
OR IGINS OF CONTAINMENT: REVOLUTION 

IN UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY, 1945-1947 

by 

James C. Maroney 

A THESI S 

Approved: 

Approved: 



ORIGINS OF CONTAINMENT: REVOLUTION 
~ 

IN UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLicY, 1945-1947 

A THES IS 

Presented to the Faculty of 

Sam Houston State Teachers College 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 

for the Degree 

MASTER OF ARTS 

James C. Maroney 
-::;, 

Huntsville, Texas 

May, 1963 

149730 
F~Tlf I r f RR ~ 



Maroney, James C., Origins of Containment: Revolution in 
United States Foreign Po'Ticy, 1945-1947. Master or
Arts (History), May, 1963, Sam Houston State Teachers 
College, Huntsville, Texas. 105 pp. 

Purpose 

It was the purpose of this study to undertake an in

vestigation of the events leading up to and culminating with 

the Truman Doctrine, and to determine, if possible, pertinent 

facts relating to the revolution in United States foreign 

policy which was initiated by the Truman Doctrine. 

Methods 

The methods used to obtain material for this study 

were: (1) examination of diaries and memoirs; (2) examina

tion of the Congressional Record; and (3) examination of 

various secondary sources such as books, newspapers, and 

periodicals. 

Findings 

The evidence presented in this study suggests the 

following conclusions: 

1. Traditional American isolationism did not prepare 

the United States for world leadership. American isolation

ism had a record of success largely because of world 



2 

conditions during the nineteenth and early twentieth cen

turies, not because of any inherent qualities of isolationism 

itself. 

2. The Western democracies did not fully comprehend 

the objectives of their war-time ally, the Soviet Union. 

3. During the months following World War II, a few 

far-sighted individuals attempted to awaken the American 

people to the Soviet threat. Communist aggression in Iran, 

Greece, and Turkey made their task less difficult. 

4. The British decision to terminate assistance to 

Greece and Turkey--stemming from Britain ' s post-war economic 

plight--forced the United States to assume world leadership 

or return to the traditional isolationism. 

5. President Truman was confronted by a hostile 

Congress at a time when he wished to build support for the 

coming election. He disregarded these personal considera

tions, however, and boldly proposed that the United States 

abandon isolationism and take steps to combat Soviet aggres

sion. 

6 . Congress, led by Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg, a 

former isolationist, enacted legislation that extended the 

requested aid to Greece and Turkey. Those countries subse

quently remained free. 



7. The Truman Doctrine, as the President ' s plan 

came to be called, was the first application of the contain

ment policy. It represented a complete break with the past. 

The Uni t ed States was beginning to assume world leadership, 

with all its burdens and responsibilities. 

Approved: 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

On Friday, February 21, 1947, British representatives 

delivered two notes to the United States Department of State 

concerning the British decision to terminate aid to Greece 

and Turkey. The British government hoped that the United 

States, as of April 1 , could begin furnishing Greece and Tur

key with at least the minimum amount of necessary aid. 

Britain, because of her post-war economic plight, could no 

longer supply this aid after Ma rch 31. 

The executive branch informed the Congress of its 

decision to act on March 12, 1947, when President Harry S. 

Truman addressed a joint session of that body. When Congress 

approved the bill resulting from the President's proposal, it 

brought about a major shift in the foreign policy of the 

United States. The challenge and responsibility of world 

leadership had been accepted. 

It was only with great difficulty that the American 

people realized they would not be able to indulge themselves 

in an era of peace and low taxes which they thought they had 

earned by emerging victorious from the most costly and de

structive war in history. It was naively believed that the 

newly formed United Nations Organization would somehow auto

matically ensure peace. In the first eighteen months follow

ing World War II, the American people slowly became aware 



of a new and powerful antagonlst--thelr war-time friend and 

ally, Soviet Russia. The attempted cooperation with the 

Soviets did not fare as well as had been expected. In early 

1945 there was already some evidence that the Russians would 

not live up to the provisions of the Yalta agreements. 

Soviet conduct at the United Nations Conference at San Fran

cisco in April, 1945, at the pre-armistice negotiations in 

March and April of that same year, and in Poland and Germany 

began to open the eyes of the American people. Perhaps the 

most shocking act by the Soviets, however, was their refusal 

to accept the generous American offer concerning the atomic 

bomb. The United States offered to relinquish its monopoly 

of atomic weapons to the control of an international author

ity if this organization would be granted the right of 

continuous inspection. The Soviet Union refused to accept 

the offer under these conditions. Continued pressure was 

applied by the communists to eastern Europe, Iran, Greece, 

and Turkey. By early 1947 the United States was forced to 

make a decision. 

Statement of the Problem ---

2 

The British notes forced the makers of United States 

foreign policy to make a momentous decision. They had the 

choice of returning to the pre-war isolationism of 1919-1939, 

or of assuming the position of world leadership which they 

had rejected in 1919. 



Purpose£.!.~ Study 

It was the purpose of this study to undertake an in

vestigation of the events leading up to and culminating with 

the Truman Doctrine, and to determine, if possible, perti

nent facts relating to the revolution in United States 

foreign policy which was initiated by the Truman Doctrine. 

Limitations£!_ !h! Study 

3 

This paper was limited to a study of the origins of 

the containment policy. A rather intensive study of the 

background was made in order to show the need for such a 

policy. This was followed by a study of the events leading 

up to the Truman Doctrine which put the theory of containment 

into practice. The concentration, therefore, was on the 

revolution in United States foreign policy initiated by the 

Truman Doctrine. No attempt was made to deal with the re

sults of the assistance to Greece and Turkey which would have 

necessitated a much longer study. 

Methods£!_ Investigation 

The methods used to obtain material for this study 

were: (1) examination of diaries and memoirs; (2) examina

tion of the Congressional Record; and()) examination of 

various secondary sources such as books, newspapers and 

periodicals. 



CHAPTER II 

BACKGROUND TO THE POST-WAR WORLD 

This chapter will briefly consider the following: the 

basic characteristics of traditional American foreign policy, 

with emphasis on the prevalent theme of isolationism; the 

war-time alliance of the United States, Great Britain, and 

the Soviet Union and the emphasis placed by President Roose

velt and the State Department on the necessity for an 

international organization to preserve the peace in the post

war world; and the beginnings of a period of disillusionment 

on the part of the American public with Soviet behavior. 

Traditional Isolationism 

The United States found itself ill-prepared to face 

the realities of the post-war period. The history of Amer

ican foreign relations was largely a record of isolationism. 

George Washington set the precedent in his "Farewell Ad

dress." The first President reminded his countrymen that the 

"great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign nations, 

ls, in extending our commerlcial relations, to have with them 

as little Political connection as possible." He realized, 

however, that we should continue with "perfect good faith" 

any relations we had already made, but that these should be 

all. He also warned that: 



Europe has a set of primary interests, 
which to us have none, or a very remote re
lation.--Hence she must be engaged in fre
quent controversies, the causes of which are 
essentially foreign to our concerns.--Hence, 
therefore, it must be unwise in us to impli
cate ourselves, by artificial ties, in the 
ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or 
the ordinary combinations and collisions of 
her friendships and enmities. 

Our detached and distant situation in
vites and enables us to pursue a different 
course •••• 1 

5 

In his first inaugural address, Thomas Jefferson made 

his famous statement on the same subject: "peace, commerce, 

and honest friendship, with all nations--entangling alliances 

with 112 none ••• 

Later came the Monroe Doctrine which, in effect, said 

that the United States would not interfere in European af

fairs if Europeans would not interfere in American affairs. 

This concept helped build American pride and nationalism, for 

this was talk among equals.3 The Monroe Doctrine was effec

tive mainly because it was proclaimed in the period between 

the mercantillsm of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 

and the neo-mercantilism of the nineteenth and early 

1 George Washington, as quoted in Saul K. Padover, The 
Washington Papers, Basic Selections From the Public and pr{':' 
vate Writings of George Washington, m'=3~ - -

2 Thomas Jefferson, as quoted in Philip S. Foner {ed.), 
~ Basic Writings£!._ Thomas Jefferson, 4. 

3Alexander De Conde, Isolation~ Security, 2. 
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twentieth centuries. During this era the European countries 

were occupied with their industrial revolutions at home, and 

there was nothing to upset the balance of power from Waterloo 

until the German aggression that marked the outbreak of the 

first World War. 4 

In the nineteenth century the United States had been 

engaged in the problems of Civil War and westward expansion. 

By the beginning of the twentieth century, however, this 

"traditional purpose" of American fore! gn pol icy had been 

fulfilled. Pax Britannica, according to Walter Lippmann, was 

responsible for the conditions which made American expansion 

to the Pacific Ocean a reality. 5 

By the time of World War I the British could no longer 

maintain the balance of power in Europe, and the United 

States could no longer observe its traditional policy of 

isolationism. Woodrow Wilson believed in the wisdom of tra

ditional American isolationism, and only the threat of German 

victory, combined with the provocation of unlimited submarine 

warfare, was responsible for American entry into the World 
6 War. 

¾ illiam G. Carleton, The Revolution in American 
foreign Policy 1945-1954, 2. - -

5walter Lippmann, "Isolation and Expansion," Readin s 
In American Foreign PoliH. Edited by Robert A. Goldwln wfth 
Tralph Lerner and erald ourzh, 161-162. 

6 llii·, 164. 
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This possibility of German victory threatened the 

future of American democracy, and a great moral crusade was 

necessary to recreate the desirable conditions. Wilsonian 

idealism did not envision a world in which there were other 

nations that the United States would have to deal with as 

rivals, allies, and partners, but a world where there were no 

spheres of influence, power struggles, or alliances. The 

only war in this world envisioned by Wilson would be organ

ized war against "criminal governments" that rebel against 

the established world order. Therefore, "all wars are wars 

to end wars" and no war can be sat! sfactori ly concluded 

"except by the unconditional surrender of the aggressor 

nation and by the overthrow and transformation of its politi

cal regime."? 

Lippmann holds that intervention by the United States 

in World War I could not have attained the necessary public 

support without "the highly charged emotions of the Wilsonian 

ideology. 11 He believes that the employment of Wilsonian 

ideology 

••• has been the easiest and the quickest way 
to force through Congress measures which call 
for the use of American troops and the appro
priation of American money for grants abroad. 
But this method of dealing with our people has, 
as many are now coming to see, established no 
political and moral foundation for a settled 
and steadfast policy •••• In my view it ls 



becoming increasingly plain that Wilsonian 
ideology ls an i mpo ssible foundat8on for the 
foreign policy of a nation •••• 

8 

The League of Nations was created in order to preserve 

the status~ of war-time Allied collaboration. The United 

States, however, rejected thls opportunity to assume leader

ship and attempted to return to the isolationism of the 

9 past. 

In the period between the two World Wars, the Western 

democracies had allowed to arise in Europe two totalitarian 

powers, Germany and Russia. George F. Kennan, prominent 

State Department official and author, believes they were so 

powerful that together they could not be defeated. Sepa

rately, the Western democracies could defeat one only with 

the aid of the other. The one assisting the democracies 

would, by way of military operations, take over much of 
10 eastern Europe. 

The Nazi-Soviet Nonaggression Pact of August, 1939, 

destroyed the balance of power in Europe, mak ing possible the 

attack on Poland. 11 When this pact was broken by Hitler's 

66-67. 

8 ~- , 165-166. 
9oe Conde,~-.£!..!:.·, 9. 

10 
George F. Kennan, Ameri can Dip lomacy 1900-1950, 

11 
John L. Snell and others, The Meaning of Yalta, !UJl 

Three Diplomacy~~~ Balance of Power,,-



invasion of Russia, the immediate pressure was lifted from 

Britain, and the United States was given a chance to re

establish the balance of power. 12 

The War-time Alliance -
President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill, in 

accordance with Wilsonian ideology, put the defeat of Hitler 

before all else. This meant aiding any country that would 

help to bring about the defeat of Germany. 13 As applied to 

the Soviet Union, two basic characteristics of this policy 

by the West were displayed at the various war-time confer

ences: a willingness to postpone territorial settlements 

until after Hitler was defeated, and the continuance of aid 

to Russia after the Germans were driven from Russian soil, 

thereby directly aiding Russian takeover of eastern European 

countries which, in turn, caused serious post-war political 

problems. 14 

Another significant explanation for American conces

sions at Yalta, the most important of the war-time confer

ences, was the assumption by President Roosevelt and 

Secretary of State Cordell Hull that an effective post-war 

world order could be constructed only with the aid and 

12 
~-, 8. 

1
¾ennan, £12.• ill•, 75. 

EST! LL LI 3 RARY 

9 
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cooperation of the Russians. 15 The Pr esident believed that 

it was necessary to secure from the Russians and British an 

agreement to establish a world organization before the end of 

the war. He gave this belief such a priority that it may 

have well been responsible for his willingness to grant con

cessions on regional matters at Yalta. Like Wilson in 1918, 

Roosevelt hoped that any unsatisfactory details could be 

ironed out later in the international organlzation. 16 

It must be pointed out that the bargaining position of 

the West at the Yalta Conference was far from ideal. The 

situation was as follows: 

1. With the effectiveness of the atomic bomb unknown, 

General MacArthur and other mi 11 tary leaders believed that it 

was imperative to secure Soviet aid for the invasion of 

Japan. 17 

2. Stalin was demanding a "second front" in order to 
18 remove some of the pressure from the Red Army. 

3. The Germans had launched a gigantic counter

offensive which resulted in the so-called "Battle of the 

Bulge. 1119 

In summary, the decisions of the Yalta Conference can 

be rightly understood only if viewed with the following 

15snell, .2.E. ill. ' 14 . 

16~., 167. 17~., 32. 

18 !E.!2..·, 25. 19Ibld., 26. 
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points in mind: the West agreed that Germany and Japan 

should be punished stringently, with any aggressive tenden

cies neutralized; the West realized that Russia had sustained 

terrible punishment and deserved compensation; President 

Roosevelt believed that the United States, Britain, and 

Russia must serve as "world policemen" until a world organi

zation was operating successfully; the President was also 

under the impression that the Soviet Union would require a 

generation to recover and would, therefore, be willing to 

cooperate with the West; and it was clear that Russia would 

emerge from the war the dominant power in Europe. This meant 

to Roosevelt and the State Department that the United States 

must retain friendly relations with the Russians. The policy 

followed at Yalta by the West, therefore, was to agree to the 
20 minimum concessions and to anticipate Soviet collaboration. 

There has been, in recent years, a great deal of 

criticism of the Yalta agreements, but as George F. Kennan 

says, "There was nothing the Western democracies could have 

done to prevent the Russians from entering these areas except 

to get there first, and this they were not in a position to 

do."21 

There was, however, little immediate criticism of the 

Yalta agreements. Most of the Western world rejoiced at the 

20 
~-, 205-207. 

21 
Kennan,!:!£• ill•, 76. 



22 cooperation and good will displayed by the Big Three. 

12 

President Roosevelt received "floods of messages" from home. 

