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proclaimed that the ‘‘strength of the people would bring about the final
victory,” a theme which the KKE kept on repeating until the end."
Thus, to return to our problem of “the dog that did not bark,”” i.e.,
the “missing’’ reaction from the KKE, I think that the way in which the
Greek communists behaved after March 1947 can be used to understand
the wider issues of the Greek Civil War. Of course, the missing reac-
tion also implies total ignorance of U.S. determination to keep Greece
out of what was perceived by the Truman administration to be Soviet
control,” an ignorance that can be easily explained, since no one, not
even the Greek government, dared to hope that the American interven-
tion was going to be so all-embracing as it actually came to be. What
is more important, I think, is that the comparative neglect with which
the KKE treated the American factor — apart from propaganda pur-
poses — gives us a clue to KKE hopes and perceptions of the conflict.
To put it another way: the KKE must have been deeply convinced that
the help from its allies in Eastern Europe would be more than suffi-
cient to counter the Greek government and the American support, and
this confidence must surely have been based on tangible promises of
aid from, first and foremost, Stalin and the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union — even though Zahariadis, in his talks with Papaioannou
mentioned above, clearly implies that no documentary evidence of these
promises exists. Moreover, such promises must have been suggested
before the Truman Doctrine was announced, which accounts for
changes in party policy in February. 7ahariadis’ soundings in April and
May 1947 have had the purpose of confirming that the attitude of Stalin
had not been altered in the meantime after the KKE had taken the deci-
sions. At the mysterious February meeting, the Politbureau must have
had solid evidence for the views of their allies, and the Truman Doc-
trine, on this background, did not impress the KKE leaders or make
them readjust their policy. At best, one could say that it probably be-
came necessary to get final corroboration from Belgrade and Moscow
that nothing had changed. This, however, is pure speculation since the
Truman Doctrine is nowhere mentioned as a serious factor. It is a quite
different matter that the KKE later, after the war, with the benefit of
hindsight, found that the U.S. intervention had been, perhaps, the de-
cisive factor. It was certainly not seen in that light in 1947.'

14’E:z£owa xeiueva 6, 244. Tt should be noticed that the anonymous articles by W
in Koppowvionxi "Embedenon from May and July 1947 on “‘Problems of the Civil War”’
never refer to the U.S. aid and the Truman Doctrine.

15gee the excellent analysis by J. O. latrides, Studies (above n. 4), pp. 225ff.

16ye can now expect a substantial contribution to the analysis of Soviet policy towards
the KKE in this period from Peter J. Stavrakis. Though he has been kind enough to
let me see his unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, I have found it best not to comment upon
his results which partly differ from mine.
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- The Truman Doctrine in Greece:
America’s Global Strategy and the ‘““New Kind of
War”’

HOWARD JONES

.IN EARLY 1949 THE NEW YORK TIMES’ VETERAN CORRESPONDENT
in Athens,. Anne O’Hare McCormick, observed that the Truman D
trine haq involved the United States in ‘‘a new kind of war’’ a inst
comrm.Jmst—led guerrillas in Greece. The conflict was dark and mgua]ll(1St
a war in the shadows characterized by enemies difficult to definlf; g :
even to see, and by a search for victory not measurable in territori rl
terms or human and material loss. The enemy rarely wore unifor .
often fqught with confiscated weapons, usually relied upon 1113)];j
conventl‘onal warfare, and nearly always received supplies and shelt
from neighboring communist countries. Battlefronts seldom exist ;T
fo.r Fhe guerrillas preferred the terrorist tactics of raiding, pilla T
sniping, and abducting villagers and townspeople into thei’r Is)mal%l‘;lﬁ;
effective force. Communist propagandists kept the atmosphere ten
by attacklpg America for pursuing imperial interests and opposin, t;e
popular will. In the United Nations and other public forums, the Uﬁiteg
States sought to defend its actions while attributing a lar, e me
of the. tu'rmoil in Greece to outside communist forces. Greege M:(Sjgre
mick insisted, was a ‘‘preview of the frontless, almost faceles’s war (;
tomorrow — a war of Trojan horses pointing the way for r,nachin
guns. The battleline is everywhere and nowhere,”” for the Kremli ’e
central directive was “‘rule or ruin.”’! , e
nou?cl:n}::tn;m;\/[ Doctrine has l?gen the subject of debate since its an-
P n March 1947. Critics have called it the “‘first shot of the
ar’” and proof of an ‘‘arrogance of power’’ that helped lead

