guidance rather than responsibilities. We should be better able than the
Russians to give them this. And unless we do, the Russians certainly will.

5. Finally, we must have courage and self-confidence to cling to our
own methods and conceptions of human society. After all, the greatest
danger that can befall us in coping with this problem of Soviet commun-
ism is that we shall allow ourselves to become like those with whom we
are coping.*’

Although Kennan's recommendations concerning what American policy
should be in the face of this threat were rather vague, his descripotion of the
horrors and implied horrors had tremendous impact and formed the intellec-
tual basis for subsequent American foreign policy. The message was read
from the president and circulated widely in the department of State and the
military. The conclusion seems to have been drawn that the United States
was confronted with a multidimensional threat aimed at nothing less than
Western civilization. The only apparent remedy to Soviet power was struggle
and confrontation because all they understood was force. Negotiations were
viewed as being of limited utility if not impossible. Therefore the manipula-
tion of the threat of war had to become the most important facet of diplo-
macy when dealing with the Soviets. The inference was drawn that force was
a primary instrument for dealing with the Russians although Kennan claims,
in retrospect, to have been uncomfortable with it. A few other officials within
the government openly displayed their opposition to the emerging anti-
Soviet consensus of the Truman Administration. As I precedently described,
most prominent was Secretary of Commerce and former Vice President
(Under Roosevelt administration) Henry Wallace. He represented a dimin-
ishing number of liberal Democrats and continued negotiation with the Rus-
sians. In March of 1946, Wallace wrote privately to Truman:

I am deeply convinced that General Bedell Smith’s task would be made

easier and his success more lasting if we could also at the same time dis-

cuss with the Russians in a friendly way their long range economic prob-
lems and the future of our cooperation in matters of trade. We know that
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much of the recent Soviet behavior which has caused us concern has been
the result of their dire economic needs and disturbed sense of security.
The event of the past few months have thrown the Soviets back to their
pre-1939 fears of “capitalist encirclement” and to their erroneous belief
that the Western World, including the U.S.A., is invariably and unanim-
ously hostile.

I think we can disabuse the Soviet mind and strenghten the faith of
the Soviets in our sincere devotion to the cause of peace by proving to
them that we want to trade with them and to cement our economic rela-
tions with them. To do this, it is necessary to talk with them in an under-
standing way, with full realization of their difficulties and yet with empha-
sis on the lack of realism in many of their assumptions and conclusions
which stand in the way of peacefull world cocperation. What I have in
mind is an extended discussion of the background needed for future econ-
omic collaboration rather than negotiation related to immediate propo-
sals such as a loan. On our part, participants in such a discussion would
have to be capable of speaking in terms of the general problems involved,
as well as specific economic and commercial matters, and of relating the
Russian approach to these problems to current U.S. Government and
business policies and practices.*®

Similarly, in July of 1946, he had written:

How do American actions since V-J Day appear to other nations? I mean
by actions the concrete things like thirteen billion dollars for the War and
Navy Departments, the Bikini tests of the atomic bomb and continued
production of atomic bombs, the plans to arm Latin America with our
weapons, production of B-29’s and planned production of B-36’s and the
effort to secure air bases spread over half the globe from which the other
half of the globe can be bombed. I cannot but feel that these actions must
make it look to the rest of the world as if we were only paying lip service
to peace at the conference table.

These facts rather make it appear either (1) that we were preparing
ourselves to win the war which we regard as inevitable or (2) that we are
trying to build up a predominance of force to intimidate the rest of man-
kind. How would it look to us if Russia had the atomic bomb and we did
not, if Russia had 10,000 mile bombers and air bases within 1.000 miles
of our coastlines, and we did not?*°
Truman’s reaction to these memoranda was to ignore them, and when

Wallace took a similar position publicly in September 1946 he was fired. The
message was clear; the policy of getting tough with the Russians was now of-
ficial orthodoxy, and those who challenged it did so at their peril. The hard
line articulated in Churchill’'s public warning, Byrnen’s Stuttgart address,
and Kennan'’s private letter was matched by the events of 1946.
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How could the United States conduct a foreign policy against Soviet
Union? This answer was that American policy would have to be “long-term,
patient, but firm and vigilant containment.” And, containment policy was a
test of American democracy to conduct an effective, responsible foreign pol-
icy and contribute to charge within the Soviet Union that might bring about
a moderation of its revolutionary aims.