The following are representative: from Herbert Hoover, "It 

will offer a great deal of hope to the world."; from William 

L. Shirer, " • a landmark in human history."; from Raymond 

Gram Swing, "No more appropriate news could be conceived to 

celebrate the birthday of Abraham Lincoln."; from Senator 

Alben Barkley, "· •• I regard it as one of the most impor

tant steps ever taken to promote peace and happiness in the 

world."; and Joseph C. Harsch wrote in the Christian Science 

Monitor: 

The Crimea Conference stands out from previous 
such conferences because of its mood of deci
sion •••• The meeting at Yalta was plainly 
dominated by a desire, willlngness

2
~nd deter

mination to reach solid decisions. j 

The feelings of President Roosevelt's special assist

ant, Harry Hopkins, were later expressed to Robert E. 

Sherwood, in his book, Roosevelt~ Hopkins,~ Intimate 

History: 

We really believed in our hearts that this 
was the dawn of the new day we had all been pray
ing for and talking about for so many years. We 
were absolutely certain that we had won the first 
great victory of the peace--and, by "we," I mean 

22 
Snell,££.• ill•, 189. 

23 Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins,~ Inti-
~ History, 869-870. 



all of us, the whole civilized human race. The 
Russians had proved that they could be reasonable 
and farseeing and there wasn't any doubt in the 
minds of the President or any of us that we could 
live with them and get along with them peacefully 
for as far into the future as any of us could 
imagine. But I have one amendment to that--1 
think we all had in our minds the reservation 
that we could not foretell what the results 
would be if anything should happen to Stalin. 
We felt sure that we could count on him to be 
reasonable and sensible and understanding--but 
we never could be sure who or what

4
might be in 

back of him there in the Kremlin. 2 

International Organization 

As early as the Moscow Conference, held in October, 

1943, the Big Three agreed to establish an international 

organization "based on the principle of sovereign equality 

13 

of all peace-loving states, and open to membership by all 

such states , large and small, for the maintenance of interna

tional peace and security." After this conference, Cordell 

Hull said to a Joint session of Congress that there was no 

longer a need 

••• for spheres of influence, for alliances, 
for balance of power or any other of the special 
arrangements through which, ln the unhappy past, 
the nations strove to safeguard

5
their security 

or to promote their interests.2 

In April, 1944, Secretary Hull wrote that the coopera

tion of the four major powers "is the solid framework upon 

24 ~-, 870. 25snell, ~· ill·, 16. 



which all future policy and international organization must 

be built."26 

14 

The belief of Marshal Jan Smuts of South Africa in 

September, 1944, was "Should a World Organization be formed 

which does not include Russia she will become the power 

centre of another group. We shall then be heading towards a 

third World War.«27 

At the time of the Declaration of the United Nations 

in January, 1945, Cordell Hull said: 

This ls a living proof that law-abiding 
and peace-loving nations can unite in using the 
sword when necessary to preserve liberty and 
Justice and the fundamental values of mankind. 
Against this host we can be sure that the forces 
of barbaric savagery and org~8ized wickedness 
cannot and will not prevail. 

In a dinner given by Stalin at the Yalta Conference, 

the Soviet dictator, while proposing a toast, remarked that 

it would be immeasurably more difficult to retain unity after 

the war than it was while the Joint aim was simply to defeat 

the enemy. He went on to state, however, that he believed -

the Big Three could meet the challenge and retain as cordial 

relations in the time of peace as they had in time of war. 29 

27 ~-, 22. 
28 

Cordell Hull , The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, 11, 1125. 
29 

Sherwood,££_• ill·, 869. 



In August, 1945, while compiling his papers, Harry 

Hopklns sald to hls assistant, Sidney Hyman: 

We know that we have been able to fight 
side by side with the Russians in the greatest 
war in all history. We know or believe that 
Russia's interests, so far as we can anticipate 
them, do not afford an opportunlty for a major 
difference with us in foreign affairs •••• 
We find the Russians as individuals easy to 
deal with. The Russians undoubtedly like the 
American people. They like the Unt'ted States • 
• • • I belleve they not only have no wish m 
fight with us, but are determined to take thelr 
place in world affairs in an international or
ganization, and above all, they want to main
tain friendly relations with us.3° 

In January, 1946, Walter Lippmann suggested 

••• that the task of statesmanship is not to 
try necessarily to secure democracy for all the 
world, but to discover the means by which7 
democracy and Communism ••• can find a way of 
living together.31 · 

Period£.!. Attempted Cooperation 

lS 

As World War II drew to an end, there was a great deal 

of optimism concerning the post-war world. The English

speaking peoples possessed a considerable amount of good-will 

for "Uncle Joe" and the Russian people. No politician or 

30 !.£.!!. , 922. 

31 James V. Forrestal, The Forrestal Diaries. Edited 
by Walter Millis with the collaboration of E. S. Duffie l d, 
127. 
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official could afford to make any statement against Russia's 

intentions. 32 

The emergence of the United States and Soviet Russia 

in the post-war period as the dominant powers created new 

problems. Even if its people did not relish the idea, the 

United States acquired Great Britain's role "as the pivot of 

the Western World" and was forced to become "the main de

fender of Anglo-American values. 11 33 

Attempted cooperation did not fare as well as ex

pected, for as early as the spring of 1945 there was already 

some evidence that the Russians would not live up to the 

provisions of the Yalta agreements. This first suspicion of 

distrust was heightened by Soviet conduct at the United 

Nations conference for World Organization at San Francisco in 

April, 1945, and at the pre-armistice negotiations in March 

and April of 1945. At this time, the Russians began to de

stroy the friendly relations of the war years.34 

Elections were not held in Poland until January, 1947, 

even though Stalin told Roosevelt at Yalta that elections 

would be held there within a month unless there was "some 

catastrophe" on the front. Furthermore, when the elections 

32 
J. Hampden Jackson, The World in the Postwar Decade 

1945-1955, 5. - - -
33 

De Conde,~· ill·, 10 . 
34 

Snell,£,£•£!.!•, 190. 
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were held, there was no doubt that they were dominated by the 

Communists . 35 

The German sector under the control of the Russians 

was treated as a satellite, and Germany was not dealt with as 

one economic unit but separated from the remainder of the 

country. Much-needed foodstuffs grown in agricultural east

ern Germany were withheld from the western portion of the 

country, thereby placing its people in a position of depend

ency to the We st. Industrial equipment was withdrawn from 

the Soviet zone in lieu of reparations. In addition, politi

cal parties other than the Communist party were forbidden and 

freedom of speech, press, and radio were lost. 36 

Perhaps the most shocking act by the Soviets, however, 

was their refusal to accept the generous American offer con

cerning the atomic bomb, In 1946, the United States, as the 

sole possessor of the atomic bomb, had a unique opportunity. 

It was in a position to force upon the world its program, 

but, instead, chose another route. The United States was 

willing to relinquish its monop oly of atomic weapons to the 

control of an international authority, provided that this 

organization would have the right of continuous inspection. 

When this system was in operation, all atomic bombs would be 

destroyed and their manufacture ceased. The Russ ians 

35 
Jackson, £1?_• ill·, 21 -22, 

36~., 21. 
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refused to accept this offer unless changes were made whereby 

there could be no effective inspection.37 

Even though the Soviets began as early as 1945 to 

become uncooperative, the United States, for a period of 

almost two years after the end of the war, still clung to the 

hope that, as serious as the problems were, they could be 

worked out in an acceptable manne r. 38 

37 Ibid., 26-27. -38 
Carleton, 2.2.• ill·, 53-54. 



CHAPTER III 

THE PERIOD OF DISILLUSIONMENT 

In spite of the fact that the attempted cooperation 

did not fare as well as expected, the general optimism of the 

Western community concerning prospects for the future was not 

shaken severely before 1947. High ranking Washington offi

cials shared this optimism with the American people. While 

the official policy remained optimistic, however, there were 

a few farsighted individuals who attempted to break through 

this feeling of security and to point out to the American 

people the true situation. 

Ominous Warnings 

In a letter of January S, 1946, to Secretary of State 

Byrnes, President Truman said that he believed the United 

States should strongly protest the activities of the Russians 

in Iran. The Russian program in Iran was similar, he said, 

to their activities in Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania. It 

was also reminiscent of the "high-handed and arbitrary man

ner" the Russians displayed in Poland. The President pointed 

out that Iran, as the war-time ally of both the United States 

and Russia, had allowed arms, ammunition, and other supplies 

from the United States to pass across Iran from the Persian 

Gulf to the Russians in the vicinity of the Caspian Sea. 

These supplies helped prevent the defeat of Russia. But in 
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spite of these circumstances, the Russians were now stirring 

up a rebellion and continuing to maintain troops on Iranian 

soil. The President ended the letter with strong words: 

There isn't a doubt in my mind that Russia 
intends an invasion of Turkey and the seizure of 
the Black Sea Straits to the Mediterranean. Un
less Russia ls faced with an iron fist and strong 
language another war ls in the making. Only one 
language do they understand--"How many divisions 
have you?" 

I do not think we should compromise any 
longer •••• We should let our position on Iran 
be known in no uncertain terms ••• I'm tired 
of babying the Sovlets.l 

In~ 21_ Decisions, the first volume of his Memoirs, 

President Truman describes a personal report of the Soviet 

Union given to him on April 20, 1945, by Averell Harriman. 

Mr. Harriman was at that time the United States Ambassador to 

the Soviet Union. He reported that it was his belief that 

the Soviets thought they could cooperate with the United 

l 
William Hillman, Mr. President, Personal Diar8, 

Private Letters, Papers, and Revealing Interviews ofar 61 S. Truman, Thirty-Second 'Prisident of the United Stites o 
America, 27-28. A controversy deveTopectover this letter.'" 
President Truman says on page 551 of Year of Decisions that 
he wrote the letter in longhand becausenewas In a hurry and 
wanted no publicity. When Mr. Byrnes came to the White House 
on January 5, Truman said, "I read it to him as he sat at my 
desk in the Oval Room ••• " On page 402 of All in One Life
time, Byrnes claimed that "such a letter was neverserit ro
~nor read to me •••• My first knowledge of the 'memo
randum letter' came with its appearance in the Hillman book. 
The only explanation Mr. Hillman gives of this unusual action 
is that 'One day the President said that sometimes he wrote 
letters which he never sent but wished he had sent.'" 
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States and Great Britain and, at the same time, extend their 

sphere of influence over neighboring countries by means of 

unilateral action. According to Harriman, the Russians mis

understood our willingness to cooperate as a sign of 

weakness. This made them overconfident. He believed, how

ever, that the Russians had no desire for a breach in our 

relations to develop since they needed American aid for their 

program of reconstruction. Ambassador Harriman believed that 

we were confronted with a "barbarian invasion of Europe." 

Russian control would dominate a country's foreign affairs, 

while internally, it would be subjected to secret police. He 

concluded the meeting by saying that, in his opinion, it 

would be possible to deal successfully with the Russians, but 

in order to do so we must realize that the Russians were not 

likely to operate according to principles that other coun

tries recognize in international affairs. 2 

On Ap ril 4, 1945, Ambassador Harriman had cabled from 

the Moscow Embassy: 

We now have ample proof that the Soviet govern
ment views all matters from the standpoint of 
their own selfish interests .••• The Com
munist Party or its associates everywhere are 
using economic difficulties in areas under our 
responsibilities to promote Soviet concepts 
and policies and to undermine the influence 
of the We stern Allies •••• Unless we and 

2 
. Harry s. Truman, Memoirs .£Y Harry~- Truman, I, 

Y.!:.!.!:. £!_ Decisions, 70-71. 



the British now adopt an independent line 
the people under the areas of our responsi
bility will suffer and the chances of Soviet 
domination in Europe will be enhanced •••• 
We must clearly realize that the Soviet pro
gram ls the establishment of totalitarianism, 
ending personal liberty and democracy as we 
know and respect it.J 
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The night before Ambassador Harriman made his report 

to President Truman, he told Secretary of the Navy James 

Forrestal that unless our Russian policy became much more 

firm, he could not be very optimistic about our future rela

tions with the Soviets. He said the Russians had not fin

ished setting up satellites around their borders, and that we 

were faced by a threat as serious as Fascism or Nazism.4 

The Cabinet meeting of January 11, 1946, considered 

the dangers of demobilization in light of the existing con

ditions. Forrestal suggested that the President should tell 

the heads of the more important newspapers and news services, 

at a conference, how really serious the international situa

tion was, and that he should point out the need for making 

the country aware of the situation. President Truman, 

according to Forrestal, agreed to do so. The diary does not 

show what was finally done, "but certainly in early 1946," 

point out the editors of The Forrestal Diaries, "there was no 

such trumpet call as Forrestal clearly had in mind. 115 

3 
James V. Forrestal, The Forrestal Diaries, 39-40. 

4 5 lli.2.·, 47. ~-, 129. 
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On February 9, 1946, Josef Stalin made an "election 

speech," in which he hinted that a peaceful world was not 

possible with the present economic development of the capi

talist countries. He set forth a five-year plan for military 

and industrial expansion "to guarantee our country against 

any eventuality. " This speech and program helped to convince 

Forrestal that democracy and communism could not live 
6 together as Lippmann had suggested. From this time on it 

s e ems clear that Forrestal began to believe more and more 

" that policy could not be founded on the assumption that a 

peaceful solution of the Russian problem would be possible. 117 

On March S, 1946, through the arrangement of President 

Truman, Winston Churchill delivered a monumental speech at 

Westminster College in Fulton, Missouri. 

In his speech, Mr. Churchill suggested that our fore

most task was to protect the "common people" from the horrors 

of another war. Since the United Nations was not yet well 

organized, he proposed the formation of an international air 

unit. It would be composed of squadrons from various coun

tries which would be under the United Nations, except that 

they would not be required to act against their own country. 

It would not be a wise policy, said Britain's war

time Prime Minister, to deliver the secret of atomic weapons 

6 See statement by Lippmann above, 15. 
1 
Forrestal , £_£• ill·, 134-1)5. 



to international control in view of the present world sit

uation. 

24 

Mr. Churchill, after the above preliminaries, 

announced that he had "come to the crux of what I have trav

eled here to say." And this was, he explained, "what I have 

called the fraternal association of the English-speaking 

peoples. This means a special relationship between the 

British Commonwealth and Empire and the United States." 

Otherwise , war cannot be prevented with certainty, nor can 

the United Nations develop into the kind of organization we 

wish it to. This association would require "growing friend

ship and mutual understanding" and necessitate a close 

association of our military advisers, which will lead to 

joint consideration of problems, weapons, and other items. 

The joint use of bases under this "fraternal association" 

would vastly increase the number for both systems and would 

lead to financial savings as the world "calms down." 

This "special relationship," said Mr. Churchill, would 

not endanger the United Nations or be inconsistent with loy

alties to the United Nations. He then pointed to several 

long standing alliances of Britain and the United States. It 

was his opinion that such a relationship, instead of hurting 

the United Nations, would strenghten it. 