1
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10 Howard Jones

the United States into Vietnam; defenders have hailed the declaration as
evidence of America’s determination to contain Soviet communism first
in Greece and Turkey and then in any nation that could prove need.?
Yet, in focusing on these issues, writers have not given adequate atten-
tion to one of the Truman administration’s greatest contributions: the
development of a flexible and restrained foreign policy designed to coun-
ter the renewed threat to freedom without a resort to all-out conflict.
The Truman Doctrine signaled the administration’s willingness to
engage in the struggle against communism on all fronts: social, politi-
cal, and economic, as well as military. More than a decade before Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy’s program of “flexible response,”” Truman and
his advisers (some of whom would also advise Kennedy) developed a
foreign policy that was adaptable in strategy to the shifting challenges
to democracy. The policy rested on the fundamental premise that free-
dom was indivisible and that wherever it was endangered, so also was
America’s future in jeopardy. The Truman Doctrine authorized U.S.
intervention in European affairs during peacetime; it also constituted
a viable response to shadow-like aggressions in which victory lay in con-
vincing democracy’s enemies that they could not win.
The greatest danger in this kind of war was its endemic trend toward

2Critics of the Truman Doctrine include: William A. Williams, The Tragedy of
American Diplomacy (New York, 1959); J. William Fulbright, The Arrogance of Power
(New York, 1966); Richard M. Freeland, The Truman Docirine and the Origins of McCar-
thyism (New York, 1970); Joyce and Gabriel Kolko, The Limits of Power: The World
and United States Foreign Policy, 1945-1954 (New York, 1972); Thomas G. Paterson,
Soviet-American Confrontation: Postwar Reconstruction and the Origins of the Cold
War (Baltimore, 1973); Thomas G. Paterson, On Every Front: The Making of the Cold
War (New York, 1979); Daniel H. Yergin, Shattered Peace: The Origins of the Cold
War and the National Security State (Boston, 1977); Lawrence S. Wittner, American
Intervention in Greece, 1943-1949 (New York, 1982). Among defenders of the Truman
Doctrine, see: Robert H. Ferrell, George Marshall (New York, 1966), vol. 15 of The
American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy, eds. Robert H. Ferrell and Samuel
F. Bemis; Robert H. Ferrell, Harry S Truman and the Modern American Presidency
(Boston, 1983); Cabell Phillips, The Truman Presidency: The History of a Triumphant
Succession (New York, 1966); Herbert Feis, From Trust to Terror: The Onset of the
Cold War, 1945-1950 (New York, 1970); Gaddis Smith, Dean Acheson (New York, 1972),
vol. 16 of American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy; John L. Gaddis, The
United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941-1947 (New York, 1972); John L.
Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar American National
Security Policy (New York, 1982); John L. Gaddis, The Long Peace: Inquiries into the
History of the Cold War (New York, 1987); Richard F. Haynes, The Awesome Power:
Harry S. Truman as Commander in Chief (Baton Rouge, 1973); David S. McLellan,
Dean Acheson: The State Department Years (New York, 1976); Robert J. Donovan, Con-
flict and Crisis: The Presidency of Harry S. Truman, 1945-1948 (New York, 1977); Bruce
R. Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Conflict and
Diplomacy in Iran, Turkey, and Greece (Princeton, 1980); Donald R. McCoy, The
Presidency of Harry S Truman (Lawrence, 1984); Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas,
The Wise Men: Six Friends and the World They Made (New York, 1986).
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fescal'ation. As the Uni‘ted States explored the limits of the enemies’ will
}t raised :che level of involvement in Greece. Step by step Americar;
mte‘:rvent]on grew as the guerrillas countered each move \:vith one of
their ofwfn. Yf:a’Lrs afterward, Dean Acheson emphasized that the *“limited
us? o [?r;e was the central principle underlying effective foreign
po 1cy‘.1. t e struggle ‘at hand was ‘‘military in background but really
not mi 1‘tz.1ry in operatlgn,” the nation had to have “‘strong economic
and political aspect§” in its foreign policy. But if the struggle was on
thf: verge of becoming fully military, the United States had to deter-
;nme Et‘f level of cour}ter-force required without using the ‘‘ultimate
orce. Ip Greec.:e, victory would come by breaking the will of the
enemy while holding the allegiance of the Greek people. Yet each anta-
goglst furthf:r confusec‘i the complex situation by couching its actions
11; bi?;oc:l?ufi afnd é)atnonc terms. And, as each side intensified claims
g the defender of freedom, it moved in ite di
. [ ; the opposite direction
?;mAme?cans became immersed in the struggle, they relied less ori
bl ocratic methqu because of the difficulty in controlling the varia-
Ufl?tzzsg?;al to victory. The most baffling complication was that the
es was expected to use democratic me i
‘ thods
by its very nature, made them ineffective. L R
Whig}hreiece ] eczm;lmlc needs were intertwined with military problems
ncreased the chances of an economic ai ,
hi : : : id program becomin
Egléig 13 onen};[atlon. Yugoslavia, Albania, and Bulgaria were aiding
rillas, who were seeking to undermine the i
and promote its collapse. The r i e
. eal problems in Gre iti
and economic, but the e
; ; present emergency was militar i
y and required
31;t§qulfvagent response.‘ As George McGhee (soon to become cgordi-
ot 5 of the Greek-Turkmh Aid Program) asked years afterward, ‘““What
i o was economic reconstruction when the bandits simply blew u
01r°lc lg‘:ﬁ and r-a112}oads as fast as Americans built them?’’ The resurgencz
war 1n Greece assumed Cold War signifi
\ ‘ gnificance as the co
i Y untr
Ejo(;wtc}l::tl :,l i{}l:c;;oc%sm of East-West differences and left the impresy
0 e United States and the Soviet Uni i :
. ni ites ar nion were involved.*
Grelzsil::clln% thl: British notification of their retrenchment policies in
urkey, Loy Henderson, head of th
Office of Near Eastern i i el Pl B
i and African Affairs, chaired the * i
mittee to Study Assistance to G , e
t _ reece and Turkey,”” wh
i y,”’ whose recommen-
n gloenij pgtm;ed toward' a global strategy. The committee warned thgt
nited States failed to act, Greece and Turkey could become