5. The Truman Doctrine

a. Crisis of Iran, Greek and Turkey

On the first day of March 1946, it was reported that Soviet troops were
marching on Teheran and war was feared over the disposition of Teheran.
According to 1942 occupation treaty, the Soviets were to have withdrawn
their forces after the war. In January 1946, pro-Soviet government came to
power in Teheran and began to negotiate with the Soviet-supported Azerbai-
zanian “autonomous region” in Northern Iran, then occupied by Soviet
forces. The Soviets were demanding fulfillment of oil concessions promised
by Roosevelt, which would have been a threat to Anglo-American commer-
cial interest and would have aided in solidifying the Russian position in the
north. Truman sent a stiff note to Stalin demanding that all Soviet troops be
withdrawn at once and warning that the American {leet and troops were be-
ing prepared to move to Iran within six weeks.’® By early April, Stalin had
backed away from the confrontation, and under U.S. pressure the internal
policy of Iran began to shift, i.e., the oil agreement was never ratified and
Soviet trade with Iran virtually disappeared, falling from 25 percent of Iran’s
foreign trade in 1945-1946 to 1 percent in 1947-1948.

In Turkey the Russians sought throughout 1945 and much of 1946 to ful-
fill their Listoric desire to exercise control over the Dardennelles, the link
between the Black Sea and the Eastern Mediterranean. Soviet pressure on
the Turkish government was met by a display of American arms as Presi-
dent Truman dispatched to the area in August the aircraft carrier, Franklin
D. Roosevelt, along with a reinforced naval unit including a contingent of
marines. Furthermore, in the following month the Secretary of Defense an-
nounced that the Navy would maintain a permanent presence in the Eastern
Mediterranean. Soviet retreats in the face of American pressure seemed to
vindicate the nascent principle of containment. For the Soviets were found
to be vulnerable to the language of forces in both the Iranian and Turkish
confrontations. This conclusion was to prove the most dangerous and the
most consistent theme of American-Soviet Relations for the next thirty
years.

Well, the combination of one of the worst winters in history and the cu-
mulative economic consequences of World War II had, by February 1947, re-
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duced Great Britain to a state of bankruptcy. Unable to afford even the im-
port of cigarette, the British informed the United States that they could not
continue economic and military assistance to either Greece or Turkey be-
yond March 31, 1947. The situation in Greece was deemed far more import-
ant by the Truman Adminitration in view of the ongoing insurgency, which
was purportedly communist-led. A communist victory was feared if the
British-led economic relief programs were to break down. On the afternoon
of February 21, 1947, the first secretary of the British Embassy in Washing-
ton D.C. visited the State Department and handed American officials two
notes from his majesty’s government. One concerned Greece, the other Tur-
key. In effect, they both stated the same thing: that Britain could no longer
meet its traditional responsibilities in those countries. Since both were on
the verge of collapse, the import of the British notes, was clear. A Soviet
breakthrough could be prevented only by an all-out American commmitment.
February 21 was thus a historic day.’! Joseph M. Jones of the State Depart-
ment’s office of Public Affairs and one of the drafters of Truman’s statement
has observed that the British “had within the hour handed the job of world
leadership, with all its burdens and all its glory, to the United States.”®? Yet,
“rapidly, in an orderly manner, and with virtually no dissent, the executive
branch of the government decided to act.”®

The lack of dissent is indicative of how well established the predisposition
was toward U.S. intervention in the face of perceived Soviet expansion. In-
deed, by 1947 those who stood in opposition to such a policy had been elimi-
nated from the government, or sufficiently intimidated by the experience of
Henry Wallace; thus, U.S. involvement in Greece and Turkey was never
really in question in the Truman Administration. If there was a crisis in the
spring of 1947, it concerned whether congress and the American peoples
could be convinced to enlist in the crusade that had been taking shape
within the Truman Administration for over a year.