The ex-Prime Minister then warned that the Soviets had 

thrown a "shadow" over the recent Allied victory. Mr. 

Churchill stated that he had a "strong admiration" for the 
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Russian people and his war-time associate, Stalin. He 

acknowledged the need for Russia to have safety from future 

German aggression. We are glad, he said, for Russia to take 

its place among the world's foremost nations, and we would 

gladly exchange people and ideas. He then drew a grim pic

ture of the existing situation: 

It ls my duty ••• to place before you 
certain facts about the present position in 
Europe--! am sure I do not wish to, but it is 
my duty, I feel, to present them to you. 

From Stettin in the Baltic to Triest [sic] 
in the Adriatic, an iron curtain has descen'cf"ecf 
across the Continent. Behind that line lie 
all the capitals of the ancient states of cen
tral and eastern Europe. Warsaw, Berlin, 
Prague, Vienna, Budapest, Belgrade, Bucharest 
and Sofia, all these famous cities and the 
populations around them lie in the Soviet 
sphere and all are subject in one form or an
other, not only to Soviet influence but to a 
very high and increasing measure of control 
from Moscow. 

Communist parties, he continued, which were formerly 

small in these areas, now had power far beyond their size. 

In most cases police governments existed. 

Turkey and Persia are both profoundly alarmed 
and disturbed at the claims which are made upon 
them and at the pressure being exerted by the 
Moscow government .••• Whatever conclusions 
may be drawn from these facts--and facts they 
are--this is certainly not the liberated Europe 
we fought to build up. Nor is it one which 
contains the essentials of permanent peace. 

War was not inevitable, according to Mr. Churchill, 



because he was sure that we controlled our own destiny. 

Therefore, he felt that he must speak out: 

1 do not believe that Soviet Russia desires 
war. What they desire is the fruits of war and 
the indefinite expansion of their power and doc
trines •••• Our difficulties and dangers will 
not be removed by mere waiting to see what hap
pens; nor will they be relieved by a policy of 
appeasement •••• 

From what 1 have seen of our Russian friends 
and allies during the war, 1 am convinced that 
there ls nothing they admire so much as strength, 
and there ls nothing for which they have less 
respect than for military weakness. 

Mr. Churchill then pointed out that World War 11 was 

unnecessary. He had seen it on the way and said so, but no 

one listened. He warned we must not again be "sucked into 

the awful whirlpool." This could be prevented by achieving 

then, in 1946, "a good understanding on all points with 

Russia under the general authority of the United Nations 

Organ! za ti on " 
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The speech was concluded with his belief that if the 

proposed "fraternal association" became a reality "there will 

be an overwhelming assurance of security," and "the high

roads of the future will be clear, not only for us but for 

all, not only for our time but for a century to come."8 

According to the~~ Times of March 6, 1946, 

8 
Winston S. Churchill, "A Shadow Has Fallen On Europe 

and Asia, 11 Vital Speeches of the Day, XI I ( March 15, 1946), 
329-332. - -



27 

the day after the Fulton speech, the proposal for close rela

tions with the United States was well received in London, 

although there was some doubt as to how the American public 

would feel about it. There was some suspicion, however, of 

such strong criticism of the Soviets. 9 The Times of March 6 

also reported that the reactions of most American Congressmen 

who were willing to be quoted were unfavorable. Senator 

Pepper of Florida said that Churchill "had spoken' in his 

best Marlborough manner for glorious imperialism ••• ,"lO 

According to later reports, a few Congressmen believed 

the speech "realistic," but most were "cold" and some were 

"shocked." While the Wall Street Journal called it "bril

liant" with a "hard core of indisputable fact," the consensus 

of other newspapers was that "such an alliance would only 

provoke Russian suspicion, already acute, and pull the props 

of trust and confidence right out from under UNO. 

Russian newspapers called the speech "aggressive," and the 

London Daily Worker said "Churchill ••• has returned to his 

anti-Communist vomit," but~ magazine said that "what 

9 
"Churchill Speech Hailed in London," New York Times, 

March 6, 1946, 6. - -

lOlbi d . -
19. 

11 
"Mr. Truman's Balloon,"~, XLVII (March 18 , 1946), 



Churchill has returned to was his Munich-era assertion that 

appeasement will not buy peace. 11 12 
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Churchill's message emphasized throughout the British 

Empire that Britain could not still protect her interests 

with her own military forces. "The pressures are many; the 

resources are too few," he said. President Truman said 

nothing, but Secretary of State Byrnes informed Russia that 

t he Unite d States "cannot remain lndifferent 11 to the con

tinue d presence of Russia in lran. 13 

An editorial in The Nation14 condemned the speech for 

its bad ti ming. Secretary of State Byrnes had promised that 

"we will gang up against no state," but Churchill's whole 

program "was a bo 1 d call for a mill tary al 1 i ance. Byrnes, in 

short , talk ed like a man determined on peace, Churchill like 

a man comm itted to war." The editorial went on to point out 

that while a declining Britain might welcome such an alliance 

with the United States, 

Churchill has adopted a strategy and a tone that 
will serve neither the good of Britain nor the 
cause of world peace •••• He has added a 
sizable measure of poison to the already deterio
rating relations between Russia and the Western 
powers. He has given the Soviets ground to 
intensify their unilateral pursuit of security 
••• He has undermined faith in the UNO •• • , 

12 ~-, 25. 
14 

"Churchill's 'Union Now, 111 The Nation, CLXII ( March 
16, 1946), 303-304. 



and, ironically, he has prejudiced the chances 
of the loan to Britain by arousing once again 
the suspicions of those who fear to be

5
drawn 

into a defense of the British Empire.l 
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Ernest K. Lindley believed Churchill's proposal was 

useful as a reserve policy, partially because the American 

public was probably not ready to accept it, and partially 

because it was the hope that the Soviets would be concerned 

to the extent that they would attempt, by means of a more 

reasonable American policy, to prevent such an alliance from 

forming. 16 

Norman Cousins, editor of The Saturday Review£!_ Lit

erature, said the alliance proposed by Churchill might cause 

"fusion of all non-English speaking peoples, especially in 

Europe and Asia. Even worse than that: it would set the 

stage and point up the issues for World War Ill. 11 17 

Henry Wallace strongly condemned Churchill's proposal. 

He said that : 

Few public addresses in the history of 
t he world have been so loade d with dynamite as 
Churchill's Fulton iron-curtain, Anglo
American-alliance speech. The American people 

l Slbid. 

16 
Ernest K. Lindley, "What Mr. Churchill Meant," 

Newsweek, XXVII ( March 18, 1946), 36. 

17Norman Cousins, "Blood, Sweat, Tears, and Iron 
Curtains," The Saturday Review of Literature, XXIX (March 30, 
1946), 27. -



were shocked and staggered by its content ••• 
Some Americans, war-weary but tense, began to 
move dangerously toward the thought of an irre
pressible conflict .••• 

Churchill's scheme is now clear. He 
assumes that our atom bombs and air power are 
at Eng land's disposal. The first-line weapons 
are the foot soldiers and the industry of 
France and western Germany. France and Ger
many will guide Europe. England will guide 
France and Germany and, by the grace of God 
and Winston Churchill, the airplanes and the 
atom bombs of the United States will uphold 
her right arm. 

Mr. Wallace points out that he does not believe the 

British people support the Fulton proposals. "They don't 

believe in atom bomb Christianity." He goes on to say that 

Mr. Churchill undoubtedly 

believes that an Anglo-American dominated United 
Nations armed with the irresistible atom bomb 
should be used to hold Russia in check. He sin
cerely thinks, as do many Americans, that that 
is the only road to one world and peace. For my 
part, I am certain that the course Churchill 
advocates would make inevitable the very thing 
he seeks to avert--the destruction of civili
zation. Peace cannot be achieved by coercive 
threats backed by hideous weapons. In the name 
of one wor ld and peace the Chu rchillians are 
making two worlds and war.18 
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Eight days after the Fulton proposal, Josef Stalin 

made a speech in which he bitterly attacked the West in gen

eral, and Churchill in particular. Stalin's intentions were 

18 
Henry Wallace, "Churchill's Crusade," The New 

Republic, CXVI (January 13, 1947), 22-23. - -
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"to play on every nation' s dread of war," and to emphasize 

the "threat of capitalistic encirclement. 1119 Stalin claimed 

Churchill's proposal was an ultimatum to all non-English 

speaking peoples to recognize the "lordship" of the United 
20 

States and Britain or else "war is inevitable." 

After Stalin's attack, Churchill announced, "I do not 

wish ••• to withdraw or modify a single word. 1121 

Iran 

During World War 11 the United States improved rail

roads, harbors, highways, and other transportation facilities 

in Iran so that a route for Lend-Lease items for Russia might 

be opened. 22 

In addition to preventing the country's oil reserves 

from falling into the hands of the Allies, the Germans in

tended to use Iran as a link to the East. Britain needed 

Iran as a source of oil and as a link to India, while the 

country became important to Russia as a supply route for 

1911 stal in Takes the Stump," ~, XLVI I ( March 25, 
1946), 26. 

20 
"Backdrop for the UNO: The Great Debate," Newsweek, 

XXVII ( March 25, 1946), 41. 
21 

"Stalin Takes the Stump, 11 .!!E!!, XLVI I (March 25, 
1946), 26. 

22 
Norman J. Padelford, "Soviet Pressure on Iran," 

Problems in International Relations, Andrew Gyorgy and 
Hubert Globs, editors, ij. 
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Lend-Lease goods from the United States. In 1941 the Shah 

refused the Joint request of Britain and Russia to expel all 

German agents. Britain and Russia then decided to occupy 

Iran. Their intervention began on August 25, 1941, for the 

purpose of protecting the oil fields and the Trans-Iranian 

Railway. The British occupied the southern part of the coun

try, while the Russians occupied the northern part. A Treaty 

of Alliance among Iran, Britain, and Russia was signed on 

January 29, 1942. According to the provisions, Britain and 

Russia agreed to respect "the territorial integrity and 

political independence of Iran"; Iran agreed to allow free 

passage of troops and their supplies, including the right to 

control transportation; and these troops were to be withdrawn 

not later than six months "after the cessation of hostilities 

against Germany and her associates. 1123 

It ls now apparent, according to Norman J. Padelford, 

author of an article called "Soviet Pressure on Iran," that 

the Russians saw this as a wonderful opportunity. They 

isolated their zone to all outsiders and most Iranians. 

Their activities included economic controls, censorship of 

news, spying, anti-Western propaganda, and the employment of 

secret police and terrorist methods. 24 
At the Teheran Conference of December, 1943, the Big 

Three issued a Three Power Declaration in which they 

23 
~. , l 2 • 



proclaimed that they were "at one with Iran in their desire 

for the maintenance of the independence, sovereignty and 

territorial integrity of Iran." 25 
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On May JO, 1945, after the end of the war in Europe, 

Iran's foreign minister requested the withdrawal of Allied 

troops. 26 But Stalin claimed at the Potsdam Conference in 

July, 1945, that Allied troops were needed in Iran until 

Japan was defeated. President Truman said at this time that 

he did not believe American troops were needed in Iran, al

though there were supplies in the country which needed to be 

guarded for future use against Japan. Stalin had no objec

tions to American and British troops in Iran, but he sug

gested that the Allies withdraw from Teheran. Churchill, 

since he had promised to secure the removal of troops from 

the country after the defeat of Germany, was anxious to re

move the Allied forces from Iran. Stalin hedged. He pointed 

out that the treaty declared that the troops would be removed 

not later than six months after the defeat of Germany "and 

her associates." Churchill then suggested that the Russian 

proposal to withdraw troops from Teheran be accepted, leaving 

the other question for the foreign ministers to deal with 

later. President Truman announced that American troops were 

being withdrawn anyway, because they were needed in the Far 

East. He estimated that this withdrawal would be completed 

26~., 14. 
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within sixty days. Stalin told the President that there was 

no need for the United States to be concerned about its sup

plies in Iran. The Soviet dictator said, "we promise you 

that no action will be taken by us against Iran." Stalin was 

thanked for this pledge. 27 

The first news of seemingly undue Soviet interference 

in Iran's internal affairs was received by President Truman 

in September, 1945. The reports indicated that Russian army 

units were preventing Iranian police from moving into areas 

where the local communist party, the Tudeh Party, was active. 

Later in September, the State Department informed the Presi

dent that Azerbaijan province in the northern part of Iran 

was "torn by unrest," and that the movement for autonomy was 

encouraged, and maybe initiated, by the Russians. The London 

Conference of the Council of Foreign Ministers had agreed in 

September, 1945, that the deadline for the withdrawal of 

Allied troops would be March 2, 1946. In October of 1945, 

however, intelligence reports indicated that the Russians 

were actually building up their forces in Iran instead of 

preparing to withdraw them. The President said in his Mem

oirs that it appeared Russia was trying to get at least 

northern lran. 28 

Persian Azerbaijan is a fertile area covering some 

35,000 square miles in northwestern Iran. If this province 

27 28 
Truman,££_• .£!!•, 379-380. Ibid., 522-523. 
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fell into the hands of the Russians it would mean that Turkey 

would be completely flanked on the eastern side by the So

viets.29 The separatist rebellion in this province broke out 

in November, 1945, and obviously had the support of the 

Russian troops that had been in the area since 1941. Russia 

and Britain were to "respect the territorial integrity, sov

ereignty and political independence of Persia" by the terms 

of the Treaty of Alliance of 1942, and the Allies were to 

remove their troops from Iran by March 2, 1946. Neverthe 

less, the northern provinces were "isolated as though by an 

iron scre en" by early 1946. 30 The Ru ssian occupation forces 

allowe d the free movement of the rebel troops while pre

venting sol d i e rs of the central government from entering the 

disputed area.3 1 

On November 23, 1945, President Truman had Secretary 

of State Byrnes to bring the question of the Russian buildup 

in Iran before the Cabinet. At the meeting, Secretary Byrnes 

suggested that the United States withdraw her troops from 

Iran early and ask the Russians to do likewise. The target 

29 
G. M. Coombs, "The Background of the Russo-Persian 

Dispute," The Contemporary Review, CLXIX (March, 1946), 154-
155. - - -

30 
~-, 152. 

53. 
31 

"Iran and Ivan," Newsweek, XXVI (November 5, 1945), 
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date was to be January 1, 1936 . On December 3, the Russians 

refused t h is request. 32 

According to the Soviet newspaper Izvestia, the pur

pose of t he autonomy movement in Azerbaijan Province wa s not 

to separate that province from the central government, but 

me rely to seek "g reater autonomy within the framework of the 

Iranian state. "33 Reports of Russian interference continued, 

and in mid-De cember, 1945 , a proclamation announced an auton

omous Aze rbaijan Republic. 34 

~ magazine reported on De cember 31, 1945, that 

Azerbaijan was quiet again after its declaration of autonomy. 