3 T P dent Files
5 \r. W Feb. 16, 1955 o i
M : ) ,” ; ( ; .5 ); 29, ruman Papers, ost-Presiden ial 1 ’

4 5 :
Author’s interview with McGhee, May 24, 1979
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“Soviet puppets,’’ leaving an example of democratic failure that would
cause the “widespread collapse of resistance to Soviet pressure through-
out the Near and Middle East and large parts of Western Europe not
yet under Soviet domination.”” A consensus developed that the adminis-
tration should present the economic approach to Congress as one in-
gredient of a multifaceted and global program.’

In keeping with the committee’s recommendation, the State-War-
Navy Coordinating Committee (SWNCC) on Foreign Policy Informa-
tion met to discuss the means for securing congressional support. The
group’s central argument was that the Greek and Turkish problems were
“only part of a critical world situation confronting us today in many
democratic countries’ and must receive attention ‘‘as a whole.”” The
independence of Greece and Turkey was strategically vital. By implica-
tion, however, every decision in those countries hinged upon the rela-
tive importance of events elsewhere. The Intelligence Division of the
War Department emphasized that the assistance effort must be a *‘psy-
chological and political one in which morale, and the superficial mani-
festations of force, such as possession of weapons and equipment,”’
constituted ““the most important element.” Economic rehabilitation was

needed — under American supervision.® Military assistance would be
a means toward that end.

The SWNCC Subcommittee on Foreign Policy Information, also
chaired by Henderson, recommended that the White House inform the
American people of the worldwide challenge facing the United States.
Henderson rejected the proposal of Soviet specialist George F. Ken-
nan to restrict the assistance to Greece and Turkey. America’s objec-
tive, as Secretary of State George C. Marshall emphasized, was to sal-
vage Greece as a demonstration of America’s will. To set this exam-
ple, Henderson explained, the United States must help the Greek army
restore domestic order as the prerequisite to economic reconstruction.’

The Truman administration’s global concern over Greece became

5“Ana]ysis of the Proposals,”” in U.S., Department of State, Foreign Relations of the
United States, 5: Near East and Africa (Washington, D.C., 1971), 51-53; minutes of
““Special Committee to Study Assistance to Greece and Turkey,”” Feb. 24, 1947, ibid.,
45-47.

SMinutes of meeting of secs. of state, war, and navy, Feb. 26, 1947, Department of
State Decimal File, National Archives, Washington, D.C. Hereafter cited as DSDF, NA.
Sec. of state to Truman, Feb. 26, 1947, FRUS, 5: Near East and Africa, 58 (text underlined
in the original); memo for sec. of war, Feb. 26, 1947, Plans & Operations 092, sect. 6-A,
case 95, Army Staff Records, Modern Military Division, NA.

7Agenda for meeting on ‘‘Implementation of Aid to Greece,”” Feb. 28, 1947, DSDF,
NA; report of meeting of SWNCC Subcommittee on FPI, Feb. 28, 1947, FRUS, 5: Near
East and Africa, 67; meeting of SWNCC Subcommittee on FPI, Feb. 28, 1947, Lot
54D202, box 11569, Diplomatic Branch, NA.
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evic}ent ina paper prepared by SWNCC’s Subcommittee on Foreien
Policy Information and designated FPI 30. Written by the State Dge
partment, the? paper contained ideas that Undersecretary of State Dean
A‘ch.eson _attrlbuted to the White House. FPI 30 declared that the ad
mml:qtratlo.n must convince the American people that Greece was the
starnqg point of a global conflict between freedom and totalitarianism
ﬁme};;a soulght a world in which the people determined their way 01;
1le, e policy of the. United States was to “‘give support to free peo
p e; who are‘attemptmg to resist subjugation from armed minorities
;):1 rom outside forces.”” These universal rights were embodied in the
tlantic Charter, pN Declaration, and Yalta Agreement.®
; Trulxpan to‘ld his ad'wsers that aid to Greece marked the beginning
of a ;;o icy of mteryenhon that would require the ““greatest selling job
::;m?rcl::l% :dlzgeilgerét.l" After considerable discussion, his advisers
at he deliver a message to Congress th , i
the world situation in frank i ity
: terms, while not provoki i
Union. Presidential adviser J i
oseph Jones recalled hi
the undersecretary that the d et b s o
raft of the speech had tak i
of a general authorization of aid. A o it
ener - Acheson had responded by leani
: atic : ani
l:)}?:rlf ;:y?ris c?alrl, thu;kmg a while, gazing at the White Hoylrlse a:§
g slowly: “If F.D.R. were alive I thi ’