The initial step in moving this policy of American activism was convincing
Congress, and Truman sought to do this. First, through consultation with
the leadership of Congress; and second, through an appearance before a
joint session of the House and Senate. The value of a major Presidential
speech to Congress emerged during informal discussions with the Congres-
sional leadership. During these discussions, it became apparent that such a
presentation could serve as an excellent vehicle for stating publicly admin-
istration’s thinking in the most forceful language possible and thereby mobi-
lizing the American peoples.

The meeting with Congressional leaders was held on February 27 and as-
sumed dramatic proportions. The newly appointed Secretary of State,
George C. Marshall, argued for the Greek-Turkish aid program on abstract
and broadly humanitarian grounds. Accounts of the meeting all agree that
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the Congressional leadership largely reflected Republican skepticism about.
the need for U.S. economic assistance and the implication of increasing
budgets. The Congressmen stood mute after the distinguished Secretary re-
strained agreements were presented. Then, Undersecretary of State Dean
Acheson spoke out and reframed the proposed U.S. response. Acheson later
described the atmosphere of the meeting in terms that convey an image of
history breaking open: “I knew we were met at Armageddon,”* he wrote. His
response was appropriately apocalyptic:
My distinguished chief, most unusually and unhappily, flubbed his open-
ing statement. In desperation I whispered to him a request to speak. This
was my crisis. For a week I had nurtured it. These congressmen had no
conception of what challenged them; it was my task to bring it home.
Both my superious equally perturbed, gave me the floor. Never have I
spoken under such a pressing sense that the issue was up to me alone. No
time was left for measured appraisal. In the past eighteen months, I said,
Soviet pressure on the straits, on Iran, and on northern Greece had
brought the Balkans to the point where a highly possible Soviet break-
through might open three continents to Soviet penetration. Like apples in
a barrel infected by one rotten one, the corruption of Greece would infect
Iran and all to the east. It would also carry infection to Africa through
Asia Minor and Egypt, and to Europe through Italy and France, already
threatened by the strongest domestic Communist parties in Western Eu-
rope. The Soviet Union was playing one of the greatest gambles in history
at minimal cost. It did not need to win all the possibilities. Even one or
two offered immense gains. We and we alone were in a position to break
up the play. These were the stakes that British withdrawal from the east-
ern Mediterranean offered to an eager and ruthless opponent.>®
The members of Congress were stunned by Acheson’s presentation, and
there seemed to be general agreement that they would support the president
if he would go before Congress and the American peoples and state matters
in the same forcefull manner as the Acheson’s presentation.® The Depart-
ment of State charged with drating the president’s speech, was determined
to convince the American peoples of the existence of a mortal danger and
the need for a decisive American response.’” Thus, from outset, the Truman
Doctrine had a dual purpose. First, it was a public statement of the foreign
policy assumptions and positions that formed the basis of deep consensur
within the Truman Administration. Second, Truman’s statement was aimed
at the American public. For in it, he attempted to convince the American
peoples to view world security as jeopardized and the mobilized Americans
in support of the world role for the United States.’® Thus Truman thought,
and in large measure succeeded in setting forth the idiom of the debate and
the central questions of American foreign policy for twenty-five years. It was
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to be, in Hans Mogenthau's words, the “intellectual capital” of the Cold
War.%®

b. The Truman Doctrine

President Truman’s presentation to the Congress began with a general
overview of the crisis in Greece and much shorter reference to the situation
in Turkey. He then turned to what he turned the “broader implications” of
U.S. assistance to Greece and Turkey. President Truman asserted as follows:

The foreign policy and the national security of this country are in-
volved.

One aspect of the present situation, which I present to you at this time
for your consideration and decision, concerns Greece and Turkey.

The United States has received from the Greek Government an urgent
appeal for financial and economic assistance. Preliminary reports from
the American Economic Mission now in Greece and reports from the
American Ambassador in Greece corroborate the statement of the Greek
Government that assistance is imperative if Greece is to survive as a free
nation. :

I do not believe that the American peoples and the Congress wish to
turn: a deaf ear to the appeal of the Greek Government.

Greece is not a rich country. Lack of sufficient natural resources has
always forced the Greek peoples to work hard to make both ends meet.
Since 1940, this industrious, peace loving country has suffered invasion,
four years of cruel enemy occupation, and bitter internal strife.