In its capital, Tabriz, a "mid d le-aged Communist stooge from 

Baku, Jafar Pishevari, boldly proclaimed hi mself Premier of 

the new Aze rbaijan Provincial Government. 11 35 

James F. Byrnes tells of his conversation with Stalin 

at the Moscow Conference of December, 1945 , in his book, fill. 

.!.!!, 2E.!, Lifeti me . When Secretary Byrnes reminded Stalin of 

the March 2 deadline, the Soviet dictator replied that the 

government of Iran was unfriendly to Russia, and he feared 

3¾ arry S. Truman, Memoirs£! Harry~• Truman, II 
Years£!. Trial~ Hope, 93 . 

New 

31, 

33nwhat is Happening in I ran," an editorial in The 
Re public , CXIII ( December 3, 1945) , 731. 

34 
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3511 1ran: Tabriz and Teheran ," ~' XLVI (De ce mber 
1945), 30. 



37 

they might send saboteurs to the Baku oil fields, which are 

near the Soviet-Iranian border. For this reason, Stalin 

continued, Russia must keep troops in Iran until March, 1946, 

and "at that time the situation would be examined again." He 

was using what Byrnes implied was an obviously false threat 

against the Baku oil fields as an excuse for saying that 

Russia might not remove her troops by the deadline. 36 

On January 15, 1946, the Iranian government announced 

that further negotiations with Russia were useless, and that 

the Iranians would put the case before the United Nations. 

The case was taken up by the Security Council on January 25. 

Iran charged that the Soviets had violated the 1942 agreement 

by retaining Russian troops in Iran, which violated the ter

ritorial integrity of the country; that Russia encouraged the 

revolt in Azerbaijan, which prevented the application of 

Iranian law; that the Soviets refused to allow the troops of 

the central government to reach the troubled area; and that 

they refused to negotiate on a bilateral basis. The Russians 

answered this charge by pointing out that negotiation had 

been started and therefore there was no need for the Security 

Council to take up this local matter which would not lead to 

"international friction." They then said that the revolt in 

36 
James F. Byrnes,~ .!22 ~ Lifetime, 333. 
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Azerbaijan had nothing to do with the presence of Red troops 

in the area.37 

In January, 1946, Iran's ambassador to the United 

States, Hassein Ala, reviewed the existing situation in a 

speech and concluded that Russian interference in his coun

try's internal affairs 

is the reward we get for having been a loyal 
Ally during the war and for having placed all 
our communications and resources at the dis
posal of the Soviet

8
Union, Great Britain, and 

the United States.3 

The situation in Iran was summed up by w. H. Hindle 

in a Harpers' article in February, 1946. He declared that 

the Russians wanted an ice-free port--one of Russia's ancient 

foreign policy goals--a buffer area for Russia's industrial 

area north of Iran, and Iran's oil fields. He also pointed 

out that a Soviet-held Iran would be useful as a flanking 

position to help "persuade" Turkey to allow them to get "vir

tual control over the Dardanelles. 11 39 

When it became obvious that Russia had not observed 

the March 2 deadline, Iran protested to the Security Council. 

37 Padelford, ~• ill·, 15-16. 
38 · Hasseln Ala, "Iran's Dilemma." A speech delivered 

by the Iranian Ambassador to the United States in New 
Brunswick, New Jersey, on January 16, 1946. Reprinted in 
Vital Speeches£!_ lli_ Day, XII ( March 1, 1946) , 305. 

39w. H. Hindle, "The Trouble lsn' t Over in Iran," 
Harpers Magazine, CXCIX (February, 1946), 136. 
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The Soviet delegate, Andrei Gromyko, opposed the motion for 

consideration of the question by the Security Counci l. He 

claimed that negotiations were already underway between 

Russia and Iran, and that Russia had agreed to remove Soviet 

troops within six weeks "unless unforeseen circumstances 

arise. 11 The Soviet ~elegate also pointed out that, according 

to Articles thirty-four and thirty-five, the Security Council 

should consider only matters that endanger international 

peace and security. When he was unable to get the matter 

postponed , the Soviet delegation walked out.4° 

The United States also took action after it became 

evident that the Russians did not observe the March 2 dead

line. A note was sent to the Soviet Union that while "still 

being diplomatically polite, made it very plain that we did 

not like the way Russia was behaving in Iran ••• 11 The note 

had no apparent effect, for intelligence reports indicated 

Russian troops remained in the troubled area.41 Britain and 

Iran also sent notes of protest, but neither the United 

States nor Britain made a move to send troops back.42 

While the Russians maintained that the situation in 

Azerbaijan was too unsettled to remove their troops, they 

4°Padelford, _££• cit., 18 . 

4 1Truman, Years£!_ Trial and Hope, 94 - 95 . 
42Padelford, ££.· cit., 17. Mr. Padelford says the 

Russians were encouraged not to remove t heir troops by the 
11 soft 11 Western stand. 



did begin to remove them from "quieter" sections of the 

country.43 

40 

The bullying tactics of the Soviets was revealingly 

illustrated when the Iranian Premier, Ahmad Ghavarn Saltaneh, 

went to Moscow in March, 1946. First, Foreign Minister 

Molotov demanded certain oil concessions originally offered 

by secret agreement by the former Iranian Premier, Morteza 

Gholy Bayat. Ghavam replied that this could not be done 

under the MaJlis, or Parliament, law. He declared that such 

action would subject him to a possible Jail sentence. Molo 

tov demanded the law be changed, and on hearing that only the 

Parliament could do this, he roared "then change the MaJlis." 

When the Iranian Premier subsequently inquired about the 

continued presence of Russian troops ln Iran, he was informed 

by Stalin himself that Soviet troops must remain in Azer

baijan province and maintain its autonomy under the existing 

government in order to protect Aze rbaijan. When Stalin was 

asked against whom was Azerbaijan to be protected, he re -

plied, "Against you We know that you have aggresive 

designs against the Soviet Union." Such action was explained 

to the Soviet people as protection against "capitalist . 

encirclement."44 

43 "1ran.· 11 
{ 46) Test Case, Time, XLVll March 11, 19 , 

31. 
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On March 26, Soviet representative Gromyko announced 

to the Security Council that the Soviet Union and Iran had 

reached an agreement by negotiation regarding the withdrawal 

of the remaining Soviet troops. He claimed that this opera

tion "will probably end within five or six weeks unless 

unforeseen circumstances arise."45 

The final Soviet-Iranian agreement was signed April 4, 

19~.6. According to its provisions, all Soviet troops would 

be withdrawn within six weeks after March 24, a Joint 

Iranian-Russian 011 company was to be established, and the 

Azerbaijan problem would be recognized as an Internal one to 

be settled by the Iranian goverTh~ent. The terms of the oil 

concession were unique. During the first twenty-five years 

of the fifty-year operation, Russia was to control fifty-one 

per cent of the company's shares. After twenty-five years, 

Iran was to get an additional one per cent, making the com

pany a fifty-fifty proposition. Then, after an additional 

fifty years, Iran was to have the option of either buying the 

Russian shares or extending the agreement. There were to ·be 

no other foreign concessions in north Iran. In spite of 

45 
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A speech delivered at the United Nations Security Council by 
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these terms, the central government in Teheran announced that 

it was satisfied and sent troops into north Iran.46 

In October, 194 7, however, Iran's Parliament rejected 

the oil concession treaty "which had been the price for the 

withdrawal of the Red Army." Russia protested "bitterly," 

ev en though she had known in 1946 that the Parliament would 

have to ratify the treaty under the provisions of the coun

try's constitution. The result was that while Iran reac

quired Azerbaijan, Russia did not obtain the oil concession. 

Neither did she attempt to send her troops back to Iran.47 

Greece 

Gre ece is a poor, mountainous, overpopulated country 

which ls only twenty-five per cent arable. Before the war 

royalist and republican factions fought to a standstill. The 

government was made effective only by the dictatorship of 

General Metaxas under the reign of King George. During the 

Nazi occupation, republicans and leftists were temporari ly 

united against the Germans. As time for liberation neared, a 

power struggle developed. The £AM, which was the largest 

resistance organization, and its guerrilla army, the ELAS, 

came to be dominated by communists. 

The King and some of his followers fled to England and 

remaine d there throughout the war . Greeks who remained in 

46 
Padelford, ££• ..s!.,l•, 19. 
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Greece considered those who went to England cowards, while 

those who went to London believed the ones who remained in 

Greece were either communists or Nazi collaborators. So 

World War II "had only intensified the polarization of Greek 

politics, leaving little ground for the foI\ces of 

moderation. 1148 

A British force under Lt. General Ronald Scobie landed 

in Greece in October, 1944, accompanying the Greek troops. 

They were well received. The EAM had control of most of the 

country after the Germans fled. They willingly gave control 

to the Papandreou coalition government which had come with 

the British. Within two months, however, EAM and royalist 

troops were fighting. The official reason given for this 

conflict was the question of d isarmament of the EAI~ 1 s guer

rilla army, but, according to Ernest o . Hauser, the real 

reason was that the left and right were too far apart "for 

even temporary cooperation. 1149 

David Sacker, a British correspondent, attributes much 

of the responsibility for the outbreak of the Greek Civil War 

in December, 1944 , to the EAM, and especially to its commu

nist wing. For some time before the outbreak of fighting, it 

48ttoward Wriggins, "The Truman Doctrine," Problems in 
International Relations, Andrew Gyorgy and Hubert Gibbs , 
editors, 63-64. 

49Ernest o . Hauser, "Europe's Most Frightened Coun
try,"~ Saturday Evening Post, CCXVIII ( December 29, 1945), 
10. 
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was obvious that the £AM wanted to use armed strength to 

overthrow the Papandreou government and establish a left-wing 

dictatorship. As for their tactics, the EAM not only mad e 

use of Bulgarians and other foreigners in their ranks, but 

according to Mr. Sacker, who was a first-hand witness, they 

committe d "many barbarous atrocities." He said that any of 

the contemporary descriptions of E.AM troops as "Greek demo

crats" or "gallant resistance fighters" were ridiculous.SO 

Intelligence reports received by President Truman 

during the period indicated that many of the rebels were 

trained, equipped, and armed by the northern communist neigh

bo rs of Greece.5 1 

The rebellion was crushed when the loyal Greek troops 

were Joined by the British forces in Greece.52 The British 

believed that their decision to aid the Greeks in the defeat 

of the EAM save d the country from communist dictatorship.53 

Joseph M. Jones reported in his book, The Fifteen 

Weeks, that by February, 1945, fighting on a large scale had 

ended, but there was no real peace. Widespread lawlessness 

and the threat of communist neighbors to the north placed an 

50 David Sacker, "Background of the Greek Crisis," The 
Contemporary Review, CLXIX ( March , 1946), 156. 

51 Truman, Years £f. Trial~ Hope, 98. 
52 

Wriggins, £.£· .£!.!:.•, 64. 
53 Hauser, 2.£· ill·, 11. 



45 

economic burden on the country by creating conditions which 

necessitated keeping a large army and police force. "People 

lived," according to Mr. Jones, " in a perpetual state of 

fear. 11 54 

After the Civil War, the British supported the right

wing government under General Plastiras. The British sup

ported this faction because of the general hostility toward 

the left. The EAlvl had become so totally identified with the 

communist party that many of its moderate supporters left. 

The Plastiras government, however, instead of trying to patch 

up the differences between the right and the left, apparently 

devoted most of its time to persecuting the left. These 

activities caused the public to turn against the rightist 

government.55 

A year after the Civil War had officially ended, the 

right-wing eleme nts were still enjoying "a taste of power," 

but the fighting continued.56 There was, however, a constant 

threat of a new flare-up in the Civil War because of 

hunger. 57 

The economic plight of Greece by March, 1946 , the date 

for a scheduled general election, necessitated further aid 

S4Joseph M. Jones, .TI!! Fifteen Weeks (February 21 -
June 5, 19h7), 74. - - -----

55sacker, ££.· .£!!:.·, 157. 
56

tt l 9 
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from Britain. The British could not understand why more aid 

was necessary,58 while the Greeks could not appreciate 

Britain's economic problems.59 

An article in The Contemporary Review by David Sacker 

attempted to evaluate the situation at the time of the March, 

1946, elections. The left was resented because of the 1944 

rebellion. Many moderates feared the return of the King. 

The monarchy was associated with the dictatorship of General 

Metaxas. It would help, according to Mr. Sacker, if the King 

would pledge to become a constitutional monarch if he should 

return. The communist partv was allegedly hurt by its asso

ciation with the Russian Communist Party. 60 

Mr. Sacker's suggestions for British policy in Greece 

included the holding of free elections giving all parties an 

equal opportunity, and the granting of an amnesty to all 

political prisoners. Then Britain must accept the outcome of 

the elections and not interfere in internal politics after 

that time. If this policy were not followed, hostility to 

the British would be the inevitable result. 61 

5
8
sacker, .££· ill_·, 155. 

59 Ibid., 159. Mr. Sacker accused the British Informa-
tion ServTce'of a poor Job. He said the average Greek 
citizen believed that Britain possessed unlimited wealth. He 
also pointed out that little was done to dispel the wide
spread belief that Britain came to Greece for the purpose of 
organizing that country as a "base for a war with Russia." 
~-, 158. 

60 
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The Greek general election of March, 1946, returned a 

"large royalist majority," and another election in September, 

1946, reinstated the King. 62 This new government could not, 

however, control the guerrilla bands in north Greece. These 

groups were receiving aid from Greece's communist neighbors 

to the north--Yugoslavla, Albania, and Bulgarla--"in the form 

of arms and sanctuary within their territory. 1163 By August, 

1946, the guerrilla action was in full operation and was 

obviously well organized and supplied. 64 

~ magazine reported in February, 1947, that by that 

time, Greece was "a strategic spot in democracy's worldwide, 

defensive struggle." As the only Balkan country not behind 

the Iron Curtain, Greece was the key to the eastern Mediter

ranean and the Dardanelles, which Russia wanted. A United 

Nations commission was currently in Greece to investigate 

that country's charge that her northern neighbors were 

attempting to push her frontier south. 65 

In January, 1947, Congressman Jacob K. Javits of New 

York delivered a speech in the House of Representatives in 

which he assured that Greece was not suited for communism and 

that her people did not want it. He did warn, however, that 

62 
Wriggins, ~- cit. 

63 64 
Ibid., 65. Ibid., 68. 