.R. ink I know what he’d
do. It{(; would mak.e a statement of global policy, but confine his re-
que(s) or money right now to Greece and Turkey.””®
Cong?ei\gli.gcisoz Premgerll}t Truman went before the joint session of

mmend the program of economi d mili i
tance to Greece and Turke g
: y that became known a
i ‘ ir : s the Truman Doc-
:.:l;:;]eé thi t;gllfvei,.dhe a;serted in a close rendition of FPI 30 that 1(:2
ral idea of the Truman Doctrine, ‘i icy
of the United States to su etveriuler e
: pport free peoples who ar isti
subjugation by armed minoriti S
rities or by outside 5
the president focused on G g Wi
€ p reece and Turkey, he placed thei
within the broader contex iation and. thelr roudles
t of self-determination and i
n tf cont warned
totalitarian expansion into the Mediterranean and Middle E;%mﬁsé

8
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D‘SDF, NA; note by secs., March 5, 1947 t:nclg
Lincoln, chief of P & O, for Gen.  Cook g

gr}d Francis H. Russell, March 20, 1947,
s lbl(.i(i; memo from Brig. Gen. George A
e on aid to Greece, March )
g ;ﬁ:ci,d :—f;th 11’1?:? }i}{lgj’sp .Slﬁrm}; Staff Records, NA; sec.rgf s?a,\tclegt?JTénll:'bfss(;r
, 14, s , 5: Near East and Afri : i i
grgzig}b(?n U.S. Aid to Greece (FPI 30), March 3, lgﬁ;cgpmé l;utglgégfolr\lngatlon o
abinet meeting notes of March 7, 1947 S, N i .
ey i , , Truman Papers, Matth i i
o a?c ;ll;.ésnotzs on cabinet meeting of March 7, 1947, Robert gwl;lat?;rslgglg e
i plsln e;llce, box 19, Manuscript Division, Library of Con-gress Wash Egersr
ey C};ronalrlc 8, 1947; ibid.; ““The Drafting of the President’s Mes,sa e ofl’M e
5 ology, ca. March 13, 1947, Joseph Jones Papers Trumin Lib e
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called for $400 million in emergency aid, most of it military and for
Greece."”

Kennan was concerned that the president had committed the United
States to a global crusade that it should not and could not support.
Already disenchanted with the shift in emphasis from economic to mili-
tary aid, Kennan denied that the immediate threat in either Greece or
Turkey was military. Unrest in Greece was attributable to political and
ideological factors and could be handled by economic means. The presi-
dent’s address was “‘grandiose’” and “sweeping,”’ Kennan insisted years
afterward. His criticisms found some agreement among Marshall and
others, who supported the program yet believed the speech characterized
by anti-communist rhetoric.!! But their faith in the Truman Doctrine
rested on controls in which Kennan had little confidence: the ability
of policymakers to control the rate and type of escalation and to re-
strict the nation’s involvement to countries both vital to America’s se-
curity and capable of being saved.

Despite these differences over method, Kennan saw the challenge

in the same way as did the White House. His disagreement stemmed

from the opposing assessments of the Greek crisis: whereas the White

House believed military assistance necessary, Kennan argued that the

situation was salvageable by less provocative means. Economic assis-

tance would counter “‘ideological and political penetration’ by en-

couraging the Greek people to have confidence in their government.

In a speech before the National War College in Washington, D.C., Ken-
nan asserted that the Soviets had “‘taken care to shove forward Balkan
communists to do their dirty work for them and to disguise as far as
possible their own hand in Greek affairs.” Inaction by the United States
would “confirm the impression that the Western Powers were on the
run and that international communism was on the make.”” Ironically,
Kennan’s position was not that much different from that taken by the
White House: both would lead the United States to worldwide involve-
ment. If the democratic ideals propounded by the president were indivi-
sible, America’s commitment to freedom had no territorial limitations.
If the Kremlin, as Kennan claimed, was searching for ‘‘soft spots,”’
his call for containment carried the same global implications. Finally,
even if the Soviets were not guilty of motives and actions attributed to

Op,,plic Papers of the Presidents: Harry S. Truman, 1947 (Washington, D.C., 1963),
pp. 176-75.