When force of liberation entered Greece they found that the retreating
Germans had destroyed virtually all the railways, roads, prot facilities,
communications, and merchant marine. More than a thousand villages
had been burned. Eighty-five percent of the children were tubercular.
Livestock, poultry, and draft animals had almost disappeared. Inflation
had wiped out practically all savings.

As a result of these tragic conditions, a militant minority, exploiting
human want and misery, was able to create political chaos which, until
now, has made economic recovery impossible.

Greece is today without funds to finance the importation of those
goods which are essential to bare ressistence. Under these circumstances
the people of Greece cannot make progress in solving their problems of
reconstruction. Greece is in desperate need of financial and economic as-
sistance to enable it to resume purchases of food, clothing, fuel and
seeds. These are indispensable for the subsistence of its people and are
obtainable only from abroad. Greece must have help to import the goods
necessary to restore internal order and security so essential for economic
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and political recovery.

The Greek Government has also asked for the assistance of experi-
enced American Administrators, economists and technicians to insure
that the financial and other aid given to Greece shall be used effectively
in creating a stable and self-sustaining economy and in improving its pub-
lic administration.

The very existence of the Greek state is today threatened by the ter-
rorist activities of several thousand armed men, led by Communists, who
defy the government’s authority at a number of points, particularly along
the northern boundaries. A Commission appointed by the United Nations
Security Council is at present investigating disturbed conditions in north-
ern Greece and alleged border violations along the frontier between
Greece on the one hand and Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia on the
other.

Meanwhile, the Greek Government is unable to cope with the situation.
The Greek army is small and poorly equipped. It needs supplies and
equipment if it is to restore authority to the government throughout
Greek territory.

Greece must have assistance if it is to become a self-supporting and
self-respecting democracy.

The United States must supply this assistance. We have already ex-
tended to Greece certain types of relief and economic aid but these are in-
adequate.

There is no other country to which democratic Greece can turn.

No other nation is willing and able to provide the necessary support
for a democracic Greek government.

The British Government, which has been helping Greece, can give no
further financial or economic aid after March 31. Great Britain finds itself
under the necessity of reducing or liquidating its commitments in several
parts of the world, including Greece.

We have considered how the United Nations might assist in this crisis.
But the situation is an urgent one requiring immediate action, and the
United Nations and its related organizations are not in a position to ex-
tend help of the kind that is required.

It is important to note that the Greek Government has asked for our
aid in utilizing effectively the financial and other assistance we may give
to Greece, and in improving its public administration. It is of the utmost
importance that we supervise the use of any funds made available to
Greece, in such a manner that each dollar spent will count toward making
Greece self-supporting, and will help to build an economy in which a
healthy democracy can flourish.

No government is perfect. One of the chief virtues of a democracy,
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however is that its defects are always visible and under democratic pro-
cesses can be pointed out and corrected. The government of Greece is not
perfect. Nevertheless it represents 85 percent of the members of the
Greek Parliament who were chosen in an election last year. Foreign ob-
servers, including 692 Americans, considered this election to be a fair ex-
pression of the views of the Greek peoples.

The Greek Government has been operating in an atmosphere of chaos
and extremism. It has made mistakes. The extension of aid by this coun-
try does not mean that the United States condones everything that the
Greek Government has done or will do. We have condemned in the past,
and we condemn now, extremist measures of the right or the left. We
have in the past advised tolerance, and we advise tolerance now.

Greece’s neighbor, Turkey, also deserves our attention.

The future of Turkey as an independent and economically sound state
is clearly no less important to the freedom-loving peoples of the world
than the future of Greece. The circumstances in which Turkey finds itself
today are considerably different from those of Greece. Turkey has been
spared the disasters that have beset Greece. And during the war, the
United States and Great Britain furnished Turkey with material aid.

Nevertheless, Turkey now needs our support.

Since the war Turkey has sought additiona! financial assistance from
Great Britain and the United States for the purpose of effecting that mod-
ernization necessary for the maintenance of its national integrity.

That integrity is essential to the preservation of order in the Middle
East.

The British Government has informed us that, owing to its own diffi-
culties, it can no longer extend financial or economic aid to Turkey.

As in the case of Greece, if Turkey is to have the assistance it needs,
the United States must supply it. We are the only country able to provide
that help.