6511 0 Aghelastos," ~, XLI X (February 24, 1947), 35. 
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the internal problem was made critical because of the short

age of fooct. 66 

The British let the United States government know as 

early as the fall of 1945 that they could use some assistance 

in Greece, "especially financial help to the Greek govern

ment. " After looking over the situation, the United States 

urge d Greece to initiate a program of economic stabiliza

tion.67 Although the United States began to give some 

assistance, the pri mary responsibility was still borne by the 

British in earl y 1947. 68 

Turkey 

Turkey had been spared Nazi occupation, and its gov

ernment was not split by internal dissensions like the Greek 

regi me. In fact, Turkey still had the one party dictatorship 

began by Kemal Ataturk. Turkey's problem consisted of pres

sure from Russia which was applied be caus e of its geographic 

position. Russia had for centuries desired the Dardanelles 

and the Straits of the Bosporus, which link the Black and 

Mediterranean Seas. Britain had traditionally assumed the 

66 
Jacob K. Javits, "Facts and Impressions That Stand 

Out Markedly." A speech delivered by the U. S. Congressman 
from New York to the House of Representatives on January 20, 
1947. Reprinted ln Vital Speeches of the Dav, XIII (Febru-
ary 15, 1947 ), 272 . - - -- --

67 
Truman, Years 2.£ Trial~ Hope, 99. 

68 
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role of preserving the status quo in this area, thereby pre

venting Russia from realizing her objectives. 69 The British 

had assumed this role because of their widespread commercial 

interests in the Near East.70 

At the Russo-Turkish negotiations in Moscow in Septem

ber, 1939, the Soviets were believed to have requested bases 

in the Straits area. 71 It is known that Russia asked for 

bases in the Straits and Aegean areas during the Nazi- Soviet 

talks in the autumn of 1940. These requests were refused by 

Hitler. When the Nazis took Greece and the Aegean Islands 

during the spring of 1941, it was called "a symptom of the 

deterioration of relations between Germany and Russia which 

soon developed into war. 11 72 

Although they hated Nazism, the Turks thought that 

Germany was the only European power capable of preventing 

Europe from falling to communism, according to E.W. F. 

Tomlin, author of an article entitled " Russo-Turkish Ten

sion." Another reason for their reluctance to join the 

Allies was their lack of enthusiasm about fighting along with 

Russla.73 

69wrigg ins, op.~-, 65. 

70cyril E. Black, "The Turkish Straits and the Great 
Powers," Foreign Policy Reports, XXIII (October 1, 1947), 
177. 

71
~., 179, 72Ibid. 

73E. W. F. Tomlin, " Russo-Turkish Tension," The Con-
temporary Review, CLXIX (February, 1946), 81. - --
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On March 19, 1945, Russia announced that she was 

abandoning the twenty-year-old Treaty of Friendship and Neu

trality with Turkey. Under its provisions, neither country 

could "participate in alliances, coalitions, or hostile 

actions of any kind directed at the other. 11 74 

On January 7, 1945, Foreign Minister Molotov told 

Turkish Ambassador Selim Sarper that a new treaty could be 

negotiated if Russia would be granted naval and land bases in 

the Straits area for the purpose of "Joint defense." They 

also demanded that changes be made in the Montreux Convention 

of 1936 so that the Black Sea Powers would be granted the 

authority to administer the Straits, and that Turkey would 

turn over to Russia the Turkish provinces of Kars, Ardahan, 

and Artvin. These were near the Russian border and had been 

possessed by Russia from 1878 until after World War I. In 

addition, the Russians wanted Turkey to break her ties with 

Britain. This proposal was naturally declined. The Russians 

then began a "violent press and radio campaign" against Tur

key, centering in neighboring satellite countries . This was 

followed by the massing of Soviet troops along Turkey's 

northern border. The Turks responded by strengthening their 

forces. The Russian moves had contributed to a feeling of 

national solidarity. 75 
At several of the wartime conferences, it had been 

74 
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agreed that the Montreux Convention, which set up rules for 

passage through the Straits, should be revised. But such 

bilateral negotiations as the above Russian proposal were not 

acceptable to the United States and Britain. In November, 

1945, the United States made a proposal which provided for 

Turkish sovereignty in the Straits area and would allow free 

transit for merchant ships of all countries. Non-Black Sea 

naval ships, however, would not be allowed through the 

Straits without the permission of the Black Sea powers. 

Britain and Turkey accepted this proposal "as a basis for 

negotiations," but the Russians did not. They still insisted 

on bases in the vicinity of the Straits. Because of this 

Russian pressure , Turkey was forced to maintain a large and 

fully mobilized army which was a great financial drain. over 

half of the national budget was spent on defense, which meant 

that no modernization could be undertaken without outside 

al d. 76 

The question of revising the Montreux Convention again 

came up at the Potsdam Conference in July, 1945. The Big 

Three Foreign Ministers agreed that revisions should be made, 

but it was soon evident they did not agree as to the revi

sions.77 Stalin said that since Turkey was not strong enough 

76 
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to guarantee free passage through ' the Straits, Russia ought 

to have base~ there.78 

52 

The Russian demands at Potsdam for bases were stopped 

by the United States and Britain, but, after the conference, 

they continued to apply pressure on Turkey for bases and the 

provinces of Kars and Ardahan. 79 The Russians claimed that 

Kars province "is a British dagger pointed at Russia's 

heart--Baku ••• but Kars can also be a Russian dagger 

pointed through Turkey at the British oil arteries." An 

article in Time magazine declared that if Kars fell to the 

Russians "the rest of Turkey might soon follow into the Rus

sian orbit. 1180 

An article in Newsweek magazine pointed out that the 

Turks could not bring their problem before the newly organ

ized United Nations because the interim commission could only 

deal with administrative affairs "until the organization is 
81 actually established, possibly six months from now ••• " 

On August 7, 1946, the second Russian proposal was 

made to Turkey. Copies were also sent to the United Sta tes 

and Britain. This proposal "would have meant the es tab 11 sh

ment of Soviet naval and air bases in Turkey, physical 

1945), 

78ayrnes, ££,• .£!..!:.·, 295. 79~., 384. 
80 
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control of the vital waterways, and the end of Turkey's in

dependence.1182 

53 

One of the first actions of the United States on hear

ing of the proposal was to send a naval task force to the 

Mediterranean. Dean Acheson believed that we must then be 

willing to back the Turks up, regardless of the consequences. 

If we did this, then we would be able to answer the Russian 

note "gently but firmly. But we must be prepared to follow 

it up." The members of the administration were in general 

agreement with this view. Cn August 15, the State Department 

officials and the Chiefs of Staff met with the President. It 

was suggested that we should be firm with the Russians, 

insist that the problem of the Straits was an international 

matter, and turn down their proposals. This was done with 

the full knowledge that such a policy could lead to war. The 

President, after listening to the proposals said 

that it was perfectly clear in his own mind that 
we should take a firm position, that we might as 
well find out now as in five or ten years whether 
the Russians were bent on world conquest. He 
authorized and directed the State Department and 
the Sgrvices to carry out the recommended pro
gram. 3 

On August 19, 1946, Mr. Acheson gave to the Charged' 

Affalres in Washington "a short and polite" note that ac

cepted the Soviet proposal to revise the Montreux Convention, 

82 
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but rejected the proposal to give complete control to Turkey 

and other Black Sea powers. To the proposal that Russia and 

Turkey should Jointly organize the defenses of the Straits, 

the U. S. note said: 

It is the firm opinion of this government 
that Turkey should continue to be primarily re
sponsible for the defense of the Straits. Should 
the Straits become the object of attack or threat 
of attack by an aggressor the resulting situation 
would constitute a threat to international secur
ity and could clearly be a matter for action on 
the part

8
~f the Security Council of the United 

Nations. 4 

Similar notes were sent by Britain on August 2 1 and by 

Turkey on August 22. About a month later, the Russians sent 

another series of notes with si milar demands. The West, in 

return, sent still another round of notes in opposition. 

Joseph M. Jones, author of The Fifteen Weeks, said that the 

Turkish people seemed to be completely unified in the face of 

the Russian me nace and were prepared to fight to the last 

man. 85 

84 ~-, 64. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE CONTAI NMENT POLICY 

In February, 1946, the basis for a bold and revolu

tionary policy arrived in Washington. It was an 8000-word 

cable from George F. Kennan, the American charge1 d 1 affaires 

in Moscow. In the cable, and in a subsequent article that 

appeared in the July, 1947, issue of Foreign Affalrs, 1 

Kennan outlined a program that came to be known as the con

tainment policy. This chapter will survey the Kennan evalua

tion and the criticism it received. 

George F. Kennan 

George Frost Kennan, a nephew of George Kennan, a 

recognized authority on Czarist Russia, entered the United 

States consular service after graduation from Princeton in 

1925. Af ter more than twenty years in the foreign service, 

Kennan was made director of the State Department 's Policy 

Planning Staff in 1947. 2 He served as the American Ambassa

dor to the U. S. S. R. in 1952-1953- After his retirement in 

l 
George F. Kennan , "The Sources of Soviet Conduct , " 

Forei~n Affairs, XXV (July, 1947), 566-582 . The author was 
ident fled only as "X." It later became common knowledge, 
however, that the author was Mr. Kennan. 

2 Anna Rothe, editor and Constance Ellis, assistant ed-
itor, Current Biography, Who's News and Why, 1947 edition, 
346- 348. - -



1953, Kennan became a member of the Institute for Advanced 

Study at Princeton. At the present time he ls the United 

States Ambassador to Yugoslavia. For his literary efforts, 

he has received the Pulitzer and Bancroft Prizes for history 

and the National Book Award.3 

I!!!. Dispatch From Moscow 

The Kennan dispatch from Moscow of February, 1946, has 

been summarized by Walter Millis and E. S. Duffield, the 

editors of The Forrestal Diaries. The summary reveals that 
I 

after studying Soviet propaganda, Kennan concluded that the 

Red party line did not stem from an unbiased analysis of the 

true conditions in t'he outside world. The Soviet party line 

actually had very little relation to events outside Russia, 

according to Kennan, but "arises mainly from basic inner 

Russian necessities which existed before the recent war and 

exist today. " 

Mr. Kennan believed that "the Kremlin's neurotic view 

of world affairs" stems from the inherent Russian sense of 

suspicion. This traditional fear ls a result of living for 

centuries on a vast, defenseless plain, surrounded by hostile 

neighbors. When contact was made with the West, there was 

the added fear of "the more competent, more powerful, more 

3aeorge F. Kennan, Russia and the West Under Lenin 
and Stalin. This information camefromthebook Jacket of 
"fJiTs book. 



highly organized societies" that were encountered. Kennan 

pointed out that this sense of insecurity was felt not by 

the Russian people, but by their rulers, 

for Russian rulers have invariably sensed that 
their rule was relatively archaic in form, fragile 
and artificial in Its psychological foundation, 
unable to stand comparison or contact with polit
ical systems of Western countries. For this 
reason they have always feared foreign penetration, 
feared direct contact between the Western world 
and their own, feared what would happen if Rus
sians learned the truth about the world without 
or if foreigners learned the truth about the 
world within. And they have learned to seek se
curity only in patient but deadly struggle for 
the total destruction of rival power, never in 
compacts and compromises with it. 

Such a setting, Mr. Kennan continued, was ideal for 

Marxism, which "had smoldered ineffectively for half a cen

tury in Western Europe." In Marxism, the Bolsheviks found 

the Justification for their instinctive fear of 
the outside world, for the dictatorship without 
which they did not know how to rule, for the 
cruelties they did not dare not to inflict, for 
the sacrifices they felt bound to demand. In 
the name of Marxism they sacrificed every single 
ethical value in their methods and tactics. To
day they cannot dispense with it. It ls the fig 
leaf of their moral and intellectual respectabil
ity. 

57 

Kennan doubted that in the "atmosphere of Oriental 

secretiveness and conspiracy which pervades this government," 

that even Stalin himself received "anything like an objective 

picture of the outside world." 

From the above assumptions, Kennan was able to 
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accurately predict future Russian actions. He said they 

would make use of any international organizations that might 

provide "an opportunity of extending Soviet power or of in

hibiting or diluting the power of others." Moscow saw the 

United Nations not as a "mechanism for a permanent and stable 

world society, founded on the mutual interest and aims of all 

nations, but an area in which the aims Just mentioned can be 

favorably pursued." If this analysis were accepted, it would 

render normal international relations with the Russians 

impossible. As Kennan su~~arized the situation: 

We have here a political force committed fanati
cally to the belief that with the U. S. there can 
be no permanent modus vivendi, that it ls desir
able and necessary that the Internal harmony of 
our society be disrupted , our traditional way of 
life be destroyed, the international authority of 
our state be broken if Soviet power is to be se
cure. This political force has complete power of 
disposition over the energies of one of the world's 
greatest peoples and the resources of the world's 
richest national territory •••• In addition, it 
has an elaborate and far-flung apparatus for the 
exertion of its influence in other countries ••.• 
Finally, it is seemingly inaccessible to consid
erations of reality in its basic relations. For 
it, the vast fund of objective fact about human 
society is not, as with us, the measure against 
which outlook ls constantly being tested and re
formed, but a great grab bag from which individual 
items are selected arbitrarily and tendentiously 
to bolster an outlook already preconceived. This 
is admittedly not a pleasant picture. The problem 
of how to cope with this force is undoubtedly the 
greatest task our diplomacy has ever faced and 
probably the greatest it will ever have to face. 

Kennan believed that the Russians were still much 

weaker than the West in early 1946. Thus, he said, the 
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success of the Soviets depended on the Western defense. The 

West must first recognize the Russians for what they were. 

Then the public would have to be "educated to the realities 

of the Russian situation." Such action, according to Kennan, 

would eliminate a great deal of "hysterical anti-Sovietism," 

because "there is nothing as dangerous or as terrifying as 

the unknown. n4 

"The Sdurces of Soviet Conduct" 

An expand e d version of the Kennan analysis, entitled 

"The Sources of Soviet Conduct," appeared in the July, 1947, 

issue of the quarterly Foreign Affairs. The author was iden

tified only as "X." Observers soon determined, however, that 

the author was George F. Kennan. Journalist Brooks Atkinson 

pointed out in "America's Global Planner," an article in I!!! 

~~Times Magazine, that Kennan and other State Depart

ment officials prefer to work largely anonymously. "The 

trained foreign service officer," according to Mr. Atkinson, 

"regards personal publicity as something that limits the 

range and independence of his work. 11 5 

In the Foreign Affairs article, which was reprinted 

in Mr. Ke nnan's book, American Diplomacy , 1900-1950, the 

York -

4 James V. Forrestal, ~ Forrestal Diaries, 136-140. 
5Brooks Atkinson, "America's Global Planner," .!12! New 

Time s Magazine, July 13, 1947, 9. 
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author first summarized the Marxism of the era of the Bol

shevik Revo lution. It was pointed out that in the period 

immediately following the Revolution, the existence of civil 

war, the Allied intervention, and the fact that the commu

nists were only a sma ll minority of the Russ ian people, made 

it i mperative that the Soviet leaders set up a dictatorship. 

This dic tatorship could be justified as long as any traces of 

capitalism remained in Russia. Was the dictatorship elimi

nated after the last vestiges of capitalism were eradicated 

from the Soviet Union? No. The dictatorship was then Justi

fied by the existence of the me nace of capitalist encircle

ment. Therefore, "all internal opposition forces in Russia 

have consistently been portrayed as the agents of foreign 

forces of reaction antagonistic to Soviet power." The Soviet 

leaders emphasized the original communist do ctrine 

of a basic antagonism between the capitalist and 
Socialist worlds •••• But there is ample evi
dence that the stress laid in Moscow on the men
ace confronting Soviet society fro m the world 
outside its borders is founded not in the reali
ties of foreign antagonism but in the necessity 
of explaining away the maintenance of dictatorial 
authority at home. 

