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Message from the Supreme Allied War Council to Secretary of State Robert Lansing (1918)
Paris, July 2, 1918, midnight, and July 3, 1:00 a.m.
The Supreme War Council consider that since its last meeting a complete change has come over the
situation in Russia and Siberia which makes Allied intervention in these countries an urgent and
imperative necessity.
In the first place the recent action of the Czecho‐Slovak troops has transformed the Siberian eclipse.
There is now a force of 50,000 troops, of Slav nationality, totally disinterested in the internal politics of
Russia, yet determined fight Germany for the liberation of their own country, in control of the railway in
western Siberia. This success of the Czecho‐Slovak troops proves that the bulk of the Siberian population
are no longer sympathetic to the Bolsheviks and must be friendly disposed to the Allied cause. It also
removes the apprehension that Allied intervention will meet with such serious opposition from the local
population east of the Urals as would make penetration through western Siberia to the Urals very
difficult. Provided intervention takes place in time, there will be a Slav army in western Siberia to which
Russian patriots can rally, which eliminates the return of Russian public opinion [sic] being thrown into
the arms of Germany as might have been the case if intervention were effected by forces almost entirely
Japanese. This Czecho‐Slovak force, however, is in grave danger of being cut off by the organization of
German and Austro‐Hungarian prisoners of war at Irkutsk, amid an appeal for immediate military
assistance has been made by the Czech National Council to the Allied consuls at Vladivostok. The Allies
are under the responsibility of taking immediate action, if these gallant allies are not to be
overwhelmed. To fail in bringing support to these faithful troops, now desperately fighting for the Allied
cause, would not only forever discredit the Allies, but might have a disastrous effect on the Slav
population both of Russia itself and of Austria‐Hungary and the Balkans as proving that the Allies are
unable or unwilling to exert themselves effectively to save the Slav world from failing wholly under
German domination. On the other hand to push a force through to Irkutsk to overwhelm the German
prisoner organization and join hands with the Czecho‐Slovaks would probably be a simple and rapid
matter if it were taken in hand immediately. Intervention in Siberia, therefore, is an urgent necessity
both to save the Czecho‐Slovaks and to take advantage of an opportunity of gaining control of Siberia
for the Allies which may never return.
In the second place a great change has come over the internal situation in Russia itself. There is no
doubt that the Bolshevik power is waning. It is daily becoming clearer to all classes in Russia including
ex‐soldiers, peasants, and workmen that the Bolsheviks cannot fulfill their promises of the social
millennium, and that anarchy, disorder and starvation lie ahead under the Bolshevik régime. The
accounts from all our representatives agree upon this. It is further clear that the Bolsheviks have no real
power with which to support their rule. They have entirely failed to raise an effective army. They remain
in office simply because Russia is too divided to create any alternative organization with which to
supplant them.
There is much evidence, however, that the best liberal and democratic elements in Russia are beginning
to lift their heads and to get into touch with one another. They are animated partly by disgust with the
autocratic methods of the Bolsheviks, partly by the determination not to submit to the humiliation and
partition of the Brest Litovsk treaties, and partly by a growing fear of German domination.
Practically all elements of the Russian population indeed except the dwindling minority of the Bolsheviks
now recognize intervention of some kind to be necessary and inevitable because it is the only
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alternative to continuous anarchy and disorder ending in universal starvation. The only difference of
opinion is as to whether intervention should be Allied or German. The reactionaries and the pro‐German
agents among the Bolsheviks naturally prefer German intervention. The liberal and democratic elements
urgently ask for Allied intervention, and make it clear while they desire economic assistance, the
essential need is military support. Unless they can secure effective Allied support in the field, and a base
upon which to rally, the reactionary forces, backed by German bayonets, will inevitably crush the
movement for national freedom and regeneration.
Allied intervention therefore is urgently necessary in order to save Russia from the establishment of
autocracy supported by German bayonets. If, however, time Allies are to bring effective assistance to
liberal Russia, not only must they occupy Murmansk and Archangel in order to retain the bridgeheads
into Russia from the north from which forces can eventually advance rapidly to the center of Russia,
they must also control Siberia to the Urals without delay. If the Germans gain control of western Siberia,
as well as of Archangel and Murmansk, they close the last means of contact between Russia and the
outside world, and they obtain possession of the supplies of food without which Russia will starve. The
Germans have already made the Black Sea a German [lake]. They are advancing as fast as they can on
the Caspian which will give them control of the Volga and its water communications with western
Siberia, and they are preparing to occupy the Murman coast before winter. If they once succeed in these
objects the German domination of Russia would be complete. They will then not only control Russian
resources, but under penalty of starvation they may be able to compel the Russian people to serve as
labor, and possibly even as recruits for their armies in the field. All hope of the regeneration of Russia on
truly democratic lines depends upon the seizure by the Allies of the granary of western Siberia without
delay.
In the third place Allied intervention is essential in order to win the war. There is no doubt that if the
Germans fail to gain a decision in the west in the next few weeks they will turn east and endeavor with
all their power to paralyze any possibility of the national regeneration of Russia during the war. They
know as well as we know that there is but the smallest chance of an Allied victory on the western front
in 1919 unless Germany is compelled to transfer a considerable amount of her strength back again from
west to east. It will therefore be a primary object of her policy to prevent the re‐creation of an eastern
Allied front. During the forthcoming autumn and winter she will endeavor to do this either by
establishing in Russia a government favorable to herself or destroying all possibility of organized
resistance to her domination. If the Allies are to win the war in 1919 it should be a primary object of
their policy to foster and assist the national movement in Russia in order to reform an eastern front or
at least to sustain such a vigorous spirit of independence in the occupied territories behind the German
lines as will compel Germany to maintain large bodies of troops in the east. Allied intervention at the
earliest moment is therefore a necessity if any headway is to be made in organizing that eastern front
which is essential, if the Allies are to win the war in 1919 before Germany has concentrated her whole
strength once more on the encirclement and domination of Russia. At the present moment intervention
as a practical policy is easier than it has ever been.
The Japanese have now agreed to send an expedition into Siberia provided they are assured of the
approval and active support of the United States Government and though they have not engaged
themselves to go beyond Irkutsk there is no ground for thinking that this necessarily represents the
limits of their effort. They have also accepted the two conditions which the Supreme War Council has
considered as necessary conditions of Allied intervention; namely, disinterestedness in Russian internal
politics and guarantees to evacuate Russian territory after the war. The Czecho‐Slovak forces are already
in occupancy of western Siberia. The addition of American and Allied detachments would create a force
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really Allied in character and acceptable to both Russian and Allied occupants especially if Russian forces
under Russian leaders were associated with it as soon as it was established in territory. If action were
taken immediately it ought to be possible for the Allies to gain control of the railway through the whole
of Siberia as far as the Urals in a very few weeks. Only the assent and cooperation of the United States
Government is now required in order to set in motion a policy which promises success and which if
successfully accomplished is bound to have decisive results on the future of the war.
On the other hand the Supreme War Council feel bound to point out that in their judgment failure to
intervene immediately must inevitably cause effects which can only be described as disastrous to the
Allied cause. In the first place it would mean the abandonment of the Russian people to the
[triumphant] militarism of Germany and the destruction of all hope of the resuscitation of Russia as the
liberal ally of the western democracies during the war. In the second place it would mean the
permanent impairment of the blockade for if Germany were to establish effective control over central
Russia and Siberia her chief anxiety as to the supply both of raw material and food would be removed. In
the third place it would mean the indefinite prolongation of the war and the surrender of any real
prospect of victory for the Allies in 1919. Fourthly, it would mean the abandonment of the army of yet
another little nation, the Czecho‐Slovaks, to the mercies of Berlin with inevitably disastrous
consequences to the sentiments of the Slav peoples of Russia, the Balkans and throughout the world.
If the policy of intervention however is to be really successful, an adequate military force must be
employed. The Allied representatives in Russia are agreed that while economic assistance is important,
military intervention is absolutely essential. The Czecho‐Slovak leaders have informed the Allied consuls
at Vladivostok that in their judgment 100,000 men are necessary to save the situation. It is evident
therefore that while the rest of the Allies should send what troops they can, the bulk of the force must
be provided by the Japanese.
For these reasons the Supreme War Council, having carefully considered the military situation and the
prospects of the Allies in all the theaters of war, have come to conclusion—
I. That immediate Allied armed assistance to Russia is imperatively necessary for the following reasons:
(a) To assist the Russian nation to throw off their German oppressors and to prevent the unlimited
military and economic domination of Russia by Germany in her own interests.
(b) For the decisive military reason given by General Foch in his telegram to President Wilson; i.e., that
the Germans have already called back from Russia a number of divisions and sent them to the western
front. Allied intervention will be the first step in stimulating the national uprising in Russia against
German domination which will have an immediate effect in renewing German anxiety in regard to the
east and compelling her to refrain from removing further troops westward and perhaps to move troops
back to the east.
(c) To shorten the war by the reconstitution of the Russian front.
(d) To prevent the isolation of Russia from western Europe. They are advised that if action is not taken in
Siberia the existing Allied forces in northern Russia may have to be withdrawn and Russia will be
completely cut off from the Allies.
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(e) To deny to Germany the supplies of western Siberia and the important military stores at Vladivostok
and to render these available for the Russian population.
(f) To bring assistance to the Czecho‐Slovak forces which have made great sacrifices to the cause for
which we are fighting.
II. That the intervention should be Allied in character, should be accompanied by pledges to the Russian
people as agreed to at the last Versailles conference, and should include the following:
1. An Allied force to operate in Siberia. Circumstances render imperative that the force shall be
considerable in number, military in character and Allied in composition, and that above all things it
should operate immediately; delay would be fatal. It is recognized that owing to geographical and
shipping conditions Japanese troops will comprise the larger portion of the force but its Allied character
must be maintained and it must include American and Allied units. The force should be under a single
command appointed by the power that provides the largest number of troops.
2. Such developments of the Allied forces in Murmansk and Archangel as the military advisers of the
Allies may recommend.
3. Relief expeditions under American direction and control to supply the wants and alleviate the
sufferings of the Russian people.
The primary object of Allied action being to cooperate with the Russian nation in re‐creating the eastern
front as a first step towards freeing Russia, the closest coordination must exist between the above
forces and the Russian people.
III. Therefore, in view of—
1. The unanimous opinion of General Foch and the Allied military advisers of the Supreme War Council
that immediate dispatch of a considerable Allied force to Siberia is essential for the victory of the Allied
armies;
2. The fact that no adequate expedition can be sent without Japanese cooperation and that Japan will
not undertake effective action without the encouragement and support of the United States
Government; and
3. The shortness of the time available before the winter for initiating active operations in Siberia and the
rapid German penetration into Russia;
the Supreme War Council appeal to President Wilson to approve the policy here recommended and thus
to enable it to be carried into effect before it is too late.
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State Department Press Release Regarding U.S. Intervention in Siberia (1918)
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
August 5, 1918
For The Press:
The Acting Secretary of State issues the following statement to the press in re American‐Japanese action
in Siberia:
In the judgment of the Government of the United States, a judgment arrived at after repeated and very
searching considerations of the whole situation, military intervention in Russia would be more likely to
add to the present sad confusion there than to cure it and would injure Russia rather than help her out
of her distresses.