I am fully aware of the broad implications involved if the United States
extends assistance to Greece and Turkey, and I shall discuss these impli-
cations with you at this time.

One of the primary objectives of the foreign policy of the United States
is the creation of conditions in which we and other nations will be able to
work out a way of life free from coercion. This was a fundamental issue in
the war with Germany and Japan. OQur victory was won over countries
which sought to impose their will, and their way of life, upon other
nations.

To ensure the peaceful development of nations, free from coercion, the
United States has taken a leading part in establishing the United Nations.
The United Nations is designed to make possible lasting freedom and in-
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dependence for all its members. We shall not realize our objectives, how-
ever, unless we are willing to help free people to maintain their free insti-
tutions and their national integrity against aggressive movements that
seek to impose upon them totalitarian regimes. This is no more than a
frank recognition that totalitarian regimes imposed upon free people, by
direct or indirect aggression, undermine the foundations of international
peace and hence the security of the United States.

The peoples of a number of countries of the world have recently had
totalitarian regimes forced upon them against their will. The Government
of the United States has made frequent protests against coercion and in-
timidation, in violation of the Yalta agreement, in Poland, Rumania, and
Bulgaria. I must also state that in a number of other countries there have
been similar developments.

At the present moment in world history nearly every nation must
choose between alternative ways of life. The choice is too often not a free
one.

One way of life is based upon the will of the majority, and is distin-
guished by free institutions, representative government, free elections,
guarantees of individual liberty, freedom of speech and religion, and free-
dom from political oppression.

The second way of life is based upon the will of a minority forcibly im-
posed upon the majority. It relies upon terror and oppression, a con-
trolled press and radio, fixed elections, and the suppression of personal
freedoms.

I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free
peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or
by outside pressures.

I believe that we must assist free peoples to work out their own desti-
nies in their own way.

I believe that our help should be primarily through economic and fi-
nancial aid which is essential to economic stability and orderly political
processes.

The world is not static, and the status quo is not sacred. But we cannot
allow changes in the status quo in violation of the Charter of the United
Nations by such methods as coercion, or by such subterfuges as political
infiltration. In helping free and independent nations to maintain their
freedom, the United States will be giving effect to the principles of the
Charter of the United Nations.

It is necessary only to glance at a map to realize that the survival and
integrity of the Greek nation are of grave importance in a much wider sit-
uation. If Greece should fall under the control of an armed minority, the
effect upon its neighbor, Turkey, would be immediate and serious. Confu-
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sion and disorder might well spread throughout the entire Middle East.

Moreover, the disapperance of Greece as an independent state would
have a profound effect upon those countries in Europe whose peoples are
struggling against great difficulties to maintain their freedoms and their
independence while they repair the damages of war.

t would be an unspeakable tragedy if these countries, which have
struggled so long against overwhelming odds, should lose that victory for
which they sacrificed so much. Collapse of free institutions and loss of in-
dependence would be disastrous not only for them but for the world. Dis-
couragement and possibly failure would quickly be the lot of neighboring
peoples striving to maintain their freedom and indenpendence.

Should we fail to aid Greece and Turkey in this fateful hour, the effect
will be far reaching to the West as well as to the East.

We must take immediate and resolute action.

I therefore ask the Congress to provide authority for assistance to
Greece and Turkey in the amount of $400,000,000 for the period ending
June 30, 1948. In requesting these funds, I have taken into consideration
the maxiraum amount of relief assistance which would be furnished to
Greece out of the $350,000,000 which I recently requested that the Con-
gress authorize for the prevention of starvation and suffering in countries
devastated by the war.

In addition to funds, I ask the Congress to authorize the detail of
American civilian and military personnel to Greece and Turkey, at the re-
quest of those countries, to assist in the tasks of reconstruction, and for
the purpose of supervising the use of such financial and material assist-
ance as may be furnished. I recommend that authority also be provided
for the instruction and training of selected Greek and Turkish personnel.

Finally, I ask that the Congress provide authority which will permit
the speediest and most effective use, in terms of needed commodities,
supplies, and equipment, of such funds as may be authorized.

If further funds, or further authority, should be needed for the pur-
poses indicated in this message, I shall not hesitate to ring the situation
before the Congress. On this subject the Executive and Legislative
branches of the Government must work together.