After some thirty years of Bolshevik rule, the Soviet 

hierarchy could not begin to dispense "with the fiction by 

which the maintenance of dictatorial power has been de

fended." 

The original communist ideology had not been 
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discarded, Kennan declared, but emphasis had been shifted to 

certain concepts. One of these concepts was "that of the 

innate antagonism between capitalism and Socia 11 sm. 11 This 

meant that the Russians always had to assume 

that the aims of the capitalist world are anta gon
istic to the Soviet regime. . . . If the Soviet 
government occasionally sets its signature to 
documents which would indicate the contrary, this 
is to be regarded as a tactical maneuver per
missible in dealing with the enemy ••. And 
from it flow many of the phenomena which we 
find disturbing in the Kremlin ' s conduct of 
foreign policy: the secretiveness, the lack of 
frankness, the duplicity, the war suspiciousness, 
and the basic unfriendliness of purpose ••.. 
When there is something the Russians want from 
us, one or the other of these features of their 
policy may be thrust temporarily into the back
ground ••. But we should not be misled by 
tactical maneuvers. These characteristics of 
Soviet policy, like the postulate from which 
they flow, are basic to the internal nature of 
Soviet power, and will be with us, whether in 
the f oreground or the background, until the in
ternal nature of Soviet power is changed. 

This means that we are going to continue 
f or a long time to find the Russians difficult to 
deal with. It does not mean that they should be 
considered as embarked upon a do-or-die program 
to overthrow our society by a given date . The 
theory of the inevitability of the eventual fall 
of capitalism has the fortunate connotation that 
there is no hurry about it. 

The second concept was that of the infallibility of 

the Kr emlin. The iron rule of the Communist Party relied on 

this principle. This meant that the Russian rulers could 

advocate any particular point they believed mi ght benefit 
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them at the time, and, of course, require absolute obedience 

from those beneath them . 

This means that truth is not a constant but is 
actually created, for all intents and purposes, 
by the Soviet leaders themselves . It may vary 
f rom week to week, from month to month •.. . 
Once a given party line has been laid down on a 
given issue of current policy, the whole Soviet 
governmental machine, including the mechanism 
of diplomacy, moves inexorably along the pre
scribed path, like a persistent toy automobile 
wound up and headed in a given direction, stop
ping only when it meets with some unanswerable 
force. The individuals who are the components 
of this machine are unamenable to argument or 
reason which comes to them from outside sources. 
Their whole training has taught them to mistrust 
and discount the glib persuasiveness of the out
side world. Like the white dog before the pho
no graph, they hear only the "master ' s voice." 
And if they are to be called off from the pur
poses last dictated to them, it is the master 
who must call them off. Thus the foreign rep
resentative cannot hope that his words will make 
any impression on them. The most he can hope is 
that they will be transmitted to those at the top, 
who are capable of changing the party line. 

The Russians have been in no particular hurry, because 

they have not been under the compulsion of a timetable. 

Therefore, the Soviets have not hesitated to retreat when 

confronted by a superior force. This means that the Russians 

have not been "easily defeated or discouraged by a single 

victory" by their opponents. 

In these circumstances it is clear that the 
main element of any United States policy toward 
the Soviet Union must be that of a long-term, 
patient but firm and vigilant containment of 
Russian expansive tendencies. 



According to Kennan, this should be accomplished 

by the adroit and vigilant application of 
counterforce at a series of constantly shift
ing geographical and political points, corres
ponding to the shifts and maneuvers of Soviet 
policy, but which cannot be charmed or talked 
out of existence. 

Kennan maintained that in 1946, the Russians were 

''still by far the weaker party," and that this fact alone 

would "warrant the United States entering with reasonable 

confidence upon a policy of f irm containment. 

pointed out that the Marxist thesis 

II He 

not only implies complete lack of control by the 
West over its own economic destiny, it likewise 
assumes Russian unity, discipline and patience 
over an infinite period. Let us bring this apoc
alyptic vision down to earth, and suppose that the 
Western world finds the strength and resourceful
ness to contain Soviet power over a period of ten 
to fifteen years. What does that spell for Russia 
itself? 

This demonstrates, Kennan declared, that 

in actuality the possibili t ies f or American policy 
are by no means limited to holding the line and 
hoping for the best. It is entirely possible for 
the United States to influence by its actions the 
internal developments, both within Russia and 
throughout the international Communist movement, 
by which Russian policy is largely determined. 6 

Not all experts agreed with Kennan . According t o 

6 
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Marshall Knappen of the University of Michigan and author of 

An Introduction~ American Foreign Policy, Kennan "under 

estimated the strength and recuperative powers of the Soviet 

system," and the Foreign Affairs article omitted all refer 

ence to the use of American "economic power to strengthen the 

free world •.. 117 

Walter Lippmann ' s Criticism 

Among the foremost critics of the containment policy 

was columnist Walter Lippmann. Mr. Lippmann ' s criticism 

appeared in his book, The~~, which was a collection of 

articles which originally appeared in the New York Herald-

Tribune. 

The policy put forth by "Mr. X," Lippmann declared, 

would require the United States to apply counterforce "where 

the Russians encroach and when they encroach." "Mr. X" also 

said that the Russians "cannot be easily defeated or dis

couraged by a single victory on the part of its opponents." 

These statements were inconsistent, according to Lippmann, 

who contended that there was no reason to believe that the 

United States could sufficiently contain the Reds to the 

extent that "either the breakup or the gradual mellowing 

7Marshall Knappen, An Introduction to American Foreign 
Polley, 292-293. 
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of Soviet power" would become a reality. 8 Such a poli-

cy would require infantry reserves much larger than could be 

raised by the United States. It would call for recruitment 

of forces from the areas that were threatened by the Sovi

ets·. 9 This would mean recrul ting troops from the peoples of 

Asia and eastern Europe, which would ignore "the natural 

allies of the United States .•. the nations of the Atlantic 

community 1110 

Mr. Lippmann had serious doubts as to the constitu

tionality of the containment proposal. His argument follows: 

How, for example, under the Constitution of 
the United States ls Mr. X going to work out an 
arrangement by which the Department of State has 
the money and the military power always available 
in sufficient amounts to apply "counter-force" at 
constantly shifting points all over the world7 
ls he going to ask Congress for a blank check on 
the Treasury and for a blank authorization to use 
the armed forces7 Not if the American constitu
tional system is to be maintained. Or ls he going 
to ask for an appropriation and for authority each 
time the Russians "show signs of encroaching upon 
the interests of a peaceful and stable world 11 7 
If that is his plan for dealing with the maneu
vers of a dictatorship, he ls going to arrive at 
the points of encroachment with too little and he 
ls going to arrive too late. The Russians, if 
they intend to encroach, will have encroached 
while Congress ls getting ready to hold hearings. 

A policy of shifts and maneuvers may be suited 
to the Soviet system of government, which, as Mr. 

8wa1ter Lippmann, 
foreign Po licy, 18. 

9 Ibid., 21. 

The Cold War: A Study~~- S. 

lOlbid., 24. 



X tell us, is animated by patient persistence. 
It is not suited to the American system of govern
ment. 1 l 

The policy of "Mr. X" was chided by Lippmann for ig

noring the United Nations. He said the policy did 

not have as its objective a settlement of the 
conflict with Russia. It is therefore implicit 
in the policy that the U. N. has no future as a 
universal society, and that either the U. N. 
will be cast aside like the League of Nations, 
or it will be transformed into an anti-Soviet 
coalition. In either event the U. N. will have 
been destroyed.12 
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Mr. Lippmann suggested that instead of containment, 

efforts should have been directed toward completion of the 

peace treaties, which would have allowed the removal of the 

armies of Russia, Britain, and the United States f rom central 

Europe. 13 This would have resulted in a neutralized Germany 

and Austria, which would have been the only possibility, 

declared Lippmann, for a lasting and satisfactory peace. 14 

American air superiority would have prevented any reoccupa

tion of the central European area by the Rus sians. 15 Once 

the Russian army "had been withdrawn behind the frontiers of 

the Soviet Union, it could not re-enter Europe without com

miting an obvious act of military aggression, which would 

11
Ibid., 15-16. 

l)Ibid., 46. 

l5Knappen, op.~-, 298. 

12
Ibid., 59 . 

14Ibid., JS. 
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precipitate a general war." These suggestions would bring 

about a "strategic change," said Lippmann, "In the balance of 

power. 1116 

Although sarcastic, Mr. Lippmann ' s criticism of the 

containment policy, according to Marshall Knappen, was never

theless, "a searching and prophetic criticism," and Lippmann 

"put his finger on most of its weaknesses." Knappen said 

that, in his estimation, "Mr. Lippmann's only important fail

ure was in not satisfying his readers that he had something 

better to offer." 17 

Frederick L. Schuman ' s Criticism 

Frederick L. Schuman is a professor of political sci

ence at Williams College and author of International Poli

~' described as "a widely used textbook in the field of 

international relations." Although his writings showed that 

his earlier pro-Red influence had mellowed somewhat, Mr. 

Schuman still opposed "what he considered the militarism of 

the Truman administration." In 1948 he actively supported 

Henry Wallace for President. 18 

Schuman criticized the Kennan proposal in a latter 

which appeared in the~ York Times on October 5, 1947. He 

disagreed with the idea of "X" that Soviet leaders "are 

16 
Lippmann, ~ ~ ~, 43. 

17 
Knappen, ~- ~-

18 
~-, 299, 



obsessed at home with the cult of tyranny and dedicated 

abroad to aggrandizement •.. " He also contended that the 

policy of containment would not lead to the "mellowing" or 

break-up of Soviet power. Schuman said that Walter Lipp

mann ' s argument with the proposal of "X" was only "over the 

appropriate means by which America is to bring about these 

results." Coming events, predicted Mr. Schuman, will prove 

the thesis proposed by "X" to be "almost entirely in 

err or. 1119 
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Schuman obviously did not accept the theory, that was 

rapidly being accepted by the American public, 

that the Soviet regime was another European dic
tatorship and that the lessons learned from the 
experience of dealing with Hitler should be 
applied in the conduct of our relations with 
Stalin.20 

As an alternative to the containment proposal, Schu

man, like Henry Wallace, "desired a continuation of the war

time system of trying to understand the Russians, learning to 

recognize their needs, and then negotiating with them in good 

faith." The basis of the Wallace platform in the 1948 elec

tion was criticism of Truman for abandoning this principle. 

Mr. Wallace 's beliefs were rejected by the 1948 voters. He 

19Frederick L. Schuman, Letter to the Editor of the 
!!!!! ~ Times, October 5, 1947, Section E, 8. 

20Knappen, _££· ~-, 300. 
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received less than 2.5 per cent of the votes cast. According 

to Knappen, the 1950 invasion of South Korea, denounced by 

Mr. Wallace, "put an end, for all practical purposes, to the 

theory that the Soviet Union ls not an imperialistic, expan

sionist power. 1121 

Criticism of the American Friends Service Committee 

The Quaker group, the American Friends Service Commit

tee, criticized the containment proposal, although they did 

not refer directly to It, in their 1949 report, The United 

States and the Soviet Unlon. 22 

The report agreed with some of Kennan ' s beliefs, but 

1 t pointed out "tha t the Commun! sts had no fixed timetable 

for their program and ware therefore capable of putting up 

with delays of indefinite duration. In these circumstances, 

it seemed advisable to the Quakers "to consider the possi

bility of arranging for peaceful coexistence on a long term 

basis. 1123 

Marshall Knappen points out that whether or not the 

Friends had a case, the American people "were not greatly 

impressed" by it. The Korean situation seemed to eliminate 

any remaining support for such proposals. 24 

2 1 
~-, 301. 

23 
.!.E..!!!·, 302-303. 

22 
Ibid. 

24 
~-, 305 . 



CHAPTER V 

THE TRUMAN DOCTRINE 

On March 12, 1947, President Harry s. Truman delivered 

a speech to a Joint session of Congress which embodied the 

principles that came to be known as the Truman Doctrine. It 

was the first application of the containment policy, and it 

began a new era in the foreign policy of the United States. 

This chapter considers the events that led to the 

President ' s decision, the reactions--both on the part of the 

public and the Congress--to his proposals, and the action 

taken by Congress. 

The British Decision 

It has been seen that in early 1947 Greece was a 

divided country whose government was threatened by the exist

ence of organized guerrillas sponsored by the country ' s com

munist neighbors. The people of Turkey were united, but they 

were subjected to severe external pressure from the Soviet 

Union which was a threat to their sovereignty. 

British aid was responsible for the fact that Greece 

had not already fallen to the communists. But as early as 

the fall of 1945, the British suggested that the United 

States might help bear the burden of aiding Greece. Presi

dent Truman authorized the State Department to enter 
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negotiations with the British on the subject of economic aid. 

He also sent a note to Greece in January, 1946, informing 

them that it would be necessary for them to take measures to 

stabilize their economy if the United States were to embark 

on such a program. The Greek situation, however, worsened, 

and little progress was made. On February 3, 1947, Ambassa

dor MacVeagh reported from Athens that rumors were circu

lating there to the effect that the British were about to 

withdraw their troops, or at least a large number of them. 

By February 12, MacVeagh was urging American consideration of 

aid to Greece. The rumors from Athens seemed to be validated 

when a report from the American embassy in London arrived on 

February 20. The report stated that the British treasury was 

against any further aid to Greece because of Britain ' s own 
1 financial condition. 

On Friday, February 21, 19L~7, the private secretary to 

Lord Inverchapel, the British Ambassador to the United 

States, called to arrange an immediate appointment with Sec

retary of State Marshall. The Secretary was out of town. 

Under Secretary of State Acheson, upon inquiring, found that 

two notes concerning the British decision to terminate their 

aid to Greece and Turkey were to be delivered to Secretary 

Marshall. It was decided that the First Secretary of the 

British Embassy, H. M. Sichel, should deliver copies of the 

1 Truman, Years of Trial~ Hope, 99, 
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notes and discuss them with Loy Henderson, Director of the 

Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs , and John D. 

Hickerson, Deputy Director of the Off ice of European Affairs. 

Any necessary staff work could begin, and the notes could be 

formally delivered to Secretary Marshall on Monday morning. 

Since Hickerson could not attend the meeting, Henderson met 

Sichel alone. 2 

The note on Greece began by recalling the fact that 

previous agreements between the United States and Great 

Britain had determined that Greece and Turkey should not be 

permitted to fall to the Soviets. Greece ' s total needs in 

1947 were an estimated $240 to $280 million. The country 

would also need considerable aid for several more years. The 

financial aid of Great Britain would, however, have to be 

terminated after March 31, 1947. The British government, the 

note continued, hoped that the United States , as of April l, 

could begin supplying Greece with at least the minimum amount 

of aid necessary. 