Such military intervention as has been most frequently proposed even supposing it to be efficacious in
its immediate object of delivering an attack upon Germany from the east, would in its judgment be
more likely to turn out to be merely a method of making use of Russia than to be a method of serving
her. Her people, if they profited by it at all, could not profit by it in time to deliver them from their
present desperate difficulties, and their substance would meantime be used to maintain foreign armies,
not to reconstitute their own or to feed their own men, women, and children. We are bending all our
energies now to the purpose, the resolute and confident purpose of winning on the western front, and it
would in the judgment of the Government of the United States be most unwise to divide or dissipate
our forces.
As the Government of the United States sees the present circumstances, therefore, military action is
admissible in Russia now only to render such protection and help as is possible to the CzechoSlovaks
against the armed Austrian and German prisoners who are attacking them and to steady any efforts at
self—government or self‐defense in which the Russians themselves may be willing to accept assistance.
Whether from Vladivostok or from Murmansk and Archangel, the only present object for which
American troops will be employed will be to guard military stores which may subsequently be needed by
Russian forces and to render such aid as may be acceptable to the Russians in the organization of their
own self—defense.
With such objects in view the Government of the United States is now cooperating with the
Governments of France and Great Britain in the neighborhood of Murmansk and Archangel. The United
States and Japan are the only powers which are just now in a position to act in Siberia in sufficient force
to accomplish even such modest objects as those that have been outlined. The Government of the
United States, has, therefore, proposed to the Government of Japan that each of the two governments
send a force of a few thousand men to Vladivostok, with the purpose of cooperating as a single force in
the occupation of Vladivostok and in safeguarding, so far as it may, the country to the rear of the
Westward‐moving CzechoSlovaks; and the Japanese Government has consented.
In taking this action the Government of the United States wishes to announce to the people of Russia in
the most public and solemn manner that it contemplates no interference with the political sovereignty
of Russia, no intervention in her internal affairs—not even in the local affairs of the limited areas which
her military force may be obliged to occupy—and no impairment of her territorial integrity, either now
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or hereafter, but that what we are about to do has as its single and only object the rendering of such aid
as shall ‘be acceptable to the Russian people themselves in their endeavors to regain control of their
own affairs, their own territory, and their own destiny. The Japanese Government, it is understood, will
issue a similar assurance.
These plans and purposes of the Government of the United States have been communicated to the
Governments of Great Britain, France, and Italy, and those Governments have advised the Department
of State that they assent to them in principle. No conclusion that the Government of the United States
has arrived at in this important matter is intended, however, as an effort to restrict the actions or
interfere with the independent judgment of the Governments with which we are now associated in the
war.
It is also the hope and purpose of the Government of the United States to take advantage of the earliest
opportunity to send to Siberia a commission of merchants, agricultural experts, labor advisers, Red Cross
representatives, and agents of the Young Men’s Christian Association accustomed to organizing the best
methods of spreading useful information and rendering educational help of a modest kind in order in
some systematic way to relieve the immediate economic necessities of the people there in every way
for which an opportunity may open. The execution of this plan will follow and will not be permitted to
embarrass the military assistance rendered to the CzechoSlovaks.
It is the hope and expectation of the Government of the United States that the Governments with which
it is associated will, wherever, necessary or possible, lend their active aid in the execution of these
military and economic plans.
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Excerpts from V.I. Lenin, “Letter to American Workers” (1918)
Comrades! …[A]t the present time the American revolutionary workers have to play an exceptionally
important role as uncompromising enemies of American imperialism—the freshest, strongest and latest
in joining in the world‐wide slaughter of nations for the division of capitalist profits. At this very
moment, the American multimillionaires, these modern slaveowners have turned an exceptionally tragic
page in the bloody history of bloody imperialism by giving their approval—whether direct or indirect,
open or hypocritically concealed, makes no difference—to the armed expedition launched by the brutal
Anglo‐Japanese imperialists for the purpose of throttling the first socialist republic.
[….] The results of the four years of war have revealed the general law of capitalism as applied to war
between robbers for the division of spoils: the richest and strongest profited and grabbed most, while
the weakest were utterly robbed, tormented, crushed and strangled. The British imperialist robbers
were the strongest in number of “colonial slaves”. The British capitalists have not lost an inch of “their”
territory (i.e., territory they have grabbed over the centuries), but they have grabbed all the German
colonies in Africa, they have grabbed Mesopotamia and Palestine, they have throttled Greece, and have
begun to plunder Russia….
The American multimillionaires were, perhaps, richest of all, and geographically the most secure. They
have profited more than all the rest. They have converted all, even the richest, countries into their
tributaries. They have grabbed hundreds of billions of dollars. And every dollar is sullied with filth: the
filth of the secret treaties between Britain and her “allies”, between Germany and her vassals, treaties
for the division of the spoils, treaties of mutual “aid” for oppressing the workers and persecuting the
internationalist socialists. Every dollar is sullied with the filth of “profitable” war contracts, which in
every country made the rich richer and the poor poorer. And every dollar is stained with blood—from
that ocean of blood that has been shed by the ten million killed and twenty million maimed in the great,
noble, liberating and holy war to decide whether the British or the German robbers are to get most of
the spoils, whether the British or the German thugs are to be foremost in throttling the weak nations all
over the world.
While the German robbers broke all records in war atrocities, the British have broken all records not
only in the number of colonies they have grabbed, but also in the subtlety of their disgusting hypocrisy.
This very day, the Anglo‐French and American bourgeois newspapers are spreading, in millions and
millions of copies, lies and slander about Russia, and are hypocritically justifying their predatory
expedition against her on the plea that they want to “protect” Russia from the Germans!
It does not require many words to refute this despicable and hideous lie; it is sufficient to point to one
well‐known fact. In October 1917, after the Russian workers had overthrown their imperialist
government, the Soviet government, the government of the revolutionary workers and peasants, openly
proposed a just peace, a peace without annexations or indemnities, a peace that fully guaranteed equal
rights to all nations—and it proposed such a peace to all the belligerent countries.
It was the Anglo‐French and the American bourgeoisie who refused to accept our proposal; it was they
who even refused to talk to us about a general peace! It was they who betrayed the interests of all
nations; it was they who prolonged the imperialist slaughter!
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It was they who, banking on the possibility of dragging Russia back into the imperialist war, refused to
take part in the peace negotiations and thereby gave a free hand to the no less predatory German
capitalists who imposed the annexationist and harsh Brest Peace upon Russia! [….]
The old bourgeois‐democratic constitutions waxed eloquent about formal equality and right of
assembly; but our proletarian and peasant Soviet Constitution casts aside the hypocrisy of formal
equality. When the bourgeois republicans overturned thrones they did not worry about formal equality
between monarchists and republicans. When it is a matter of overthrowing the bourgeoisie, only
traitors or idiots can demand formal equality of rights for the bourgeoisie. “Freedom of assembly” for
workers and peasants is not worth a farthing when the best buildings belong to the bourgeoisie. Our
Soviets have confiscated all the good buildings in town and country from the rich and have transferred
all of them to the workers and peasants for their unions and meetings. This is our freedom of
assembly—for the working people! This is the meaning and content of our Soviet, our socialist
Constitution!
That is why we are all so firmly convinced that no matter what misfortunes may still be in store for it,
our Republic of Soviets is invincible….
We know that help from you will probably not come soon, comrade American workers, for the
revolution is developing in different countries in different forms and at different tempos (and it cannot
be otherwise). We know that although the European proletarian revolution has been maturing very
rapidly lately, it may, after all, not flare up within the next few weeks. We are banking on the
inevitability of the world revolution, but this does not mean that we are such fools as to bank on the
revolution inevitably coming on a definite and early date. We have seen two great revolutions in our
country, 1905 and 1917, and we know revolutions are not made to order, or by agreement. We know
that circumstances brought our Russian detachment of the socialist proletariat to the fore not because
of our merits, but because of the exceptional backwardness of Russia, and that before the world
revolution breaks out a number of separate revolutions may be defeated.
In spite of this, we are firmly convinced that we are invincible, because the spirit of mankind will not be
broken by the imperialist slaughter. Mankind will vanquish it. And the first country to break the convict
chains of the imperialist war was our country. We sustained enormously heavy casualties in the struggle
to break these chains, but we broke them. We are free from imperialist dependence, we have raised the
banner of struggle for the complete overthrow of imperialism for the whole world to see.
We are now, as it were, in a besieged fortress, waiting for the other detachments of the world socialist
revolution to come to our relief. These detachments exist, they are more numerous than ours, they are
maturing, growing, gaining more strength the longer the brutalities of imperialism continue…. Slowly but
surely the workers are adopting communist, Bolshevik tactics and are marching towards the proletarian
revolution, which alone is capable of saving dying culture and dying mankind.
In short, we are invincible, because the world proletarian revolution is invincible.
N. Lenin
August 20, 1918
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Declaration of Four Nations on General Security (1943)
The governments of the United States of America, United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and China;
United in their determination, in accordance with the declaration by the United Nations of January,
1942, and subsequent declarations, to continue hostilities against those Axis powers with which they
respectively are at war until such powers have laid down their arms on the basis of unconditional
surrender;
Conscious of their responsibility to secure the liberation of themselves and the peoples allied with them
from the menace of aggression;
Recognizing the necessity of insuring a rapid and orderly transition from war to peace and of
establishing and maintaining international peace and security with the least diversion of the world's
human and economic resources for armaments;
Jointly declare:
1. That their united action, pledged for the prosecution of the war against their respective enemies, will
be continued for the organization and maintenance of peace and security.
2. That those of them at war with a common enemy will act together in all matters relating to the
surrender and disarmament of that enemy.
3. That they will take all measures deemed by them to be necessary to provide against any violation of
the terms imposed upon the enemy.
4. That they recognize the necessity of establishing at the earliest practicable date a general
international organization, based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all peace‐loving states,
and open to membership by all such states, large and small, for the maintenance of international peace
and security.
5. That for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security pending the re‐establishment of
law and order and the inauguration of a system of general security they will consult with one another
and as occasion requires with other members of the United Nations, with a view to joint action on
behalf of the community of nations.
6. That after the termination of hostilities they will not employ their military forces within the territories
of other states except for the purposes envisaged in this declaration and after joint consultation.
7. That they will confer and cooperate with one another and with other members of the United Nations
to bring about a practicable general agreement with respect to the regulation of armaments in the post‐
war period.
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Charles Bohlen’s Notes from Three Dinner Meetings at the Teheran Conference (1943)
[Bohlen, a career diplomat fluent in Russian, served as Roosevelt’s interpreter during the conference.]
November 28, 1943
Roosevelt’s Quarters, 8:30 PM,
Soviet Embassy
PRESENT
UNITED STATES
President Roosevelt
Mr. Hopkins
Mr. Harriman
Mr. Bohlen

UNITED KINGDOM
Prime Minister Churchill
Foreign Secretary Eden
Sir Archibald Clark Kerr
Major Birse

SOVIET UNION
Marshal Stalin
Foreign Commissar Molotov
Mr. Pavlov

SECRET
During the first part of the dinner the conversation between the President and Marshal Stalin was
general in character and dealt for the most part with a suitable place for the next meeting. Fairbanks
seemed to be considered by both the most suitable spot.