George F. Kennan, Memoirs, 1925-1950 (Boston, 1967), p. 315; author’s interview
with Dean Rusk, Nov. 3, 1978; Charles E. Bohlen, Witness to History, 1929-1969 (New
York, 1973), p. 261; Forrest C. Pogue, George C. Marshall: Statesman (New York, 1987),
pp. 172-73. Others who agreed with Marshall were presidential advisers Charles E. Bohlen
and Clark Clifford.
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them by American policymakers, the perception was more important
than whatever the reality might have been. Given Washington’s prev il
ing assumgtions that the Soviets were engaged in a new type gf w:11 -
the glol?al impetus of America’s foreign policy was predictable ‘Zar,
During the House and Senate committee hearings on the aid' bill
Acheson repeatedly denied that the Truman administration had m d’
an automatic global commitment for the United States. He assured cc?me
m{ttee members that the White House would have to consider each ]
plicant for .assistance on an individual basis. Do you consider the T?E-
man Doctrine an “‘extension of the Monroe Doctrine?’’ asked a m -
ber of.the House Foreign Affairs Committee. ‘“No I do not,”” A:}in-
son crisply replied. Some parts of the world were ir,retrievablza Wh .
faver self-determination was in danger, the United States would .hel -
ifa reasonal?le chance for success existed. Certain areas were inacczs;
ble to American influence — Rumania, Bulgaria, and Poland, for i -
stance, beca}lse they fell within the ‘“Russian sphere of physica.l,force T},
The Republican chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committ ;
Arthur Vanflenberg, sought clarification: ““In other words, I think w}?e;
you are saying is that wherever we find free peoples hav;ng difficuI:l
in t.he malnten‘ance of free institutions, and difficulty in defendiny
‘agamst‘aggresswe movements that seek to impose upon them totalita :
ian regimes, we do not necessarily react in the same way each tim:
but we propose to react.”” Acheson replied: ““That, I think, is correct »
Joseph Jones declared that these words suggested: the “tf;St of prac-ti—

1 b
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Kennan to Henderson, March 27, 194
k . » M i 7, DSDF, NA; Kennan, ‘‘C
E;;};)r;ial Securlty: P‘rioblem” in Europe and Asia, 1-4, 9-12, 15-17, enc??tﬁ?;ngoin;(the
f Nearg:;fs;;;ﬁfri%g% Tellf]:l:gram” tIO) the secretary of state of Fei). 24 .1946. in FR {f’g
ashington, D.C., 1970), 696-709 is article signed X,
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s rlllrfai?;;czsmof _Sov1et Conduct,”” in Foreign Affairs 25 (July 1947) 562—58%1:188(1&3 ;(1’30
S Affaimog? é‘92‘5-1950, pp. 354-57; Kennan, ‘“‘Containment Then and Now,”’
T (m]ijlriltzgyll?lfrﬂ tSSS-?gMI'n this last article of 1987, Kennan declarzad
£ Russ : eat in and that the real d. £64 i
l 3 i : anger w -
g:rﬂ;lc:it P again, a disagrleement with the White House over thﬁ natli’se olfd:;f}osgés?ét
vo[vément inet;})]f:n(l}ltself. ;blld., 886. See John O. Iatrides, ‘“Perceptions of Soviet In-
bt 161: ecrlekS(rj;:;'l Walr'}l 194_5-1949,” in Lars Baerentzen, John O. latrides
: cedsy; ie Vil ! ,
h:ﬁen, o s in the History of the Greek Civil War, 1945-1949 (Copen-
Acheson’s written repli i
plies to Senate questions 1 i
i , pp. 10, 22, 49, 58, f.
Affariil?goﬁ'?tndenberg, March 2.4’ 19?7, DSDF, NA; Acheson befofenlgoir;e%?rzsig
S i eIi:.on Greek-Turkish Aid Bill, March 20, 1947, in Frank McNaughton
e adn"linistraatlin ib. Achleson assure(_i Senator Theodore Green of Rhode Island that
A rﬂolr;s w;);ld judge each aid gpplicant on its ““individual merits.”” Acheson
o eand,aidp . in" t:ii’.", DSDF, NA. Circumstances alone would determine whether
’ sisted. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation: My Years in the State
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The major criticism of the administration’s proposal came from
those who believed that the Greek and Turkish problems were the UN’s
responsibility. White House supporters argued that the UN lacked funds
and authority to approve military assistance; above all, they asserted,
the UN could not act quickly.' In practical terms, of course, the
White House was correct; but in a symbolic and perhaps idealistic sense,
the critics had a just complaint in declaring that the United States had
ignored an instrument for peace that the White House itself had fash-
ioned into existence. Had the president authorized his UN representa-
tives to consult that body — either before or immediately following
the congressional speech of March 12 — opponents of the bill would
have lost the basis of their argument.

Among several other complaints that confronted the administra-
tion, it had to deny charges that the purpose of the Truman Doctrine
was to remake its beneficiaries in the American image. According to
McGhee, the United States never sought to recast Greece into an Ameri-
canized democracy. Some years earlier, Brigadier General Patrick J.