The note on Turkey recalled that Secretary Byrnes had 

told the British Minister of Defense on October 15, 1946, 

that the United States would do all it could to extend eco

nomic aid to Turkey and hoped that the British would extend 

military aid. Joseph M. Jones relates in his book, The Fif

teen Weeks, that after studying the Turkish situation 

2 Joseph M. Jones, The fifteen Weeks, 4. 



the British government was of the opinion that it 
was of the utmost importance for Turkey to main
tain its independence, but that in their present 
state the armed forces could not resist effec
tively aggression by a first class power .•.• 

Turkey needed to carry on a program of 
economic development, which would improve the 
military situation, and needed at the same time 
to re-equip its army. Turkey could do one or 
the other with its own resources, but not both. 
Great Britain was unable to offer further finan
cial assistance. The obligation therefore de
volved upon the United States or the Interna
tional Bank.3 

Implications of.!:.!!.! British Decision 
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These notes acknowledged Britain' s post-war economic 

plight: this proud and powerful nation had emerged from 

World War II to occupy a position that was clearly inferior 

to that occupied by the United States and the Soviet Union. 

British dependence on the United States for economic aid was 

illustrated by post-war appropriations and loans by the Amer

ican Congress.4 

The results of studies by State Department experts 

made as a result of the British notes were delivered to the 

President by Marshall and Acheson. Their conclusions, ex

plained Truman in his Memoirs, were in greater detail, but 

3Ibid., 5-6. 

4Howard Wriggins, "The Truman Doctrine," Problems in 
International Relations, Andrew Gyorgy and Hubert Glbbs, -
edltors, 6/-68. 



essentially the same as he himself had developed. As the 

President described the situation: 

Greece needed aid, and needed it quickly and 
in substantial amounts. The alternative was the 
loss of Greece and the extension of the iron cur
tain across the eastern Mediterranean. If Greece 
was lost, Turkey would become an untenable out
post in a sea of Communism. Similarly, if Turkey 
yielded to Soviet demands, the position of Greece 
would be extremely endangered. 

America could not, and should not, let these 
free countries stand unaided ..•• The ideals 
and the traditions of our nation demanded that we 
come to the aid of Greece and Turkey and that we 
put the world on notice that it would be our 
policy to support the cause of freedom wherever 
it was threatened. 

The risks which such a course might entail 
were risks which a great nation had to take if it 
cherished freedom at all .••• 
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But the President indicated that he believed any pro

posal to extend aid to Greece and Turkey would cause the 

isolationists to begin dragging out Washington ' s Farewell 

Address: 

1 had a very good picture of what a revival 
of American isolationism would mean for the world. 
After World War 11 it was clear that without Amer
ican participation there was no power capable of 
meeting Russia as an equal. If we were to turn 
our back on the world, areas such as Greece, weak
ened and divided as a result of the war, would 
fall into the Soviet orbit without much effort on 
the part of the Russians. The success of Russia 
in such areas and our avowed lack of interest 
would lead to the growth of domestic Communist 
parties in such European countries as France 



and Italy, where they were already significant 
threats. Inaction, withdrawal, "Fortress Amer
ica" notions could only result in handing to 
the Russians vast areas of the globe now denied 
to them. 

This was the time to align the United States 
of America clearly on the side, and the head, of 
the free world. I knew that George Washington ' s 
spirit would be invoked against me, and Henry 
Clay' s, and all the other patron saints of the 
isolationists. But I was convinced that the 
policy I was about to proclaim was indeed as 
much required by the conditions of my day as was 
Washington ' s by the situation in his era and 
Monroe ' s doctrine by the circumstances which he 
then faced. 
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It takes many men, Truman stated, to formulate such a 

program, "but their work ends where the President ' s work 

begins, for then he has to make the decision." 

Truman's task was made more difficult by the fact that 

he was confronted by a Repub lican Congress. He said it 

therefore seemed wise "to advise the congressional leadership 

as soon as possible of the gravity of the situation. II 

On February 27, the President explained the situation to 

Senators Bridges, Vandenberg, Barkley, and Connally, Speaker 

Martin, and Representatives Eaton , Bloom, and Rayburn. He 

discussed the British notes which had not been made public 

at that time. He informed them of his decision to extend aid 

to Greece and Turkey and expressed the desire that Congress 

would give his proposal their support. The details of the 

situation were then turned over to General Marshall, who made 

it clear that the United States had the choice to either act 



or lose by default. The Congressmen "appeared deeply im

pressed," according to Truman, and none objected to his 

proposed program at that time.5 
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Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr., compiler of his father ' s 

papers, reveals that the Senator was deeply impressed by Mar 

shall's statement, "The chaise ls between acting with energy 

or losing by default .•. " Senator Vandenberg had no knowl

edge of the crisis before being called to the White House. 6 

Although he ultimately supported the Truman proposal, 

Vandenberg objected to the practice he termed "cri sis diplo

macy," which he thought was 

typified by a summons to the White House, alarm
ing diplomatic reports, and an urgent plea by 
the President for action. Vandenberg always 
believed that a continuing policy developed 
through continuing consultation with the Con
gress would largely obviate the necessity for 
what he termed the "crisis method."7 

The Truman Doctrine 

The State Department began studying the problem after 

the meeting of February 27. The President, in the meantime, 

made a state visit to Mexico. When he returned on March 6, 

5 Truman, Years of Trial and Hope, 100-104. 
6 - ---
Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr., editor, with the collabor-

ation of Joe Alex Morris, The Private Papers of Senator 
Vandenberg, 339. 

?Ibid., 340. 



he was briefed on developments. Greece had officially re

quested aid from the United States. 8 
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The President called a Cabinet meeting for March 7 to 

inform the members of his decision to extend aid to Greece 

and Turkey. Under Secretary Acheson explained to the Cabinet 

the role of the British in these areas and the implications 

of their withdrawal. Truman told those present that he in

tended to ask Congress for $250 million for Greece and $150 

million for Turkey. He pointed out that this amount alone 

would not solve the problem, but "would be only the 

beginning."9 

Secretary of the Navy Forrestal declared before the 

Cabinet that 

what was occurring was simply the manifestation 
of what had been in process of development in 
the last four years; that if we were going to 
have a chance of winning, we should have to 
recognize it as a fundamental struggle between 
our kind of society and the Russians • and that 
the Russians would not respond to anything 
except power.10 

During the first days of March, 1947, the State De

partment began drafting the message to be read by President 

8 
Truman, Years of Trial~ Hope, 104. 

9 Ibid. 

10 James V. Forrestal, The Forrestal Diaries, 251. 
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Truman to Congress. Of the first draft, the President wrote 

in his Memoirs: 

I 

The first version was not at all to my liking. 
The writers had filled the speech with all sorts 
of background data and statistical figures about 
Greece and made the whole thing sound like an 
investment prospectus. 1 returned this draft to 
Acheson with a note asking for more emphasis on 
a declaration of general policy. The depart
ment ' s draftsmen then rewrote the speech to 
include a general policy statement, but it 
seemed to me half-hearted. The key sentence, 
for instance, read, "I believe that it should 
be the policy of the United States •.. " I 
took my pencil, scratched out "should" and 
wrote in "must." In several other places I did 
the same thing. I wanted no hedging in this 
speech. This was America ' s answer to the surge 
of expansion of Communist tyranny. It had to 
be clear and free of hesitation or double 
talk.11 

On March 12, 1947, Truman addressed a Joint session of 

Congress. He stated that Greece had requested economic aid 

from the United States and that reports showed this aid was 

necessary if Greece was to remain free. He then explained 

the internal situation in Greece and pointed out that the 

British government had been extending aid to the country, but 

they 

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. 

11 
Truman, Years of Trial~ Hope, 105. 
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The President realized that many would wonder why the 

United Nations was not to handle the situation. He said: 

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 extend help of the kind 
that is required. 

The President also said that the British found it nec

essary to withdraw aid from Turkey as well as Greece and that 

Turkey also needed American aid. The integrity of both these 

countries, he declared, "ls essential to the preservation of 

order in the Middle East." 

As to what the granting of aid to these countries 

would mean to the United States, the President said, "I am 

fully aware of the broad implications involved if the United 

States extends assistance to Greece and Turkey. " He 

then boldly proceeded far beyond the request for specific 

amounts of aid to Greece and Turkey, declaring that: 

At the present moment in world history 
nearly every nation must choose between alter
native 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 ls distinguished by free in
stitutions, representative government, free 
elections, guarantees of individual liberty, 
freedom from political oppression. 

The second way of life is based upon the 
will of a minority forcibly imposed upon the 



major! ty. It relies upon terror and oppres
sion, a controlled 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 peoples who are 
resisting attempted subjugation by armed mi
norities or by outside pressures. 

I believe that we must assist free peoples 
to work out their own destinies ln their own 
way. 

I believe that our help should be pri
marily through economic and financial aid 
which is essential to economic stability and 
orderly political processes. 
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The President then requested that $400 million be ap

propriated for the purpose of aiding Greece and Turkey. This 

amount would cover "the period ending June 30, 1948." He 

also asked for authorization to send American civilian and 

military personnel to Greece and Turkey "to assist in the 

tasks of reconstruction, and for the purpose of supervising 

the use of such financial and material assistance as may be 

furnished." 

Finally, he said: 

If further funds, or further authority, 
should be needed for the purposes indicated in 
this message, I shall not hesitate to bring 
the situation before the Congress ...• 



This ls a serious course upon which we 
embark. I would not recommend it except that 
the alternative is much more serious.12 

Public Reaction to the Truman Doctrine 

The press immediately realized the importance of the 

President ' s speech. The editorial in the New York Times on 

March 13 said: 

This was a speech comparable with President 
Roosevelt ' s famous "Quarantine" speech made 
under analogous circumstances in 1937. But 
President Truman was more blunt, and he called 
unmistakeably for action which will launch the 
United States on a new and positive foreign 
policy of world-wide responsibility for the 
maintenance of peace and order.13 
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The same issue of the New York Times carried "Extracts 

from American Editorial Comment on President Truman ' s Mes

sage." Representative comments from these excerpts follow in 

part: 

President Truman was asking for dollars; he 
was also asking for the enthusiasm, the willing
ness to venture, the belief in our own values, 
which can prove to the shattered peoples of the 
world that the American system offers a working 
alternative to the totalitarian order which ls 
otherwise their only refuge. (New York Herald 
Tribune.) - --

12Richard B. Morris, Great Presidential Decisions, 
State Papers~ Changed~ Course~ Hlstory, 430-435. 

1311warning to Russia," an editorial in the New York 
Times, March 13, 1947, 4, -- ---



If Congress heeds Mr. Truman's statesman
like advise, there may be no World War Ill ••• 
(~ Buffalo Courier Express.) 

Relentless logic will not let us escape the 
fact that drawing back and doing nothing was the 
Western world's answer when it first encountered 
Hitler. Thus to relax in comfort hoping for the 
best, is attractive. But in the past it has led 
us into two world wars .•• (The Hartford 
Courant.) --

Mr. Truman has given the Politburo in 
Moscow what plainly is an ultimatum--that the 
United States will not willingly permit the 
taking over of Greece and Turkey by Russia. Mr. 
Truman has talked strongly and well. Let the 
Congress back him to the limit. (The Portland 
Press Herald, Portland, Maine.) -

Mr. Truman made as cold a war speech against 
Russia as any President has ever made except on 
the occasion of going before Congress to ask for 
a declaration of war. • • • The outcome will 
inevitably be war. It probably will not come 
this year or next year, but the issue is a lready 
drawn. (~ Chicago Tribune.) 

There can hardly be any serious doubt in 
Congress over the answer that must be given to 
President Truman's request. (The St. Paul 
Pioneer Press.) -- - -

Make no mistake about its i mportance. It 
means a historical change in our fprelgn policy 

(The Atlanta Constitut ion.) 4 
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An article in Newsweek magazine , "America's Date With 

1411 Ex tracts from American Edi torial Comment on Presi
dent Truman's Message,"~~ Times, March 13, 1947, 4. 



Destiny," commented on European reaction to the Truman 

Doctrine: 

Europe's capitals, unprepared for the scope of 
the ·nessage, termed it a "New Monroe Doctrine" 
that girdled the globe. London and Paris all 
but gasped, then gradually relaxed into voicing 
approval as the firmness of the President's 
words assured them that this was no idle Ameri 
can gesture, but a commitment that might well 
stand for generations to come.15 
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The same article quoted comments made by certain con

gressional isolationists who opposed the Truman proposal. 

Representative Harold Knutson of Minnesota said, "I guess the 

do-gooders won't feel right until they have us all broke . 

" . . . The chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, 

Senator Styles Bridges, "described the prospects in five 

words: 'It knocks budget plans askew11116 

The fact that the Truman proposal by-passed the United 

Nations drew much criticism from some quarters. Andrei A. 

Gromyko, the Russian representative to the Security Council, 

delivered a speech to that body on April 7, 1947, in which he 

said: 

The measures taken by the government of the 
United States in respect to Greece and Turkey 
seriously undermine the authority of the United 

1511America's Date with Destiny," Newsweek, XXIX {March 
24, 1947}, 23. 

16
Ibid. 



Nations Organization and inevitably produce 
distrust in relations rmong the states members 
of the United Nations. 7 

Henry Wallace, at that time editor of the New Repub

.!..!.£, wrote an editorial in that magazine entitled "The 

Constructive Alternative." Writing of the Truman Doctrine, 

Wallace said: 

the timetable of the program, if there ever was 
one, ls certainly upset. All this was bound to 
happen. Nothing so ill conceived, so undefined, 
so negative and so fear-ridden as the Truman 
Doctrine could have won the all out support of 
Americans who still believe in world cooperation 
and recognize that doctrine for what ls it [sic) 
--a move away from the United Nations and -
peace •••• We who say that the Truman Doc
trine leads to imperialism and an armaments 
race, and that isolationism leads to chaos, must 
develop a constructive alternative. 

That alternative is a world reconstruction 
program, underwritten by werican resources and 
administered by the U. N.l 

Wall ace 1 a ter toured Europe at tacking the program. 

He was condemned by many, including Senator Vandenberg, 
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17Andrel A. Gromyko, "Authority of United Nations 
Organization Undermined." A speech delivered before the 
United Nations Security Council at Lake Success, New York, by 
the representative from the Soviet Union on April 7, 1947. 
Reprinted in Vital Speeches of the Day, XIII (April 15, 
1947), 391. - -

18 Henry Wallace, "The Constructive Alternative," New 
Republic, CXVI ( May 19, 1947), 11. 



who described him on the Senate floor as an "itinerant 

saboteur. 1119 

Congressional Reaction 
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The President's proposal produced mixed feelings in 

Congress. Many members of that body seemed favorable to the 

general idea, but a great deal of skepticism resulted from 

the failure to outline the program in detail. The average 

congressman was concerned about how far the program would go, 

how long it would last, and, above all, how much it would 

cost. 