MARSHAL STALIN then raised the question of the future of France. He described in considerable length
the reasons why, in his opinion, France deserved no considerate treatment from the Allies and, above
all, had no right to retain her former empire. He said that the entire French ruling class was rotten to the
core and had delivered over France to the Germans and that, in fact, France was now actively helping
our enemies. He therefore felt that it would be not only unjust but dangerous to leave in French hands
any important strategic points after the war.
THE PRESIDENT replied that he in part agreed with Marshal Stalin. That was why this afternoon he had
said to Marshal Stalin that it was necessary to eliminate in the future government of France anybody
over forty years old and particularly anybody who had formed part of the French Government. He
mentioned specifically the question of New Caledonia and Dakar, the first of which he said represented
a threat to Australia and New Zealand and, therefore, should be placed under the trusteeship of the
United Nations. In regard to Dakar, THE PRESIDENT said he was speaking for twenty‐one American
nations when he said that Dakar in unsure hands was a direct threat to the Americas.
MR. CHURCHILL at this point intervened to say that Great Britain did not desire and did not expect to
acquire any additional territory out of this war, but since the 4 great victorious nations‐the United
States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain and China‐will be responsible for the future peace of the world, it
was obviously necessary that certain strategic points throughout the world should be under the [their?]
control.
MARSHAL STALIN again repeated and emphasized his view that France could not be trusted with any
strategic possessions outside her own border in the post‐war period. He described the ideology of the
Vichy Ambassador to Moscow, Bergery, which he felt was characteristic of the majority of French
politicians. This ideology definitely preferred an agreement with France’s former enemy, Germany, than
with her former allies, Great Britain and the United States.
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The conversation then turned to the question of the treatment to be accorded Nazi Germany.
THE PRESIDENT said that, in his opinion, it was very important not to leave in the German mind the
concept of the Reich and that the very word should be stricken from the language.
MARSHAL STALIN replied that it was not enough to eliminate the word, but the very Reich itself must be
rendered impotent ever again to plunge the world into war. He said that unless the victorious Allies
retained in their hands the strategic positions necessary to prevent any recrudescence of German
militarism, they would have failed in their duty.
In the detailed discussion between the President, Marshal Stalin and Churchill that followed Marshal
Stalin took the lead, constantly emphasizing that the measures for the control of Germany and her
disarmament were insufficient to prevent the rebirth of German militarism and appeared to favor even
stronger measures. He, however, did not specify what he actually had in mind except that he appeared
to favor the dismemberment of Germany.
MARSHAL STALIN particularly mentioned that Poland should extend to the Oder and stated definitely
that the Russians would help the Poles to obtain a frontier on the Oder.
THE PRESIDENT then said he would be interested in the question of assuring the approaches to the
Baltic Sea and had in mind some form of trusteeship with perhaps an international state in the vicinity of
the Kiel Canal to insure free navigation in both directions through the approaches. Due to some error of
the Soviet translator Marshal Stalin apparently thought that the President was referring to the question
of the Baltic States. On the basis of this understanding, he replied categorically that the Baltic States had
by an expression of the will of the people voted to join the Soviet Union and that this question was not
therefore one for discussion. Following the clearing up of the misapprehension, he, however, expressed
himself favorably in regard to the question of insuring free navigation to and from the Baltic Sea.
THE PRESIDENT, returning to the question of certain outlying possessions, said he was interested in the
possibility of a sovereignty fashioned in a collective body such as the United Nations; a concept which
had never been developed in past history.
After dinner when the President had retired, the conversation continued between Marshal Stalin and
Mr. Churchill. The subject was still the treatment to be accorded to Germany, and even more than
during dinner Marshal Stalin appeared to favor the strongest possible measures against Germany.
MR. CHURCHILL said that he advocated that Germany be permitted no aviation of any character‐‐neither
military [n]or civilian‐‐and in addition that the German general staff system should be completely
abolished. He proposed a number of other measures of control such as constant supervision over such
industries as might be left to Germany and territorial dismemberment of the Reich.
MARSHAL STALIN to all of these considerations expressed doubt as to whether they would be effective.
He said that any furniture factories could be transformed into airplane factories and any watch factories
could make fuses for shells? He said, in his opinion, the Germans were very able and talented people
and could easily revive within fifteen or twenty years and again become a threat to the world. He said
that he had personally questioned German prisoners in the Soviet Union as to why they had burst into
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Russian homes, killed Russian women, etc., and that the only reply he had received was they had been
ordered to do so.
MR. CHURCHILL said that he could not look more than fifty years ahead and that he felt that upon the
three nations represented here at Teheran rested the grave responsibility of future measures of
assuring in some manner or other that Germany would not again rise to plague the world during the
[that?] period. He said that he felt it was largely the fault of the German leaders and that, while during
war time no distinction could be made between the leaders and the people particularly in regard to
Germany, nevertheless, with a generation of self‐sacrificing, toil and education, something might be
done with the German people.
MARSHAL STALIN expressed dissent with this and did not appear satisfied as to the efficacy of any of the
measures proposed by Mr. Churchill.
MR. CHURCHILL then inquired whether it would be possible this evening to discuss the question of
Poland. He said that Great Britain had gone to war with Germany because of the latter’s invasion of
Poland in 1939 and that the British Government was committed to the reestablishment of a strong and
independent Poland but not to any specific Polish frontiers. He added that if Marshal Stalin felt any
desire to discuss the question of Poland, that he was prepared to do so and he was sure that the
President was similarly disposed.
MARSHAL STALIN said that he had not yet felt the necessity nor the desirability of discussing the Polish
question (After an exchange of remarks on this subject from which it developed that the Marshal had in
mind that nothing that the Prime Minister had said on the subject of Poland up to the present
stimulated him to discuss the question, the conversation returned to the substance of the Polish
question).
MR. CHURCHILL said that he personally had no attachment to any specific frontier between Poland and
the Soviet Union; that he felt that the consideration of Soviet security on their western frontiers was a
governing factor. He repeated, however, that the British Government considered themselves committed
to the reestablishment of an independent and strong Poland which he felt a necessary instrument in the
European orchestra.
MR. EDEN then inquired if he had understood the Marshal correctly at dinner when the latter said that
the Soviet Union favored the Polish western frontier on the Oder.
MARSHAL STALIN replied emphatically that he did favor such a frontier for Poland and repeated that the
Russians were prepared to help the Poles achieve it.
MR. CHURCHILL then remarked that it would be very valuable if here in Teheran the representatives of
the three governments could work out some agreed understanding on the question of the Polish
frontiers which could then be taken up with the Polish Government in London. He said that, as far as he
was concerned, he would like to see Poland moved westward in the same manner as soldiers at drill
execute the drill "left close" and illustrated his point with three matches representing the Soviet Union,
Poland and Germany.
MARSHAL STALIN agreed that it would be a good idea to reach an understanding on this question but
said it was necessary to look into the matter further.
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The conversation broke up on this note.
November 29, 1943
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SECRET
The most notable feature of the dinner was the attitude of Marshal Stalin toward the Prime Minister.
Marshal Stalin lost no opportunity to get in a dig at Mr. Churchill. Almost every remark that he
addressed to the Prime Minister contained some sharp edge, although the Marshal’s manner was
entirely friendly. He apparently desired to put and keep the Prime Minister on the defensive. At one
occasion he told the Prime Minister that just because Russians are simple people, it was a mistake to
believe that they were blind and could not see what was before their eyes.
In the discussion in regard to future treatment of Germans, Marshal Stalin strongly implied on several
occasions that Mr. Churchill nursed a secret affection for Germany and desired to see a soft peace.
Marshal Stalin was obviously teasing the Prime Minister for the latter’s attitude at the afternoon session
of the Conference, he was also making known in a friendly fashion his displeasure at the British attitude
on the question of OVERLORD.
Following Mr. Hopkins’ toast to the Red Army, Marshal Stalin spoke with great frankness in regard to
the past and present capacity of the Red Army. He said that in the winter war against Finland, the Soviet
Army had shown itself to be very poorly organized and had done very badly; that as a result of the
Finnish War, the entire Soviet Army had been re‐organized; but even so, when the Germans attacked in
1941, it could not be said that the Red Army was a first class fighting force. That during the war with
Germany, the Red Army had become steadily better from [the] point of view of operations, tactics, etc.,
and now he felt that it was genuinely a good army. He added that the general opinion in regard to the
Red Army had been wrong, because it was not believed that the Soviet Army could reorganize and
improve itself during time of war.
In regard to the future treatment of Germany, MARSHAL STALIN developed the thesis that he had
previously expressed, namely, that really effective measures to control Germany must be evolved,
other‐wise Germany would rise again within 15 or 20 years to plunge the world into another war. He
said that two conditions must be met:
(1) At least 50,000 and perhaps 100,000 of the German Commanding Staff must be physically liquidated.
(2) The victorious Allies must retain possession of the important strategic points in the world so that if
Germany moved a muscle she could be rapidly stopped.
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MARSHAL STALIN added that similar strong points now in the hands of Japan should remain in the hands
of the Allies.
THE PRESIDENT jokingly said that he would put the figure of the German Commanding Staff which
should be executed at 49,000 or more.
THE PRIME MINISTER took strong exception to what he termed the cold blooded execution of soldiers
who fought for their country. He said that war criminals must pay for their crimes and individuals who
had committed barbarous acts, and in accordance with the Moscow Document, which he himself had
written, they must stand trial at the places where the crimes were committed. He objected vigorously,
however, to executions for political purposes.
MARSHAL STALIN, during this part of the conversation, continuously referred to Mr. Churchill’s secret
liking for the Germans.
With reference to the occupation of bases and strong points in the vicinity of Germany and Japan, THE
PRESIDENT said those bases must be held under trusteeship.
MARSHAL STALIN agreed with the President.
THE PRIME MINISTER stated that as far as Britain was concerned, they do not desire to acquire any new
territory or bases, but intended to hold on to what they had. He said that nothing would be taken away
from England without a war. He mentioned specifically, Singapore and Hong Kong. He said a portion of
the British Empire might eventually be released but that this would be done entirely by Great Britain
herself, in accordance with her own moral precepts. He said that Great Britain, if asked to do so, might
occupy certain bases under trusteeship, provided others would help pay the cost of such occupation.
MARSHAL STALIN replied that England had fought well in the war, and he, personally, favored an
increase in the British Empire, particularly the area around Gibraltar. He also suggested that Great
Britain and the United States install more suitable government[s] in Spain and Portugal, since he was
convinced that Franco was no friend of Great Britain or the United States. In reply to the Prime
Minister’s inquiry as to what territorial interests the Soviet Union had, MARSHAL STALIN replied "there
is no need to speak at the present time about any Soviet desires, but when the time comes, we will
speak."
Although the discussion between Marshal Stalin and the Prime Minister remained friendly, the
arguments were lively and Stalin did not let up on the Prime Minister throughout the entire evening

December 1, 1943
Conference Room, 6:00 PM
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THE PRESIDENT stated he thought that there were two main questions to be discussed‐‐the question of
Poland and the treatment of Germany.