Hurley suggested to President Franklin D. Roosevelt that the United
States use ‘‘nation building’ as a criterion for dealing with states

Depariment (New York, 1969), 300-01. See also Francis F. Lincoln, Unitd States’ Aid
to Greece, 1947-1962 (Germantown, TN., 1975), 4. Gaddis and McLellan agree that the
Truman Doctrine was not a blanket global commitment. Gaddis, United States and Ori-
gins of Cold War, p. 351; Mclellan, Acheson, pp. 403-04. Despite Acheson’s efforts,
his answers were, according to a British observer, Christopher M. Woodhouse, ““unillu-
minating, and the doubts remained.”’ See his The Struggle for Greece, 1941-1949 (Brook-
lyn, NY., 1976), p. 201. Evidence indicates that the president wanted the aid proposal
to be global in application. Years afterward, Henderson recalled a discussion with Ache-
son concerning a meeting the acting secretary of state had had with the president some-
time before the March 12 address to Congress. Acheson claimed that when he showed
the president a draft of the proposed speech, Truman asked: ““Why limit it to the Mid-
dle East? Why not leave the thrust of the message ‘general’ in application?”’ Author’s
interview with Henderson, May 24, 1979; Oral History Interview with Henderson (June
14 & July 5, 1973), 86-87, Truman Lib. The British encouraged the White House to realize
that the problem was not confined to Greece and Turkey, but arose everywhere there
was a threat of Soviet communist expansion. Orme Sargent Lo sec. of state, March 18,
1947, Foreign Office 371/61086/1947 — Aid to Greece and Turkey, Public Record Of-
fice, Kew Gardens, London, England. Acheson’s testimony, March 13, 1947, U.S. Senate,
Legislative Origins of the Truman Doctrine: Hearings Held in Executive Session Before
the Committee on Foreign Relations, 80th Cong., I sess., on S. 038: A Bill to Provide
for Assistance to Greece and Turkey (Washington, D.C., 1973), 17; MacVeagh's testi-
mony, March 28, 1947, ibid., 66, 67; Joseph M. Jones, The Fifteen Weeks (February 21-
June 5, 1947) (New York, 1955), pp. 193, 196, 262. Time magazine grasped the meaning
of Acheson’s statement. Hungary, for example, was outside American reach because
of Red Army occupation, whereas France and Italy were subject to American economic
and political pressure. Edition of June 9, 1947, p. 27.
Y4y0nes, Fifteen Weeks, p. 160; Oral History Interview with George M. Elsey (July
7, 1970), 354, 356-57, Truman Lib.; Acheson’s written replies to Senate questions,
pp. 1-4, 67-68; author’s interview with Henderson.
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threatened by aggression; but Acheson had opposed the idea th
“‘innocent indulgence in messianic globaloney.”” He now reitae telcli .
the congressional committees that the United States sought onl ia o
antee Greece and Turkey the right to establish the governn);eotgtl}llar-
want§d: Failure to guarantee this right would produce a “verynstrorz
SV?)[;\S;EIS? throughout the world that our professions are mere
The chief concern among Americans was that the aid pro i
Greece wou!d lead to full-scale military involvement — andpin .Ell;ﬂm o
of a re.presswe go-vernment that was only professing to be democf'):t(') :
In a §1ngle morning, nine people testified before the Senate F .
_Relanons (?omrnittee that the Greek-Turkish aid bill was too Ql{elgn
in nature. Similar expressions of alarm came from the press ratc’m'm1 lCmry
gress, and public opinion analyses. Columnist Stewart A’lso ki
that the United States, in attempting to stop Soviet expansiop il
becpme a supporter of the status quo. The ““easiest course’’ 11I11 ’f: O}IId
Pohcy was to ‘fshore up any regime, however corrupt, merely b e
it [was] an anti-communist regime. That course [,was] i ythecla e
r.un self—.defeating.” Acheson assured the Senate t}‘la;t .Americ;n (?I' s
ﬁgures in Greece would advise only on the use of weapons mc; -y
eplllltes and W(;UI?, number no more than forty army officl?:rs T?}Ille ps;gz-
proposals, he said, “‘do not includ i ‘ .
or Tur.key..We have not been asked to ceic? ]:;.Ss‘:/lg Il?fvzrr(:g?fnilo Gfeege
ings _w1th either Greece or Turkey, oral or otherwise, in re (:irStan :
sendlpg of troops to those countries.”’' , pard fo the
Still, the fears persisted. The tensest moment came during Ach ?
appearance before the House committee. Democratic Re[%reseniict)?vz
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Mike Mansfield asked whether the administration’s policy could lead
to war. The crowded room became silent as Acheson rubbed his chin,
hesitated, and finally responded: ‘I was going to say — 1o possibility
it would lead to war.”” But after a pause, he added: I don’t think it
could lead to war. By strengthening the forces of democracy and

freedom, you do a great deal to eliminate the friction between big

powers.””"