This is a serious course upon which we embark.

I would not recommend it except that the alternative is much more
serious.

The United Staes contributed $341,000,000,000 toward winning
World War II. This is an investment in world freedom and world peace.

The assistance that I am recommending for Greece and Turkey
amounts to little more than 1/10 of 1 percent of this investment. It is only
common sense that we should safeguard this investment and make sure
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that it was not in vain.

The seeds of totalitarian regimes are nurtured by misery and want.
They spread and grow in the evil soil of poverty and strife. They reach
their full growth when the hope of a people for a better life has died.

We must keep that hope alive.

The free peoples of the world look to us for support in maintaining
their freedoms.

If we falter in our leadership, we may endanger the peace of the
world-and we shall surely endanger the welfare of this Nations.

Great responsibilities have been placed upon us by the swift movement
of events.

I am confident that the Congress will face these responsibilities
squarely.5?

The President emphasized that it had long been “one of the primary ob-
jectives of the foreign policy of the United States is the creation of condi-
tions in which we and other nations will be able to work cut a way of life free
from coercion.”®! And the President had displayed the assumptions for sub-
sequent American foreign policy. The security of the United States, the most
basic of foreign policy values, was fund only in “internaional peace,” i.e., a
system of international order. Unless that international order was secure the
United States could not be counted secure; thus it followed that “it must be
the policy of the United States to support free peoples who are resisting at-
tempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures. I believe
that we must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their own
way.”62

The specific concern of the President on this day was a request $400 mil-
lion in economic and military assistance for Greece and Turkey, but he made
it clear that the implications of the act and the broador framework articu-
lated in the speech stretched beyond those troubled communities.

However, the president’s statement implied that U.S. policy involved a
great deal more than a simple “internationalism”. The threat to international
security was defined in terms of the regimes and domestic systems of other
members of the international system. The internal affaris of other states
were now an important, component of world order. Whether a country’s poli-
tical, economic, and social system was “totalitarian,” “democratic,” “com-
munist,” or “capitalist’-whether, in short, its “way of life” conformed to our
vision of what was best on the Soviets’ vision-was now central to the ques-
tion of world order. That is, the internal politics of states were fused with
the quality of world order; and intervention in the former was now regarded
as legitimate so as to preserve an American vision of the letter.

Although the existence and objectives of the United Nations were dully
noted, they were dismissed with the observation that “the situation is an ur-
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gent one requiring immediate action and the United Nations and its related
organizations are not in a position to extend help of the kind that is re-
quired.”%?

Roosevelt’s conception of the nations of the world working through a mul-
tilateral structure for the building and preservation of world order (a con-
ception drawn in turn from Wilson) was therefore set aside. A singularly
American vision of world order, built and maintained through American in-
strumentalities, was put in its place. The United Nations itself had been an
American idea, and from the outset the central role of the Security Council
with its provision of great-power votes ensured a pivotal role for American
interests.

6. Conclusion

Thus the United States began the policy of containment against Soviet
Union. According to professor of University of Florida John Spanier, he
stated that four points about this initial commitment need special emphasis.
“The first point, the Soviet threat to the balance of power left the United
States no choice but to adopt a countervailing policy. With the war over, the
United States would have much prefered to concentrate on domestic affairs;
the massive postwar clearly demonstrated this preference.

The second point, to stress is that anti-Communism was not the major in-
gredient of American policy during and immediatey after World War II. Dur-
ing the war, the United States had constantly sought to overcome the Krem-
lin’s suspicions of the West in order to lay the foundation for postwar har-
mony and peace.

The third point, the role of anti-Communism in American policy was es-
sentially to mobilize Congressional and public support for the policy once it
had been decided upon.

The fourth point, worth nothing is that, despite the universalism of the
Truman Doctrine, its application was intended to be specific and limited, not
global.”®4

In conclusion, the Truman Doctrine and the strategy of containment come
to a close of the first phase of the post-World War II Soviet-American rela-
tionship. The Soviet-American relationship moved, therefore, from the
crumbling edge of a friendly wartime alliance into a crevice of distrust, fear,
and terror ultimately.

In the United States, the containment policy against Soviet Union could
be equated with the defense of democracy and freedom from communism.
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