THE PRESIDENT, turning to the subject of Poland, said it was his hope that negotiations could be started
for the re‐establishment of relations between the Polish and Soviet Governments. He felt that the re‐
establishment of relations would facilitate any decisions made in regard to the questions at issue. He
said he recognized the difficulties which lay in the way.
MARSHAL STALIN replied that the Polish Government in exile were closely connected with the Germans
and their agents in Poland were killing partisans. He said it is impossible to imagine what is going on in
Poland.
THE PRIME MINISTER said the great question before the English was the fact that they had declared war
because of the German invasion of Poland.
He said he personally had been astonished when Chamberlain had given the guarantee in April, 1939 to
Poland when he had refused to fight for the Czechs. He had been astonished and glad.
He said that England and France had gone to war in pursuance of this guarantee and it was not that he
regretted it, but still it would be difficult not to take cognizance of the fact that the British people had
gone to war because of Poland.
He said he had used the illustration of the three matches the other evening in order to demonstrate one
possible solution of the questions.
He said that the British Government was first of all interested in seeing absolute security for the
Western frontiers of the Soviet Union against any surprise assault in the future from Germany.
MARSHAL STALIN replied that Russia, probably more than any other country was interested in having
friendly relations with Poland, since the security of Soviet frontiers was involved.
He said the Russians were in favor of the reconstitution and expansion of Poland at the expense of
Germany and that they make distinction between the Polish Government in exile and Poland.
He added that they broke relations with Poland not because of a whim but because the Polish [Poles]
had joined in slanderous propaganda with the Nazis.
He inquired what guarantee could there be that this would not be repeated. He said they would like to
have a guarantee that the Polish Government in exile would cease the killing of partisans in Poland and
secondly to urge the people to fight against the Germans and not to indulge in intrigues.
16

The Russians would welcome relations with a Polish Government that led its people in the common
struggle but it was not sure that the Polish Government in exile could be such a government. However,
he added, if the government in exile would go along with the partisans and sever all connections with
the German agents in Poland, then the Russians would be prepared to negotiate with them.
THE PRIME MINISTER said he would like to obtain the views of the Soviet Government in regard to the
frontier question, and if some reasonable formula could be devised, he was prepared to take it up with
the Polish Government in exile, and without telling them that the Soviet Government would accept such
a solution, would offer it to them as probably the best they could obtain. If the Polish Government
refused this, then Great Britain would be through with them and certainly would not oppose the Soviet
Government under any condition at the peace table. He said the British Government wished to see a
Poland strong and friendly to Russia.
MARSHAL STALIN replied this was desirable, but it was not just for the Poles to try and get back the
Ukraine and White Russia; that the frontiers of 1939 had returned the Ukrainian soil to the Ukraine and
White Russian soil to White Russia. The Soviet Government adheres to the 1939 line and considers it just
and right.
MR. EDEN said that was the line known as the Ribbentrop‐Molotov Line.
MARSHAL STALIN said call it what you will, we still consider it just and right.
MR. MOLOTOV interjected to say that the 1939 frontier was the Curzon Line.
MR. EDEN said there were differences.
MR. MOLOTOV replied in no essential points.
There was then an examination of maps as to the exact location of the Curzon Line, and its location was
finally established.
THE PRESIDENT inquired whether in the opinion of Marshal Stalin, East Prussia and the area between
the old Polish frontier and the Oder was approximately equal to the former Polish territory acquired by
the Soviet Union.
MARSHAL STALIN replied he did not know.
THE PRIME MINISTER said that if it was possible to work out some fair solution that it would be up to the
Polish [Poles] to accept it.
MARSHAL STALIN replied that the Soviet Union did not wish to retain any regions primarily occupied by
Poles even though they were inside the 1939 Line.
THE PRESIDENT inquired whether a voluntary transfer of peoples from the mixed areas was possible.
MARSHAL STALIN said that such a transfer was entirely possible. Turning to the question of Germany,
THE PRESIDENT said that the question was whether or not to split up Germany.
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MARSHAL STALIN replied that they preferred the dismemberment of Germany.
THE PRIME MINISTER said he was all for it but that he was primarily more interested in seeing Prussia,
the evil core of German militarism, separated from the rest of Germany.
THE PRESIDENT said he had a plan that he had thought up some months ago for the division of Germany
in five parts… He proposed that these five areas should be self‐governed and that there should be two
regions under United Nations or some form of International control. These were:
1. The area of the Kiel Canal and the City of Hamburg.
2. The Ruhr and the Saar, the latter to be used for the benefit of all Europe.
THE PRIME MINISTER said, to use an American expression, "The President had said a mouthful."
He went on to say that in his mind there were two considerations, one destructive and the other
constructive.
1. The separation of Prussia from the rest of the Reich.
2. To detach Bavaria, Baden, Wurtemburg and the Palatinate from the rest of Germany and make them
part of the Confederation of the Danube.
MARSHAL STALIN said he felt if Germany was to be dismembered, it should really be dismembered, and
it was neither a question of the division of Germany in five or six states and two areas as the President
suggested. However, he said he preferred the President’s plan to the suggestion of Mr. Churchill.
He felt that to include German areas within the framework of large confederations would merely offer
an opportunity to the German elements to revive a great State.
He went on to say that he did not believe there was a difference among Germans; that all German
soldiers fought like devils and the only exception was the Austrians.
He said that the Prussian Officers and Staffs should be eliminated, but as to the inhabitants, he saw little
difference between one part of Germany and another.
He said he was against the idea of confederation as artificial and one that would not last in that area,
and in addition would provide opportunity for the German elements to control.
Austria, for example, had existed as an independent state and should again. Hungary, Rumania, and
Bulgaria likewise.
THE PRESIDENT said he agreed with the Marshal, particularly in regard to the absence of differences
between Germans. He said fifty years ago there had been a difference but since the last war it was no
longer so.
He said the only difference was that in Bavaria and the Southern part of Germany there was no officer
cast[e] as there had been in Prussia. He agreed with Marshal Stalin that the Austrians were an
exception.
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THE PRIME MINISTER said he did not wish to be considered as against the dismemberment of Germany‐‐
quite the contrary, but he felt to separate the parts above would merely mean that sooner or later they
will reunite into one nation and that the main thing was to keep Germany divided if only for fifty years.
MARSHAL STALIN repeated what he had said as to the danger of the re‐unification of Germany. He said
no matter what measures were adopted there would always be a strong urge on the part of the
Germans to unite….
He felt the whole purpose of any international organization to preserve peace would be to neutralize
this tendency on the part of the Germans and apply against them economic and other measures and if
necessary, force, to prevent their unification and revival. He said the victorious nations must have the
strength to beat the Germans if they ever start on the path of a new war.
THE PRIME MINISTER inquired whether Marshal Stalin contemplated a Europe composed of little states,
disjoined, separated and weak.
MARSHAL STALIN replied not Europe, but Germany.
He supposed for example that Poland would be a strong country, and France, and Italy likewise; that
Rumania and Bulgaria would remain as they always had; small States.
THE PRESIDENT remarked Germany had been less dangerous to civilization when in 107 provinces.
THE PRIME MINISTER said he hoped for larger units.
THE PRIME MINISTER then returned to the question of Poland and said he was not asking for any
agreement nor was he set on the matter but he had a statement which he would like to have the
Marshal examine.
This statement suggested that Poland should obtain equal compensation in the West, including Eastern
Prussia and frontiers on the Oder to compensate for the areas which would be in the Soviet Union.
THE PRESIDENT interjected to say that one question in regard to Germany remained to be settled and
that was what body should be empowered to study carefully the question of dismemberment of
Germany.
It was agreed that the European Advisory Committee would undertake this task.
THE PRIME MINISTER said in his opinion the Polish question was urgent.
He repeated if it would be possible to work out a formula here, and then [sic] he could go back to the
Polish Government in London and urge on them the desirability of at least attempting to reach a
settlement along those lines, without however indicating any commitment on the part of the Soviet
Government.
MARSHAL STALIN said that if the Russians would be given the northern part of East Prussia, running
along the left bank of the Niemen and include Tils[i]t and the City of Konigsberg, he would be prepared
to accept the Curzon Line as the frontier between the Soviet Union and Poland.
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He said the acquisition of that part of Eastern Prussia would not only afford the Soviet Union an ice‐free
port but would also give to Russia a small piece of German territory which he felt was deserved.
Although nothing definitely was stated, it was apparent that the British were going to take this
suggestion back to London to the Poles.
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Protocol of the Proceedings of the Crimea (Yalta) Conference (1945)
The Crimea Conference of the heads of the Governments of the United States of America, the United
Kingdom, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which took place from Feb. 4 to 11, came to the
following conclusions:
I. WORLD ORGANIZATION
It was decided:
1. That a United Nations conference on the proposed world organization should be summoned for
Wednesday, 25 April, 1945, and should be held in the United States of America.
2. The nations to be invited to this conference should be:
(a) the United Nations as they existed on 8 Feb., 1945; and
(b) Such of the Associated Nations as have declared war on the common enemy by 1 March, 1945. (For
this purpose, by the term "Associated Nations" was meant the eight Associated Nations and Turkey.)
When the conference on world organization is held, the delegates of the United Kingdom and United
State of America will support a proposal to admit to original membership two Soviet Socialist Republics,
i.e., the Ukraine and White Russia.
3. That the United States Government, on behalf of the three powers, should consult the Government of
China and the French Provisional Government in regard to decisions taken at the present conference
concerning the proposed world organization….
C. Voting
"1. Each member of the Security Council should have one vote.
"2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters should be made by an affirmative vote of
seven members.
"3. Decisions of the Security Council on all matters should be made by an affirmative vote of seven
members, including the concurring votes of the permanent members….”
II. DECLARATION OF LIBERATED EUROPE
The following declaration has been approved:
The Premier of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom and
the President of the United States of America have consulted with each other in the common interests
of the people of their countries and those of liberated Europe. They jointly declare their mutual
agreement to concert during the temporary period of instability in liberated Europe the policies of their
three Governments in assisting the peoples liberated from the domination of Nazi Germany and the
peoples of the former Axis satellite states of Europe to solve by democratic means their pressing
political and economic problems.
21

The establishment of order in Europe and the rebuilding of national economic life must be achieved by
processes which will enable the liberated peoples to destroy the last vestiges of nazism and fascism and
to create democratic institutions of their own choice. This is a principle of the Atlantic Charter ‐ the right
of all people to choose the form of government under which they will live ‐ the restoration of sovereign
rights and self‐government to those peoples who have been forcibly deprived to them by the aggressor
nations.
To foster the conditions in which the liberated people may exercise these rights, the three governments
will jointly assist the people in any European liberated state or former Axis state in Europe where, in
their judgment conditions require,
(a) to establish conditions of internal peace;
(b) to carry out emergency relief measures for the relief of distressed peoples;
(c) to form interim governmental authorities broadly representative of all democratic elements in the
population and pledged to the earliest possible establishment through free elections of Governments
responsive to the will of the people; and
(d) to facilitate where necessary the holding of such elections.