In the congressional debates, no one played a more 

important role than the chairman of the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee, Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg. The sup

port of Vandenberg, the most influential Republican in Con

gress, was invaluable. Immediately after Truman's speech, 

Vandenberg stated: 

The President's message faces facts and so must 
Congress. The independence of Greece and Turkey 
must be preserved, not only for their own sakes 
but also in defense of peace and security for 
all of us. 20 

The Truman Doctrine seemed to imply that aid would not 

be limited to Greece and Turkey. When Under Secretary 

Acheson hedged on the wider implications of the proposal at 

19 
Vandenberg,££· cit., 351. 

20 
Ibid., 343. 
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the public hearings of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 

on March 24, Vandenberg did not allow anyone to get the im

pression that the proposed policy was confined to Greece and 

Turkey. 21 He told Acheson: 

••• I think what you are saying is that where
ever we find free peoples having difficulty in 
the maintenance of free institutions, and diffi
culty in defending against aggresive movements 
that seek to impose upon them totalitarian 
regimes, we do not necessarily react in the same 
way each time, but we propose to react. 

Acheson agreed. 22 

Vandenberg saw, however, one major flaw in the Presi

dent's program. The bill said nothing about bringing the 

program under the United Nations Charter. It appeared that 

the United States was prepared to work outside the charter. 

The Senator later wrote, "The Administration made a colossal 

blunder in ignoring the U. N. 1123 

The question was first brought up by Vandenberg when 

Acheson and Forrestal appeared before the Foreign Relations 

Committee the day after President Truman's message. Senator 

Tom Connally answered: 

The UN could not hand le it if it had it. It 
hasn't the facilities and it hasn't the money. 
There ls nothing in the charter that authorizes 
the UN to make loans or grants. Greek-Turkish 

21 
Jones, .£.E.• ill·, 190. 

22Ibid., 19J. 
23 

Vandenberg,££.· .£!1·, 344-345° 



aid contemplates a grant. There would be the 
biggest howl and hullabaloo in all the member 
countries, including ourselves, if the UN be 
gan handing out grants to individual nations. 

The Senator also said: 

Those who talk about turning it over to the 
UN don't want anything done at all in my 
opinion. There is nothing in the UN Charter 
that prohibits or limits action of this kind 
by a government on its own initiative. To 
turn this problem over to the UN, which isn't 
constituted to handle it, would be a buck
passing arrangement, Just a dodging and trim
ming and flim-flamming around. 2~ 
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On March 28, the United States Ambassador to the Se

curity Council, Warren R. Austin, sought to ease the fears of 

those who were concerned about operating outside the frame

work of the United Nations. He said: 

The program of economic assistance contemplated 
by the United States is of an emergency and 
temporary character. The United States be
lieves that the United Nations and its related 
agencies should assume the principal responsi
bility, within their capabilities, for the 
long-range tasks of assistance required for the 
reconstruction of Greece •••• the United States 
is giving momentum to25he United Nations by its 
present policy •.•• 

According to Joseph M. Jones, Austin's statement was 

24 Thomas T. Connally, as told to Alfred Steinberg,~ 
~.!_!~Connally, 318-319, 

25 
Vandenberg, £2.· ill·, 345. 



of immense help in quieting tha fears of those concerned 

about by-passing the United Nations. 26 
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Vandenberg did not believe that Austin ' s statement 

went far enough. In accordance with his policy to bring the 

program "as far as possible within the United Nations," Van

denberg proposed a new preamble. The new preamble explained 

the necessity of the aid, which could not be provided by the 

United Nations at that time, and pointed out that the act of 

aiding Greece and Turkey "by the United States will contrib

ute to the freedom and independence of all members of the 

United Nations in conformity with the principles and purposes 

of the Charter tt27 

As the editors of Senator Vandenberg ' s private papers 

observe, "one more step remained to be taken." In what the 

Senator described as "the greatest act of voluntary alle

giance" to the United Nations, he was, with Senator Con

nelly ' s help, successful in adding another amendment to the 

Greece-Turkey aid bill. 28 The amendment read as follows: 

The President is directed to withdraw any 
and all aid authorized herein under any of the 
following circumstances: 

(1) If requested by the governments of 
Greece or Turkey, respectively, representing a 
majority of the people of either such nation; 

26 
Jones,~·.!:.!..!:·, 184. 

27 
Vandenberg,~- cit., 345-346. 

28 
Ibid., 346. 



(2) If the President is officially noti
fied by the United Nations that the Security 
Council finds (with respect to which finding 
the United States waives the exercise of the 
veto) or that the General Assembly finds that 
such action taken or assistance furnished by 
the United Nations makes the continuance of 
such assistance un-necessary or undesirable; 

(3) If the President finds that any 
purposes of the Act have been substantially 
accomplished by the action of other inter
governmental organizations or finds that the 
purposes of the Act are incapable of satis
factory accomplishment.29 

In the words of Joseph M. Jones, "the amendment took 

most of the remaining wind out of the sails of the United 

Nations issue."30 
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The amendment brought the whole program under the 

scope of the charter, in addition to presenting the United 

Nations the authority to terminate the assistance on its own 

initiative. 31 As Walter Lippmann wrote, "the amendment cured 

1 the most serious defects of the original Truman proposal 

exactly, completely, and handsomely. 1 "32 

Vandenberg was now able to give the amended bill his 

wholehearted support. After receiving the unanimous vote of 

the Foreign Relations Committee, he took the Senate floor on 

April 8, urging adoption of the bill. 

29 
Jones, loc. cit. 

31
vandenberg, ,££· ~-, 346. 

He said in part: 

301bid. 

32Ibid., 350. 



I am not one of those, Mr. Pre sident, who 
conceive that we are launching what has been 
called .•. a new doctrine in any such unique 
sense as did James Monroe a century and a quar 
ter a go. Rather, in my opinion, we are launch
ing a plan that has numerous precadents- -al
though we must frankly and honestly assess the 
fact that it has new and 11 hr cad impl lea ti ons," 
as President Truman himself declared in his 
message of March 12 ••.. 

But it is much more than a plan for relief 
of human suffering in Greece and Turkey . Let us 
be totally plain about tt. It is a plan to fore
stall aggression which, once rolling, could snow
ball into global danger of vast design. It is a 
plan for peace •... We do not escape war by 
running away from it. No one ran away from war 
at Munich. We avoid war by facing facts. This 
plan faces facts .•• . 

Mr. President, far from bypassing the United 
Nations, this amended bill is the greatest act of 
voluntary allegiance to it in the who l e story of 
the United Nations .•.. 

Congress does not enjoy original jurisdic
tion in foreign relations. That is the prerog
ative of the Chief Executive. We come in, 
usua l ly, only at the eleventh hour, when our 
choice is the lesser of two evils--as in this 
instance, when we must decide which i s the wiser 
"calculated risk" for us •••. To repudiate 
the President of the United States at such an 
hour could display a divisive weakness which 
might involve far greater Jeopardy than a sturdy 
display of united strength. We are not free to 
ignore the price of noncompliance.33 
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Vandenberg ' s support insu~ed the passage of the bill. 

There were, however, those who opposed the measure. The 

attack came mainly from the far Left and the far Right . The 

33 Congressional Record, 80 Congress, 1 Session, 3195-
3198 (April '3, 1947). 
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left-wing charged that if the United Nations did not handle 

the program, the post-war dream of peace and international 

cooperation would be shattered. The right-wing claimed that 

the program would lead to war, national bankruptcy, or both. 

Although the major attacks came in the Senate, representative 

speeches from both houses of Congress will be examined in 

part. 

In the House, Representative Sabath of Illinois char

acterized the program as a plan designed to ball the British 

out of their financial difficulties • 

• . . I fear that President Truman, whom I know 
to be a great and honorable American, a wonder
ful humanitarian who hates war and seeks only 
relief of starving people, not only in Greece 
but the world over, may have been imposed upon 
by that Wall Street lawyer, John Foster Dulles, 
and perhaps by the Under Secretary of State, the 
Honorable Dean Acheson, too thoroughly indoctrin
ated by shrewd British diplomats determined that 
we shall shoulder their burdens of empire and 
take over their defaulted com.rnltments.34 

Excerpts from three of the many speeches made by Rep

resentative Bender of Ohio follow: 

Why, if the British feel as does our Presi
dent, that Greece is the key to the world battle 
against communism .. . , are the British with
drawing from Greece and continuing to pour money 
and troops into Palestine735 

34rbid., 21 47 (March 17, 1947). 

) Slbid., 2342 (March 20, 1947). 



When this Congress votes for the Truman 
doctrine let us be perfectly clear that by doing 
so we will be making the choice between one 
world and a world divided into two armed camps. 
Let us be perfectly clear that we will have 
turned our backs upon mankind in the effort to 
obtain collective securi t y. Let us be clear 
that we will be establishing a policy which 
destroys the United Nations. 

I for one will not be party to such a 
crime a gainst mankind. • The Truman policy 
ls nothing other than an undeclared declaration 
of war. That policy, if it ls pursued, will 
lead to war. 36 

•.. this Greek-Turkish military bill is in 
ef f ect nothing but an outri ght military alli
ance with the present dictatorial Government 
of Turkey •..• It is a dishonorable proposal, 
a hypocritical proposal, a disastrous proposal, 
because it in the end, if applied throughout 
the world, will mean the bankruptcy of 
America .•.. 37 

Representative Dirksen of Illinois asked: 

We are confronted with a new foreign policy. 
It ls embodied in 28 words. 
It ls the essence of the President ' s message. 
It states in brief that: 

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

At once certain questions arise: What 
peoples ? How many? What will it cost? What 

36Ibid., 2784-2785 (March 27, 1947). 
37Ibid., 3672 (April 17, 1947). 
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is included in the term "attempted subjuga
tion"? What is meant by outside pressures? 
Where does this policy take us 7 Is it real
istic? Will there be firm adherence to 1t if 
it is carried into action 7 How will other 
nations react? What about Russia738 

In the Senate, Senator Pepper of F lorida, speaking 

about the proposed aid, said: 

In my opinion, that comes dangerously near to 
going violently outside the democratic tra
ditions of our country. That is what I warn 
a gainst. I am saying that since we took an 
obligation to act collectively in meeting the 
challenges of aggression in the world, we are 
under a duty to try to act through the United 
Nations organization .... 39 
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Senator Taylor of Idaho, who was later to run with 

Wallace on tha Progressive ticket, was another who criticized 

the bill fo r by-passing the United Nations: 

The questions of Greece and Turkey must be 
submitted to the United Nations so that the 
United Nations can itself decide what action 
should, or should not, be taken. If the prob
lem is not submitted to the United Nations, no 
matter how much information we may choose to 
give that Or ganization, or how many preambles 
we may choose to write, the United Natlons will 
have been weakened by our hands ••.• 40 

J Blbid., 2544 (March 25, 1947). 

39Ibid., 3592 (April 17, 1947). 

4o Ibid., 2872 (March 31, 1947). 
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Tha opposite viewpoint was expressed in the following 

comments. Senator Brooks of Illinois said: 

•.. I believe that the steps proposed may pro
vide the spark that will lead us into the war 
which the proponents wish to prevent •.•. 

I firmly believe that the step now proposed 
is only the first step, and that it will start 
a chain reaction that will drag us into constant 
conflicts around the globe. 4 1 

Senator Malone of Nevada said: 

It is both useless and childish to assume 
that by giving money to Greece alone we can 
stay the hand of Soviet aggression and power 
•.. if such a program is to be required, the 
$400,000,000 we are being asked to give to 
Greece this year is not the end, but the begin
ning. 4.2 

Senator Wherry of Nebraska stated that: 

It would be suicidal for the United States in 
such a critical hour to undertake the impossible 
task of adding the unbearable weight of military 
establishments to the national economies which 
it seeks to revive. We would spread ourselves 
so thin across the world, even while we are 
bleeding ourselves of our finances and resources, 
that we would become vulnerable on every front. 
We would set up conditions where Pearl Harbors 
and Corregidors would be repeated si multaneously 
in a score of places. 43 

4 1 Ibid., 3467 (Apr 11 16 , 1947). 

4 21bid., 3730 (April 21, 19l~7}. 
43 1b i d ., 3743 (Apr i 1 21, 194 7) • 
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Although President Truman had asked that the bill be 

passed before March 31, the date that British aid would end, 

Congress could not complete the debates by that time. The 

bill was passed, however, by the Senate (67 to 23) on April 

22, and by the House (287 to 107) on May 9. On May 22, 1947, 

the bill was signed by the President.44 He said that with 

this aid "America had served notice that the march of Commu

n! sm would not be al lowed to succeed by default. 11 45 Greece 

and Turkey remained free. 

44rruman, Years of Trial~ Hope, 108. 
45Ibid. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

It was the purpose of this study to undertake an in

vestigation of the events leading up to and culminating with 

the Truman Doctrine , and to determine, if possible, pertinent 

facts relating to the revolution in United States foreign 

policy which was initiated by the Truman Doctrine . 

The British decision to terminate economic and mili

tary assistance to Greece and Turkey forced the planners of 

United States foreign policy to make a momentous decision. 

They had the choice of returning to the pre-war isolationism 

of 1919-1939, or of assuming the position of world leadership 

which they had rejected in 1919. 

In the months following World War II, the Soviet 

Union had demonstrated repeatedly that she possessed objec

tives which were different from those of the Western democ

racies. If the United States did not extend the necessary 

amounts of assistance to Greece and Turkey, it seemed 

extremely likely that communism would engulf those free 

states. 

In response to President Truman ' s proposal, Congress 

passed a bill extending aid to Greece and Turkey . The 



assistance that followed helped to prevent those countries 

from falling to communist aggression. 

Conclusions 

The evidence presented in this study suggests the 

following conclusions: 

97 

1. Traditional American isolationism did not prepare 

the United States for world leadership. American isolation

ism had a record of success largely because of world con

ditions during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 

not because of any inherent qualities of isolationism itself. 

2. The Western democracies did not fully comprehend 

the objectives of their war-time ally, the Soviet Union. 

3. During the months following World War II, a few 

far-sighted individuals attempted to awaken the American 

people to the Soviet threat. Communist aggression in Iran, 

Greece, and Turkey made their task less difficult. 

4. The British decision to terminate assistance to 

Greece and Turkey--stemming from Britain ' s post-war economic 

plight--forced the United States to assume world leadership 

or return to the traditional isolationism. 

5. President Truman was confronted by a hostile 

Congress at a time when he wished to build support for the 



coming election. He disregarded these personal considera

tions, however, and boldly proposed that the United States 

abandon isolationism and take steps to combat Soviet 

aggression. 

6. Congress, led by Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg, a 

former isolationist, enacted legislation that extended the 

requested aid to Greece and Turkey. Those countries subse

quently remained free. 
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7. The Truman Doctrine, as the President ' s plan came 

to be called, was the first application of the containment 

policy. It represented a complete break with the past. The 

United States was beginning to assume world leadership, with 

all its burdens and responsibilities. 
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