Despite these disclaimers, the truth was that the White House had
thought from the beginning of its direct involvement in Greece that
stronger military measures would become necessary. Widespread feel-
ing had developed in the administration that expanded military help
was inescapable because of the pending British troop withdrawal, the
dire condition of Greek armed forces, and the strategic and symbolic
importance attributed by the United States to the region. Acheson care-
fully explained that ‘‘present plans do not envisage any training pro-
gram for the Greek armed forces under American auspices, except pos-

sibly for limited technical instruction in the use of American equip-

ment 3318

The Truman administration likewise had difficulty convincing the
Senate committee that the military aspects of the aid program were only
one part of a broadly conceived response to world problems. As Secre-
tary of Navy James V. Forrestal explained, the administration preferred
a general authorization bill that allowed maneuverability. Democratic
Senator Tom Connally of Texas supported the aid effort but warned
that such encompassing terms would give tacit approval to the use of
American combat troops. Vandenberg feared that a blank check could
lead to war with Russia.”

The White House insisted upon a flexible aid bill. Henderson re-
marked that the president had purposely worded the Truman Doctrine
loose enough to be either economic or military in thrust. Indeed,
Henderson would have opposed the bill had it ruled out military aid.
McGhee insisted that the chief quality of the Truman Doctrine was that
its administrators could shift the emphasis to either economic or mili-

tary aid, depending upon circumstances. White House counselor Charles
E. Bohlen agreed that the Truman Doctrine did not assure the use of

Y ppg, March 21, 1947, Democrat Clipping File, Truman Lib.

18\ femo for record: conferences concerning Greek situation, March 3, 6, 1947, ABC-
400.336 Greece, sect. 1-A, pp. 2-4, War Dept. Records, NA; Acheson’s written replies
to Senate questions, p. 73, DSDF, NA.

19patterson to secretary of state, ca. March 11, 1947, P & O 092, sect. 6, case 93,
p- 2, Army Staff Records, NA; all testimonies, March 13, 1947, U.S. Senate, Legislative
Origins of Truman Doctrine, 5-6, 10-11.
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armed force. But all argued that the United S
m : tates shou intai
g - g Id maintain the
: The nature of th<? American response came under full discussion
in the S‘enat_e committee hearings. When Georgia Democrat Walter
George inquired whether American assistance was to be military or eco
nomic or‘ :Doth, Achespn Feplied in a way that only at first glance seemed
evasive. ‘‘I do not think it is something which it is possible to answer,’’
the undersecretary told the committee. *‘I do not think those wor::ls
were used.’” The decision to intervene rested on a consideration of all
aspects of the problem. Republican Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., of Massa
(I;hli;gtts graspeq lthe importance of having a general authori’zation bill
n this case “‘military’’ assistance did not m T .
_ _ : ean preparatio -
nf:uvers, tactics, field exercises, or combat on any scalg' it megnﬁz:lril -
E1\r;vg Greek personnel so that they could keep order inside the countrs
; % f;lf;ln, ¥heltefore, safely cgnclude that there is nothing whatever ir;
this hl 1\livhy:;h involves the United States in combat operations in Greece
or whic by any stretch .of the imagination could put Greece in a posi-
;1011 ]t(odundertake offensive international action.”” The program did not
reak down into economic or militar
| Yy compartments because th
forms of assistance were “‘c i i T
onstantly merging’’ and inte
ass! : rrelated. T
best descnp‘tlve word for America’s efforts, used in the broad e
was strategic.”' R,
e, ?gﬂg:g{:sen}ptlﬁasized strategic considerations in attempting to ease
of those senators who feared that sini i
‘ th sinister American oil
interests were guiding the admini i i re
1stration’s actions. The assi
gram, he assured committee memb i - ey e
ers, did not result entirely f
presence of oil. America’s ‘“‘poli b Lo
prese policy would have been
in this instance if there had i e
not been a single dr f oil i
East.”’ This statement was d e T
oubtless the truth, but wh
realized was that Acheson w i i o observers
as not denying the nation’s i in oi
% . . ion’s interest in oil;
! :Igail; eglgeu;:gg‘ that ’[?1111 was only one aspect of America’s strategic con’
1on. The growing American int in oi ,
i : ' erest in oil was a matter
5 thzo;/lciagit}é p\il,ahc‘?nlii private. Acheson recognized the importance
ast’s oil, but his immediate co i
% : ncern was the impact that
area’s collapse would have on morale and security. The Soviets’
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postwar interests in the region added urgency to the question.”
The Greek-Turkish aid bill became law on May 22, 1947, and, in

a victory for both the administration and bipartisan foreign policy, it
did not contain the restrictive amendments that had risen in both the

Senate and House committee hearings. The measure passed the Senate

by the largest bipartisan support for a major foreign policy bill since

war broke out in Europe in 1939. Republican Representative Francis

H. Case of South Dakota warned, however, that ‘no country, ours

or any other, is wise enough or rich enough, or just plain big enough,

to run the rest of the world.””