The three Governments will consult the other United Nations and provisional authorities or other
Governments in Europe when matters of direct interest to them are under consideration.
When, in the opinion of the three Governments, conditions in any European liberated state or former
Axis satellite in Europe make such action necessary, they will immediately consult together on the
measure necessary to discharge the joint responsibilities set forth in this declaration.
By this declaration we reaffirm our faith in the principles of the Atlantic Charter, our pledge in the
Declaration by the United Nations and our determination to build in cooperation with other peace‐
loving nations world order, under law, dedicated to peace, security, freedom and general well‐being of
all mankind.
In issuing this declaration, the three powers express the hope that the Provisional Government of the
French Republic may be associated with them in the procedure suggested.
III. DISMEMBERMENT OF GERMANY
It was agreed that Article 12 (a) of the Surrender terms for Germany should be amended to read as
follows:
"The United Kingdom, the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics shall
possess supreme authority with respect to Germany. In the exercise of such authority they will take such
steps, including the complete dismemberment of Germany as they deem requisite for future peace and
security."
The study of the procedure of the dismemberment of Germany was referred to a committee consisting
of Mr. Anthony Eden, Mr. John Winant, and Mr. Fedor T. Gusev. This body would consider the
desirability of associating with it a French representative.
IV. ZONE OF OCCUPATION FOR THE FRENCH AND CONTROL COUNCIL FOR GERMANY.
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It was agreed that a zone in Germany, to be occupied by the French forces, should be allocated France.
This zone would be formed out of the British and American zones and its extent would be settled by the
British and Americans in consultation with the French Provisional Government.
It was also agreed that the French Provisional Government should be invited to become a member of
the Allied Control Council for Germany.
V. REPARATION
The following protocol has been approved:
1. Germany must pay in kind for the losses caused by her to the Allied nations in the course of the war.
Reparations are to be received in the first instance by those countries which have borne the main
burden of the war, have suffered the heaviest losses and have organized victory over the enemy.
2. Reparation in kind is to be exacted from Germany in three following forms:
(a) Removals within two years from the surrender of Germany or the cessation of organized resistance
from the national wealth of Germany located on the territory of Germany herself as well as outside her
territory (equipment, machine tools, ships, rolling stock, German investments abroad, shares of
industrial, transport and other enterprises in Germany, etc.), these removals to be carried out chiefly for
the purpose of destroying the war potential of Germany.
(b) Annual deliveries of goods from current production for a period to be fixed.
(c) Use of German labor.
3. For the working out on the above principles of a detailed plan for exaction of reparation from
Germany an Allied reparation commission will be set up in Moscow. It will consist of three
representatives ‐ one from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, one from the United Kingdom and
one from the United States of America.
4. With regard to the fixing of the total sum of the reparation as well as the distribution of it among the
countries which suffered from the German aggression, the Soviet and American delegations agreed as
follows:
"The Moscow reparation commission should take in its initial studies as a basis for discussion the
suggestion of the Soviet Government that the total sum of the reparation in accordance with the points
(a) and (b) of the Paragraph 2 should be 22 billion dollars and that 50 per cent should go to the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics."
The British delegation was of the opinion that, pending consideration of the reparation question by the
Moscow reparation commission, no figures of reparation should be mentioned.
The above Soviet‐American proposal has been passed to the Moscow reparation commission as one of
the proposals to be considered by the commission….
VII. POLAND
The following declaration on Poland was agreed by the conference:
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"A new situation has been created in Poland as a result of her complete liberation by the Red Army. This
calls for the establishment of a Polish Provisional Government which can be more broadly based than
was possible before the recent liberation of the western part of Poland. The Provisional Government
which is now functioning in Poland should therefore be reorganized on a broader democratic basis with
the inclusion of democratic leaders from Poland itself and from Poles abroad. This new Government
should then be called the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity.
"M. Molotov, Mr. Harriman and Sir A. Clark Kerr are authorized as a commission to consult in the first
instance in Moscow with members of the present Provisional Government and with other Polish
democratic leaders from within Poland and from abroad, with a view to the reorganization of the
present Government along the above lines. This Polish Provisional Government of National Unity shall
be pledged to the holding of free and unfettered elections as soon as possible on the basis of universal
suffrage and secret ballot. In these elections all democratic and anti‐Nazi parties shall have the right to
take part and to put forward candidates.
"When a Polish Provisional of Government National Unity has been properly formed in conformity with
the above, the Government of the U.S.S.R., which now maintains diplomatic relations with the present
Provisional Government of Poland, and the Government of the United Kingdom and the Government of
the United States of America will establish diplomatic relations with the new Polish Provisional
Government National Unity, and will exchange Ambassadors by whose reports the respective
Governments will be kept informed about the situation in Poland.
"The three heads of Government consider that the eastern frontier of Poland should follow the Curzon
Line with digressions from it in some regions of five to eight kilometers in favor of Poland. They
recognize that Poland must receive substantial accessions in territory in the north and west. They feel
that the opinion of the new Polish Provisional Government of National Unity should be sought in due
course of the extent of these accessions and that the final delimitation of the western frontier of Poland
should thereafter await the peace conference." [….]
XIII. MEETINGS OF THE THREE FOREIGN SECRETARIES
The conference agreed that permanent machinery should be set up for consultation between the three
Foreign Secretaries; they should meet as often as necessary, probably about every three or four months.
These meetings will be held in rotation in the three capitals, the first meeting being held in London….
AGREEMENT REGARDING JAPAN
The leaders of the three great powers ‐ the Soviet Union, the United States of America and Great Britain
‐ have agreed that in two or three months after Germany has surrendered and the war in Europe is
terminated, the Soviet Union shall enter into war against Japan on the side of the Allies on condition
that:
1. The status quo in Outer Mongolia (the Mongolian People's Republic) shall be preserved.
2. The former rights of Russia violated by the treacherous attack of Japan in 1904 shall be restored, viz.:
(a) The southern part of Sakhalin as well as the islands adjacent to it shall be returned to the Soviet
Union;
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(b) The commercial port of Dairen shall be internationalized, the pre‐eminent interests of the Soviet
Union in this port being safeguarded, and the lease of Port Arthur as a naval base of the U.S.S.R.
restored;
(c) The Chinese‐Eastern Railroad and the South Manchurian Railroad, which provide an outlet to Dairen,
shall be jointly operated by the establishment of a joint Soviet‐Chinese company, it being understood
that the pre‐eminent interests of the Soviet Union shall be safeguarded and that China shall retain
sovereignty in Manchuria;
3. The Kurile Islands shall be handed over to the Soviet Union.
It is understood that the agreement concerning Outer Mongolia and the ports and railroads referred to
above will require concurrence of Generalissimo Chiang Kai‐shek. The President will take measures in
order to maintain this concurrence on advice from Marshal Stalin.
The heads of the three great powers have agreed that these claims of the Soviet Union shall be
unquestionably fulfilled after Japan has been defeated.
For its part, the Soviet Union expresses it readiness to conclude with the National Government of China
a pact of friendship and alliance between the U.S.S.R. and China in order to render assistance to China
with its armed forces for the purpose of liberating China from the Japanese yoke.
Joseph Stalin
Franklin D. Roosevelt
Winston S. Churchill
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Excerpts from President Harry Truman’s Navy Day Address in New York City (1945)
October 27, 1945
Now we are in the process of demobilizing our naval force. We are laying up ships. We are breaking up
aircraft squadrons. We are rolling up bases, and releasing officers and men. But when our
demobilization is all finished as planned, the United States will still be the greatest naval power on earth.
In addition to that naval power, we shall still have one of the most powerful air forces in the world. And
just the other day, so that on short notice we could mobilize a powerful and well‐equipped land, sea,
and air force, I asked the Congress to adopt universal training.
Why do we seek to preserve this powerful Naval and Air Force, and establish this strong Army reserve?
Why do we need to do that?
We have assured the world time and again—and I repeat it now—that we do not seek for ourselves one
inch of territory in any place in the world. Outside of the right to establish necessary bases for our own
protection, we look for nothing which belongs to any other power.
We do need this kind of armed might, however, for four principal tasks:
First, our Army, Navy, and Air Force, in collaboration with our allies, must enforce the terms of peace
imposed upon our defeated enemies.
Second, we must fulfill the military obligations which we are undertaking as a member of the United
Nations Organization—to support a lasting peace, by force if necessary.
Third, we must cooperate with other American nations to preserve the territorial integrity and the
political independence of the nations of the Western Hemisphere.
Fourth, in this troubled and uncertain world, our military forces must be adequate to discharge the
fundamental mission laid upon them by the Constitution of the United States—to "provide for the
common defense" of the United States.
These four military tasks are directed not toward war—not toward conquest—but toward peace.
We seek to use our military strength solely to preserve the peace of the world. For we now know that
this is the only sure way to make our own freedom secure.
That is the basis of the foreign policy of the people of the United States.
The foreign policy of the United States is based firmly on fundamental principles of righteousness and
justice. In carrying out those principles we shall firmly adhere to what we believe to be right; and we
shall not give our approval to any compromise with evil.
But we know that we cannot attain perfection in this world overnight. We shall not let our search for
perfection obstruct our steady progress toward international cooperation. We must be prepared to
fulfill our responsibilities as best we can, within the framework of our fundamental principles, even
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though we recognize that we have to operate in an imperfect world.
Let me restate the fundamentals of that foreign policy of the United States:
1. We seek no territorial expansion or selfish advantage. We have no plans for aggression against any
other state, large or small. We have no objective which need clash with the peaceful aims of any other
nation.
2. We believe in the eventual return of sovereign rights and self‐government to all peoples who have
been deprived of them by force.
3. We shall approve no territorial changes in any friendly part of the world unless they accord with the
freely expressed wishes of the people concerned.
4. We believe that all peoples who are prepared for self‐government should be permitted to choose
their own form of government by their own freely expressed choice, without interference from any
foreign source. That is true in Europe, in Asia, in Africa, as well as in the Western Hemisphere.
5. By the combined and cooperative action of our war allies, we shall help the defeated enemy states
establish peaceful democratic governments of their own free choice. And we shall try to attain a world
in which Nazism, Fascism, and military aggression cannot exist.
6. We shall refuse to recognize any government imposed upon any nation by the force of any foreign
power. In some cases it may be impossible to prevent forceful imposition of such a government. But the
United States will not recognize any such government.
7. We believe that all nations should have the freedom of the seas and equal rights to the navigation of
boundary rivers and waterways and of rivers and waterways which pass through more than one country.
8. We believe that all states which are accepted in the society of nations should have access on equal
terms to the trade and the raw materials of the world.
9. We believe that the sovereign states of the Western Hemisphere, without interference from outside
the Western Hemisphere, must work together as good neighbors in the solution of their common
problems.
10. We believe that full economic collaboration between all nations, great and small, is essential to the
improvement of living conditions all over the world, and to the establishment of freedom from fear and
freedom from want.
11. We shall continue to strive to promote freedom of expression and freedom of religion throughout
the peace‐loving areas of the world.
12. We are convinced that the preservation of peace between nations requires a United Nations
Organization composed of all the peace‐loving nations of the world who are willing jointly to use force if
necessary to insure peace.
Now, that is the foreign policy which guides the United States. That is the foreign policy with which it
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confidently faces the future.
It may not be put into effect tomorrow or the next day. But nonetheless, it is our policy; and we shall
seek to achieve it. It may take a long time, but it is worth waiting for, and it is worth striving to attain....
There has been talk about the atomic bomb scrapping all navies, armies, and air forces. For the present,
I think that such talk is 100 percent wrong. Today, control of the seas rests in the fleets of the United
States and her allies. There is no substitute for them. We have learned the bitter lesson that the
weakness of this great Republic invites men of ill‐will to shake the very foundations of civilization all over
the world. And we had two concrete lessons in that.
What the distant future of the atomic research will bring to the fleet which we honor today, no one can
foretell. But the fundamental mission of the Navy has not changed. Control of our sea approaches and
of the skies above them is still the key to our freedom and to our ability to help enforce the peace of the
world. No enemy will ever strike us directly except across the sea. We cannot reach out to help stop and
defeat an aggressor without crossing the sea. Therefore, the Navy, armed with whatever weapons
science brings forth, is still dedicated to its historic task: control of the ocean approaches to our country
and of the skies above them.
The atomic bomb does not alter the basic foreign policy of the United States. It makes the development
and application of our policy more urgent than we could have dreamed 6 months ago. It means that we
must be prepared to approach international problems with greater speed, with greater determination,
with greater ingenuity, in order to meet a situation for which there is no precedent.
We must find the answer to the problems created by the release of atomic energy—we must find the
answers to the many other problems of peace—in partnership with all the peoples of the United
Nations. For their stake in world peace is as great as our own.
As I said in my message to the Congress, discussion of the atomic bomb with Great Britain and Canada
and later with other nations cannot wait upon the formal organization of the United Nations. These
discussions, looking toward a free exchange of fundamental scientific information, will be begun in the
near future. But I emphasize again, as I have before, that these discussions will not be concerned with
the processes of manufacturing the atomic bomb or any other instruments of war.
In our possession of this weapon, as in our possession of other new weapons, there is no threat to any
nation. The world, which has seen the United States in two great recent wars, knows that full well. The
possession in our hands of this new power of destruction we regard as a sacred trust. Because of our
love of peace, the thoughtful people of the world know that that trust will not be violated, that it will be
faithfully executed.
Indeed, the highest hope of the American people is that world cooperation for peace will soon reach
such a state of perfection that atomic methods of destruction can be definitely and effectively outlawed
forever.
We have sought, and we will continue to seek, the attainment of that objective. We shall pursue that
course with all the wisdom, patience, and determination that the God of Peace can bestow upon a
people who are trying to follow in His path.
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Excerpts from Telegram from George F. Kennan to the Secretary of State (1946)
[Kennan was the U.S. charge to the Soviet Union. He sent this message on February 22, 1946 in response
to a request that he explain recent Soviet foreign policy moves. It was quickly dubbed the “Long
Telegram.”]
I. Basic features of postwar Soviet outlook, as put forward by official propaganda machine.
A. The USSR still lives in antagonistic "capitalist encirclement" with which in the long run there can be no
permanent peaceful coexistence. As stated by Stalin in 1927 to a delegation of American workers:
"In course of further development of international revolution, there will emerge two centers of world
significance: a socialist center, drawing to itself the countries which tend toward socialism, and a
capitalist center, drawing to itself the countries that incline toward capitalism. Battle between these two
centers for command of world economy will decide fate of capitalism and of communism in entire
world."
B. Capitalist world is beset with internal conflicts inherent in nature of capitalist society. These conflicts
are insoluble by means of peaceful compromise. Greatest of them is that between England and US.
C. Internal conflicts of capitalism inevitably generate wars. Wars thus generated may be of two kinds:
intracapitalist wars between two capitalist states, and wars of intervention against socialist world. Smart
capitalists, vainly seeking escape from inner conflicts of capitalism, incline toward latter.
D. Intervention against USSR, while it would be disastrous to those who undertook it, would cause
renewed delay in progress of Soviet socialism and must therefore be forestalled at all costs.
E. Conflicts between capitalist states, though likewise fraught with danger for USSR, nevertheless hold
out great possibilities for advancement of socialist cause, particularly if USSR remains militarily powerful,
ideologically monolithic, and faithful to its present brilliant leadership.
F. It must be borne in mind that capitalist world is not all bad. In addition to hopelessly reactionary and
bourgeois elements, it includes (i) certain wholly enlightened and positive elements united in acceptable
communistic parties, and (2) certain other elements (now described for tactical reasons as progressive
or democratic) whose reactions, aspirations and activities happen to be "objectively" favorable to
interests of the USSR. These last must be encouraged and utilized for Soviet purposes.
G. Among negative elements of bourgeois‐capitalist society, most dangerous of all are those whom
Lenin called false friends of the people, namely moderate Socialist or Social Democratic leaders (in other
words, non‐Communist left‐wing). These are more dangerous than out‐and‐out reactionaries, for latter
at least march under their true colors, whereas moderate left‐wing leaders confuse people by employing
devices of socialism to serve interests of reactionary capital.
So much for premises. To what deductions do they lead from standpoint of Soviet policy? To the
following:
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A. Everything must be done to advance relative strength of USSR as factor in international society.
Conversely, no opportunity must be missed to reduce strength and influence, collectively as well as
individually, of capitalist powers.
B. Soviet efforts, and those of Russia's friends abroad, must be directed toward deepening and
exploiting of differences and conflicts between capitalist powers. If these eventually deepen into an
"imperialist" war, this war must be turned into revolutionary upheavals within the various capitalist
countries.
C. "Democratic‐progressive" elements abroad are to be utilized to bring pressure to bear on capitalist
governments along lines agreeable to Soviet interests.
D. Relentless battle must be waged against Socialist and Social Democratic leaders abroad.
II. Background of outlook.
Before examining ramifications of this party line in practice, there are certain aspects of it to which your
attention should be drawn.
First, it does not represent natural outlook of Russian people. Latter are, by and large, friendly to outside
world, eager for experience of it, eager to measure against it talents they are conscious of possessing,
eager above all to live peace and enjoy fruits of their own labor. Party line only represents thesis which
official propaganda machines puts forward with great skill and persistence to a public often remarkably
resistant in the stronghold of its innermost thoughts. But party line is binding for outlook and conduct of
people, and government and it is exclusively with these that we have to deal.
Second, please note that premises on which this party line is based are for most part simply not true.
Experience has shown that peaceful and mutually profitable coexistence of capitalist and socialist states
is entirely possible. Basic internal conflicts in advanced countries are no longer primarily those arising
out of capitalist ownership of means of production, but are ones arising from advanced urbanism and
industrialism as such, which Russia has thus far been spared not by socialism but only by her own
backwardness. Internal rivalries of capitalism do not always generate wars; and not all wars are
attributable to this cause. To speak of possibilities of intervention against USSR today, after elimination
of Germany and Japan and after example of recent war, is sheerest nonsense. If not provoked by forces
of intolerance and subversion "capitalist" world of today is quite capable of living at peace with itself
and with Russia. Finally, no sane person has reason to doubt sincerity of moderate Socialist leaders in
Western countries. Nor is it fair to deny success of their efforts to improve conditions for working
population whenever, as in Scandinavia, they have been given chance to show what they can do.
Falseness of these premises, every one of which predates recent war, was amply demonstrated by that
conflict itself. Anglo‐American differences did not turn out to be major differences of Western world.
Capitalist countries, other than those of Axis, showed no disposition to solve their differences by joining
in crusade against USSR. Instead of imperialist war turning into civil wars and revolutions, USSR found
itself obliged to fight side by side with capitalist powers for an avowed community of aims.
Nevertheless, all these theses, however baseless and disproven, are being boldly put forward again
today. What does this indicate? It indicates that the Soviet party line is not based on any objective
analysis of the situation beyond Russia's borders; that it has, indeed, little to do with conditions outside
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of Russia; that it arises mainly from basic inner‐Russian necessities which existed before recent war and
exist today.
At the bottom of the Kremlin's neurotic view of world affairs is traditional and instinctive Russian sense
of insecurity. Originally, this was insecurity of a peaceful agricultural people trying to live on vast
exposed plain in neighborhood of fierce nomadic peoples. To this was added, as Russia came into
contact with economically advanced West, fear of more competent, more powerful, more highly
organized societies in that area. But this latter type of insecurity was one which afflicted rather Russian
rulers than Russian people; 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 for contact with
political systems of Western countries. For this reason they have always feared foreign penetration,
feared direct contact between Western world and their own, feared what would happen if Russians
learned truth about world without or if foreigners learned truth about world within. And they have
learned to seek security only in patient but deadly struggle for total destruction rival power, never in
compacts and compromises with it.
It was no coincidence that Marxism, which had smoldered ineffectively for half a century in Western
Europe, caught hold and blazed for first time in Russia. Only in this land which had never known a
friendly neighbor or indeed any tolerant equilibrium of separate powers, either internal or international,
could a doctrine thrive which viewed economic conflicts of society as insoluble by peaceful means. After
establishment of Bolshevist regime, Marxist dogma, rendered even more truculent and intolerant by
Lenin's interpretation, became a perfect vehicle for sense of insecurity with which Bolsheviks, even
more than previous Russian rulers, were afflicted. In this dogma, with its basic altruism of purpose, they
found justification for their instinctive fear of outside world, for the dictatorship without which they did
not know how to rule, for cruelties they did not dare not to inflict, for sacrifices they felt bound to
demand. In the name of Marxism they sacrificed every single ethical value in their methods and tactics.
Today they cannot dispense with it. It is fig leaf of their moral and intellectual respectability. Without it
they would stand before history, as best, as only the last of that long succession of cruel and wasteful
Russian rulers who have relentlessly forced their country on to ever new heights of military power in
order to guarantee external security for their internally weak regimes. This is why Soviet purposes must
always be solemnly clothed in trappings of Marxism, and why no one should underrate the importance
of dogma in Soviet affairs. Thus Soviet leaders are driven by necessities of their own past and present
position to put forward a dogma which pictures the outside world as evil, hostile, and menacing, but as
bearing within itself germs of creeping disease and destined to be wracked with growing internal
convulsions until it is given final coup de grace by rising power of socialism and yields to new and better
world. This thesis provides justification for that increase of military and police power in Russia state, for
that isolation of Russian population from the outside world, and for that fluid and constant pressure to
extend limits of Russian police power which are together the natural and instinctive urges of Russian
rulers. Basically this i~ only the steady advance of uneasy Russian nationalism, a centuries‐old
movement in which conceptions of offense and defense are inextricably confused. But in new guise of
international Marxism, with its honeyed promises to a desperate and wartorn outside world, it is more
dangerous and insidious than even before.