McGhee expressed the feelings of many in the administration when

he declared that the Truman Doctrine provided the ‘‘excitement of a
new venture.”” White House adviser Clark Clifford argued that the pro-
gram was an outgrowth of his report of September 1946 setting out
patterns of Soviet behavior, and that the president’s speech had let the
Russians know that ¢‘by God, we understood what we were up to.”’
The Truman Doctrine, Henderson insisted, constituted a frank state-
ment of what State Department analysts had long been saying with
«subdued voices.’’ Dean Rusk, then America’s political adviser to the
UN, declared that the adminstration had taken a stand against the *‘phe-
nomenon of aggression — an insatiable political doctrine backed by

22 5 cheson to Green, April 18, 1947, DSDF, NA; Wittner, American Intervention in
Greece, pp. 17-22, 232; Paterson, Soviet-American Confrontation, chap. 9; James V.
Forrestal diaries, VII, entry for May 2, 1947, pp. 1610-11, Operational Archives, Naval
History Division, Washington, D.C. (photocopies of originals at Princeton University);
Arnold A. Rogow, James Forrestal: A Study of Personality, Politics, and Policy (New
York, 1963), p. 180; Michael B. Stoff, Oil, War, and American Security: The Search
for a National Policy on Foreign Oil, 1941-1947 (New Haven, 1980), pp. 178, 207-08;
McLellan, Acheson, p. 115; Kuniholm, Origins of Cold War in Near East, p. 301,
n. 247. The truth is that the Truman administration found the nation’s oil companies
to be valuable tools in achieving strategic objectives. If any question exists about whether
these companies were more concerned about profits than national security, there can
be no doubt that their leaders wanted support — not directives — from Washington in
the postwar years. America’s oil magnates had established themselves in the Middle East
through private and unregulated policies — not as part of a coherent national policy.
U.S. government officials now recognized that if they supported the companies in their
daily business, the result could be a more effective foreign policy that was in part con-
structed upon securing the nation’s postwar oil requirements. Even though oil had be-
come a ““dirty word” by the 1940s, Henderson declared, that product of the Middle East
was the ““lifeblood”’ of the West. The adrainistration faced the challenge of developing
¢3 more mature approach’’ that would put oil in its proper place as a ¢tyitally needed
commodity like food’” and “‘not necessarily a symbol of sinister imperialism.”” See Oral
History Interview with Henderson (June 14 & July 5, 1973), 57, Truman Lib.; Stephen
1. Randall, United States Foreign Oil Policy, 1919-1948: For Profits and Security (Mon-
treal, 1985), pp. 237, 241.
23gandifer to sec. of state, May 9, 1947, FRUS, 5: Near East and Africa, D. 164; Jones,
Fifteen Weeks, pp. 197-98; Case to Truman, May 10, 1947, Truman Papers, Official
File, Truman Lib.
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jforce.” and resting on a ‘‘doctrine of world revolution that al
1nsat{able because there were no world boundaries.’’ The '3 s
copvmced that the Soviet Union rested on a “Fr-anken Itar'eSl =HLwas
ship worse tha.n any of the others, Hitler included ”245 SIH it
To an adrpmlstration deeply suspicious of the krem]in i
peatedly conjﬁrmed some form of Soviet involvement in Gre;;ks lgfI;s re-
When America’s decision to help Greece became known, th aS e
delegate on-the UN Security Council Commission of Investi : 4 e Soviet
ander Lavrl_shchev, immediately confronted his American %a o Al
Mark l’Ethndg'e, with the question: ‘““What does this n? um:,r,pa‘l{t’
means, * Ethridge crisply replied, ““that you can’t do it.”’ Lean‘. It
smiled and commented, “‘I quite understand, Mr Ett.xridgi"f:f}lchev

The Truman administration i i ibili
teein.g self-determination throurget{l.:c?fil Itzlfg I\:i'lgr]]lgpgzsrlr?mty (?f g
cru,mal for §trategic reasons; others would furnish. examel regllg thepoo.
F}iz ys lc;apac‘:ig toS resist aggression; still others were untoult):g;l;)le tl?:cgflge-
y within Soviet spheres of influence. But the ini i
k}?e‘g tf}a.t gctual and S)_zmbolic considerations had fx?e?ﬁgg tt?tl;?:aillso
zoe:n niﬂlr;mon of America’s vital interests. In theory and in ideal tflrel
i glséttec::t(}‘xreege and Turkey was part of a global strategf; de-
e b0 prot reel.orfl where\fer challenged. In practice and in real-
are,a it f}; }‘;w(')asl dnmted by circumstances — whether the troubled
s Cou be.saved. As long as ideal and reality remained
» congressional fears were groundless.
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