It should not be thought from above that Soviet party line is necessarily disingenuous and insincere on
part of all those who put it forward. Many of them are too ignorant of outside world and mentally too
dependent to question self‐hypnotism, and have no difficulty making themselves believe what they find
it comforting and convenient to believe. Finally we have the unsolved mystery as to who, if anyone, in
this great land actually receives accurate and unbiased information about outside world. In an
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atmosphere of Oriental secretiveness and conspiracy which pervades this government, possibilities for
distorting or poisoning sources and currents of information are infinite. The very disrespect of Russians
for objective truth ‐ indeed, their disbelief in its existence leads them to view all stated facts as
instruments for furtherance of one ulterior purpose or another. There is good reason to suspect that
this government is actually a conspiracy within a conspiracy, and it is hard to believe that Stalin himself
receives anything like an objective picture of outside world. Here there is ample scope for the type of
subtle intrigue at which Russians are past masters. Inability of foreign governments to place their case
squarely before Russian policy makers extent to which they are delivered up in their relations with
Russia to good graces of obscure and unknown advisors whom they never see and cannot influence ‐
this is a most disquieting feature of diplomacy in Moscow, and one which Western statesmen would do
well to keep in mind if they would understand nature of difficulties encountered here.
III. Projection of Soviet outlook in practical policy on official level.
We have now seen nature and background of the Soviet program. What may we expect of its practical
implementations?
Soviet policy is conducted on two planes: (1) official plane represented by actions undertaken officially
in the name of the Soviet government; and (2) subterranean plane of actions undertaken by agencies for
which the Soviet government does not admit responsibility.
Policy promulgated on both planes will be calculated to serve basic policies A to D outlined in "I."
Actions taken on different planes will differ considerably, but will dovetail into each other in purposes,
timing, and effect.
On official plane, we must look for following:
A. Internal policy devoted to increasing in every way strength and prestige of Soviet state; intensive
military‐industrialization; maximum development of armed forces; great displays to impress outsiders;
continued secretiveness about internal matters, designed to conceal weaknesses and to keep opponents
in dark.
B. Wherever it is considered timely and promising, efforts will be made to advance official limits of
Soviet power. For the moment, these efforts are restricted to certain neighboring points conceived of
here as being of immediate strategic necessity, such as northern Iran, Turkey, possibly Bornholm.
However, other points may at any time come into question, if and as concealed Soviet political power is
extended to new areas. Thus a "friendly" Persian government might be asked to grant Russia a port on
Persian Gulf. Should Spain fall under Communist control, question of Soviet base at Gilbraltar Strait
might be activated. But such claims will appear on official level only when unofficial preparation is
complete.
C. Russians will participate officially in international organizations where they see opportunity of
extending Soviet power or of inhibiting or diluting power of others. Moscow sees in UNO not the
mechanism for a permanent and stable world society founded on mutual interest and aims of all
nations, but an arena in which aims just mentioned can be favorably pursued. As long as UNO is
considered here to serve this purpose, Soviets will remain with it. But if at any time they come to the
conclusion that it is serving to embarrass or frustrate their aims for power expansion and if they see
better prospects for pursuit of these aims along other lines, they will not hesitate to abandon UNO. This
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would imply, however, that they felt themselves strong enough to split unity of other nations by their
withdrawal, to render UNO ineffective as a threat to their aims or security, and to replace it with an
international weapon more effective from their viewpoint. Thus Soviet attitude toward UNO will depend
largely on loyalty of other nations to it, and on degree of vigor, decisiveness, and cohesion with which
these nations defend in UNO the peaceful and hopeful concept of international life which that
organization represents to our way of thinking. I reiterate, Moscow has no abstract devotion to UNO
ideals. Its attitude to that organization will remain essentially pragmatic and tactical.
D. Toward colonial areas and backward or dependent peoples, Soviet policy, even on official plane, will
be directed toward weakening of power and influence and contacts of advanced Western nations, on
theory that insofar as this policy is successful, there will be created a vacuum which will favor
communist‐Soviet penetration. Soviet pressure for participation in trusteeship arrangements thus
represents a desire to be in a position to complicate and inhibit exertion of Western influence at such
points rather than to provide major channel for exerting of Soviet power. Latter motive is not lacking,
but for this Soviets prefer to rely on other channels than official trusteeship arrangements. Thus we may
expect to find Soviets asking for admission everywhere to trusteeship or similar arrangements and using
levers thus acquired to weaken Western influence among such peoples.
E. Russians will strive energetically to develop Soviet representation in, and official ties with, countries in
which they sense strong possibilities of opposition to Western centers of power. This applies to such
widely separated points as Germany, Argentina, Middle Eastern countries, etc.
F. In international economic matters, Soviet policy will really be dominated by pursuit of autarchy for
Soviet Union and Soviet‐dominated adjacent areas taken together. That, however, will be underlying
policy. As far as official line is concerned, position is not yet clear. Soviet government has shown strange
reticence since termination hostilities on subject foreign trade. If large‐scale long‐term credits should be
forthcoming, the Soviet government may eventually again do lip service, as it did in 1930s, to desirability
of building up international economic exchanges in general. Otherwise it is possible that Soviet foreign
trade may be restricted largely to Soviet's own security sphere, including occupied areas in Germany,
and that a cold official shoulder may be turned to principle of general economic collaboration among
nations
G. With respect to cultural collaboration, lip service will likewise be rendered to desirability of
deepening cultural contacts between peoples, but this will not in practice be interpreted in any way
which could weaken security position of Soviet peoples. Actual manifestations of Soviet policy in this
respect will be restricted to arid channels of closely shepherded official visits and functions, with
superabundance of vodka and speeches and dearth of permanent effects.
H. Beyond this, Soviet official relations will take what might be called "correct" course with individual
foreign governments, with great stress being laid on prestige of Soviet Union and its representatives and
with punctilious attention to protocol, as distinct from good man‐nets.
IV. Following may be said as to what we may expect by way of implementation of basic Soviet policies
on unofficial, or subterranean, plane; i.e., on plane for which Soviet government accepts no
responsibility.
Agencies utilized for promulgation of policies on this plane are the following:
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A. Inner central core of Communist parties in other countries. While many of the persons who compose
this category may also appear and act in unrelated public capacities, they are in reality working closely
together as an underground operating directorate of world communism, a concealed Comintern tightly
coordinated and directed by Moscow. It is important to remember that this inner core is actually
working on underground lines, despite legality of parties with which it is associated.
B. Rank and file of Communist parties. Note distinction is drawn between these and persons defined in
paragraph A. This distinction has become much sharper in recent years. Whereas formerly foreign
Communist parties represented a curious (and from Moscow's standpoint often inconvenient) mixture
of conspiracy and legitimate activity, now the conspiratorial element has been neatly concentrated in
inner circle and ordered underground, while rank and file ‐ no longer even taken into confidence about
realities of movement ‐ are thrust forward as bona fide internal partisans of certain political tendencies
within their respective countries, genuinely innocent of conspiratorial connection with foreign states.
Only in certain countries where Communists are numerically strong do they now regularly appear and
act as a body. As a rule they are used to penetrate, and to influence or dominate, as the case may be,
other organizations less likely to be suspected of being tools of Soviet government, with a view to
accomplishing their purposes through front organizations, rather than by direct action as a separate
political party.
C. A wide variety of national associations or bodies which can be dominated or influenced by such
penetration. These include: labor unions, youth leagues, women's organizations, racial societies,
religious societies, social organizations, cultural groups, liberal magazines, publishing houses, etc.
D. International organizations which can be similarly penetrated through influence over various national
components. Labor, youth, and women's organizations are prominent among them. Particular, almost
vital, importance is attached in this connection to international labor movement. In this, Moscow sees
possibility of sidetracking Western governments in world affairs and building up international lobby
capable of compelling governments to take actions favorable to Soviet interests in various countries and
of paralyzing actions disagreeable to the
USSR.
E. Russian Orthodox Church with its foreign branches, and through it the Eastern Orthodox Church in
general.
F. Pan‐Slav movement and other movements (Azerbaijan, Armenian, Turcoman, etc.) based on racial
groups within the Soviet Union.
G. Governments or governing groups willing to lend themselves to Soviet purposes in one degree or
another, such as present Bulgarian and Yugoslav governments, North Persian regime, Chinese
Communists, etc. Not only the propaganda machines but the actual policies of these regimes can be
placed extensively at the disposal of the USSR.
It may be expected that the component parts of this far‐flung apparatus will be utilized, in accordance
with their individual suitability, as follows:
To undermine general political and strategic potential of major Western powers. Efforts will be made in
such countries to disrupt national self‐confidence, to hamstring measures of national defense, to
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increase social and industrial unrest, to stimulate all forms of disunity. All persons with grievances,
whether economic or racial, will be urged to seek redress not in mediation and compromise, but in
defiant violent struggle for destruction of other elements of society. Here poor will be set against rich,
black against white, young against old, newcomers against established residents, etc.
On unofficial plane particularly violent efforts will be made to weaken power and influence of Western
powers over colonial, backward, or dependent peoples. On this level, no holds will be barred. Mistakes
and weaknesses of Western colonial administration will be mercilessly exposed and exploited. Liberal
opinion in Western countries will be mobilized to weaken colonial policies. Resentment among
dependent peoples will be stimulated. And while latter are being encouraged to seek independence of
Western powers, Soviet‐dominated puppet political machines will be undergoing preparation to take
over domestic power in respective colonial areas when independence is achieved.
Where individual governments stand in path of Soviet purposes pressure will be brought for their
removal from office. This can happen where governments directly oppose Soviet foreign policy aims
(Turkey, Iran), where they seal their territories off against Communist penetration (Switzerland,
Portugal), or where they compete too strongly, like Labor government in England, for moral domination
among elements which it is important for Communists to dominate. (Sometimes, two of these elements
are present in a single case. Then Communist opposition becomes particularly shrill and savage.)
In foreign countries Communists will, as a rule, work toward destruction of all forms of personal
independence, economic, political, or moral. Their system can handle only individuals who have been
brought into complete dependence on higher power. Thus persons who are financially independent ‐
such as individual businessmen, estate owners, successful farmers, artisans, and all those who exercise
local leadership or have local prestige, such as popular local clergymen or political figures, are
anathema. It is not by chance that the USSR local officials are kept constantly on move from one job to
another.
5. Everything possible will be done to set major Western powers against each other. Anti‐British talk will
be plugged among Americans, anti‐American talk among British. Continentals, including Germans, will
be taught to abhor both Anglo‐Saxon powers. Where suspicions exist, they will be fanned; where not,
ignited. No effort will be spared to discredit and combat all efforts which threaten to lead to any sort of
unity or cohesion among others from which Russia might be excluded. Thus, all forms of international
organization not amenable to Communist penetration and control, whether it be the Catholic Church,
international economic concerns, or the international fraternity of royalty and aristocracy, must expect
to find themselves under fire.
In general, all Soviet efforts on unofficial international plane will be negative and destructive in
character, designed to tear down sources of strength beyond reach of Soviet control. This is only in line
with basic Soviet instinct that there can be no compromise with rival power and that constructive work
can start only when Communist power is dominant. But behind all this will be applied insistent,
unceasing pressure for penetration and command of key positions in administration and especially in
police apparatus of foreign countries. The Soviet regime is a police regime par excellence, reared in the
dim half‐world of Tsarist police intrigue, accustomed to think primarily in terms of p0lice power. This
should never be lost sight of in gauging Soviet motives.
V. Practical deductions from standpoint of US policy
In summary, we have here a political force committed fanatically to the belief that with US there can be
no permanent modus vivendi, that it is desirable 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,
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if Soviet power is to be secure. This political force has complete power of disposition over energies of
one of the world's greatest peoples and resources of the world's richest national territory, and is borne
along by deep and powerful currents of Russian nationalism. In addition, it has an elaborate and far‐
flung apparatus for exertion of its influence in other countries, an apparatus of amazing flexibility and
versatility, managed by people whose experience and skill in underground methods are presumable
without parallel in history. Finally, it is seemingly inaccessible to considerations of reality in its basic
reactions. For it, the vast fund of objective fact about human society is not, as with us, the measure
against which outlook is constantly being tested and reformed, but a grab bag from which individual
items are selected arbitrarily and tendentiously to bolster an outlook already preconceived. This is
admittedly not a pleasant picture. Problem of how to cope with this force is undoubtedly greatest task
our diplomacy has ever faced and probably the greatest it will ever have to face. It should be the point
of departure from which our political general staff work at the present juncture should proceed. It
should be approached with same thoroughness and care as solution of major strategic problem in war,
and if necessary, with no smaller outlay in planning effort. I cannot attempt to suggest all the answers
here. But I would like to record my conviction that the problem is within our power to solve ‐ and that
without recourse to any general military conflict. And in support of this conviction there are certain
observations of a more encouraging nature I should like to make:
(One) Soviet power, unlike that of Hitlerite Germany, is neither schematic nor adventuristic. It does not
work by fixed plans. It does not take unnecessary risks. Impervious to logic of reason, and it is highly
sensitive to logic of force. For this reason it can easily withdraw ‐ and usually does ‐ when strong
resistance is encountered at any point. Thus, if the adversary has sufficient force and makes clear his
readiness to use it, he rarely has to do so. If situations are properly handled there need be no prestige‐
engaging showdowns.
(Two) Gauged against Western world as a whole, Soviets are still by far the weaker force. Thus, their
success will really depend on degree of cohesion, firmness, and vigor which Western world can muster.
And this is factor which it is within our power to influence.
(Three) Success of Soviet system, as form of internal power, is not yet finally proven. It has yet to be
demonstrated that it can survive supreme test of successive transfer of power from one individual or
group to another. Lenin's death was first such transfer, and its effects wracked Soviet state for fifteen
years after. Stalin's death or retirement will be second. But even this will not be final test. Soviet internal
system will now be subjected, by virtue of recent territorial expansions, to a series of additional strains
which once proved severe tax on Tsardom. We here are convinced that never since termination of the
civil war have the mass of Russian people been emotionally farther removed from doctrines of
Communist Party than they are today. In Russia, party has now become a great and ‐ for the moment ‐
highly successful apparatus of dictatorial administration, but it has ceased to be a source of emotional
inspiration. Thus, internal soundness and permanence of movement need not yet be regarded as
assured.
(Four) All Soviet propaganda beyond Soviet security sphere is basically negative and destructive. It
should therefore be relatively easy to combat it by any intelligent and really constructive program.
For these reasons I think we may approach calmly and with good heart the problem of how to deal with
Russia. As to how this approach should be made, I only wish to advance, by way of conclusion, the
following comments:
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1. Our first step must be to apprehend, and recognize for what it is, the nature of the movement with
which we are dealing. We must study it with the same courage, detachment, objectivity, and the same
determination not to be emotionally provoked or unseated by it, with which a doctor studies unruly and
unreasonable individuals.
2. We must see that our public is educated to realities of Russian situation. I cannot overemphasize the
importance of this. Press cannot do this alone. It must be done mainly by government, which is
necessarily more experienced and better informed on practical problems involved. In this we need not
be deterred by ugliness of the picture. I am convinced that there would be far less hysterical anti‐
Sovietism in our country today if the realities of this situation were better understood by our people.
There is nothing as dangerous or as terrifying as the unknown. It may also be argued that to reveal more
information on our difficulties with Russia would reflect unfavorably on Russian‐American relations. I
feel that if there is any real risk here involved, it is one which we should have the courage to face, and
the sooner the better. But I cannot see what we would be risking. Our stake in this country, even coming
on the heels of tremendous demonstrations of our friendship for Russian people, is remarkably small.
We have here no investments to guard, no actual trade to lose, virtually no citizens to protect, few
cultural contacts to preserve. Our only stake lies in what we hope rather than what we have; and I am
convinced we have a better chance of realizing those hopes if our public is enlightened and if our
dealings with Russians are placed entirely on realistic and matter of fact basis.
3. Much depends on health and vigor of our own society. World communism is like malignant parasite
which feeds only on diseased tissue. This is the point at which domestic and foreign policies meet. Every
courageous and incisive measure to solve internal problems of our own society, to improve self‐
confidence, discipline, morale, and community spirit of our own people, is a diplomatic victory over
Moscow worth a thousand diplomatic notes and joint communiqués. If we cannot abandon fatalism and
indifference in face of deficiencies of our own society, Moscow will profit ‐ Moscow cannot help
profiting by them in its foreign policies.
4. We must formulate and put forward for other nations a much more positive and constructive picture
of the sort of world we would like to see than we have put forward in the past. It is not enough to urge
the people to develop political processes similar to our own. Many foreign peoples, in Europe at least,
are tired and frightened by experiences of the past, and are less interested in abstract freedom than in
security. They are seeking guidance rather than responsibilities. We should be better able than the
Russians to give them this. And unless we do, the Russians certainly will.
5. Finally, we must have courage and self‐confidence to cling to our own methods and conceptions of
human society. After all, the greatest danger that can befall us in coping with this problem of Soviet
communism is that we shall allow ourselves to become like those with whom we are coping.
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Excerpts from Winston Churchill’s Address at Westminster College (1946)
March 5, 1946
The United States stands at this time at the pinnacle of world power. It is a solemn moment for the American
democracy. For with this primacy in power is also joined an awe-inspiring accountability to the future. As you look
around you, you must feel not only the sense of duty done, but also you must feel anxiety lest you fall below the
level of achievement. Opportunity is here now, clear and shining, for both our countries. To reject it or ignore it or
fritter it away will bring upon us all the long reproaches of the aftertime. It is necessary that constancy of mind,
persistency of purpose, and the grand simplicity of decision shall rule and guide the conduct of the English-speaking
peoples in peace as they did in war. We must, and I believe we shall, prove ourselves equal to this severe
requirement….
….I have a strong admiration and regard for the valiant Russian people and for my wartime comrade, Marshal Stalin.
There is deep sympathy and goodwill in Britain -- and I doubt not here also -- toward the peoples of all the Russias
and a resolve to persevere through many differences and rebuffs in establishing lasting friendships. It is my duty,
however, to place before you certain facts about the present position in Europe.
From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic an iron curtain has descended across the Continent. Behind that
line lie all the capitals of the ancient states of Central and Eastern Europe. Warsaw, Berlin, Prague, Vienna, Budapest,
Belgrade, Bucharest and Sofia; all these famous cities and the populations around them lie in what I must call the
Soviet sphere, and all are subject, in one form or another, not only to Soviet influence but to a very high and in some
cases increasing measure of control from Moscow….
The safety of the world, ladies and gentlemen, requires a unity in Europe, from which no nation should be
permanently outcast. It is from the quarrels of the strong parent races in Europe that the world wars we have
witnessed, or which occurred in former times, have sprung. Twice the United States has had to send several millions
of its young men across the Atlantic to fight the wars. But now we all can find any nation, wherever it may dwell,
between dusk and dawn. Surely we should work with conscious purpose for a grand pacification of Europe within the
structure of the United Nations and in accordance with our Charter….
In a great number of countries, far from the Russian frontiers and throughout the world, Communist fifth columns
are established and work in complete unity and absolute obedience to the directions they receive from the
Communist center. Except in the British Commonwealth and in the United States where Communism is in its infancy,
the Communist parties or fifth columns constitute a growing challenge and peril to Christian civilization….
The outlook is also anxious in the Far East and especially in Manchuria. The agreement which was made at Yalta, to
which I was a party, was extremely favorable to Soviet Russia, but it was made at a time when no one could say that
the German war might not extend all through the summer and autumn of 1945 and when the Japanese war was
expected by the best judges to last for a further eighteen months from the end of the German war….
…I repulse the idea that a new war is inevitable -- still more that it is imminent. It is because I am sure that our
fortunes are still in our own hands and that we hold the power to save the future, that I feel the duty to speak out
now that I have the occasion and the opportunity to do so. I do not believe that Soviet Russia desires war. What
they desire is the fruits of war and the indefinite expansion of their power and doctrines. But what we have to
consider here today while time remains, is the permanent prevention of war and the establishment of conditions of
freedom and democracy as rapidly as possible in all countries. Our difficulties and dangers will not be removed by
closing our eyes to them. They will not be removed by mere waiting to see what happens; nor will they be removed
by a policy of appeasement. What is needed is a settlement, and the longer this is delayed, the more difficult it will
be and the greater our dangers will become.
From what I have seen of our Russian friends and allies during the war, I am convinced that there is nothing they
admire so much as strength, and there is nothing for which they have less respect than for weakness, especially
military weakness. For that reason the old doctrine of a balance of power is unsound. We cannot afford, if we can
help it, to work on narrow margins, offering temptations to a trial of strength….
Last time I saw it all coming and I cried aloud to my own fellow countrymen and to the world, but no one paid any
attention. Up till the year 1933 or even 1935, Germany might have been saved from the awful fate which has
overtaken her and we might all have been spared the miseries Hitler let loose upon mankind. There never was a war
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in history easier to prevent by timely action than the one which has just desolated such great areas of the globe. It
could have been prevented, in my belief, without the firing of a single shot, and Germany might be powerful,
prosperous and honored today; but no one would listen and one by one we were all sucked into the awful whirlpool.
We must not let it happen again. This can only be achieved by reaching now, in 1946, a good understanding on all
points with Russia under the general authority of the United Nations Organization and by the maintenance of that
good understanding through many peaceful years, by the whole strength of the English-speaking world and all its
connections….
… If the population of the English-speaking Commonwealth be added to that of the United States, with all that such
cooperation implies in the air, on the sea, all over the globe, and in science and in industry, and in moral force, there
will be no quivering, precarious balance of power to offer its temptation to ambition or adventure. On the contrary
there will be an overwhelming assurance of security. If we adhere faithfully to the Charter of the United Nations and
walk forward in sedate and sober strength, seeking no one's land or treasure, seeking to lay no arbitrary control
upon the thoughts of men, if all British moral and material forces and convictions are joined with your own in
fraternal association, 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.
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Letter to Truman from Secretary of Commerce Henry Wallace (1946)
July 23, 1946
The President
The White House
My Dear Mr. President:
I hope you will excuse this long letter. Personally I hate to write long letters, and I hate to receive them.
My only excuse is that this subject is a very important one—probably the most important in the world
today. I checked with you about this last Thursday and you suggested after Cabinet meeting on Friday
that you would like to have my views.
I have been increasingly disturbed about the trend of international affairs since the end of the war, and I
am even more troubled by the apparently growing feeling among the American people that another war
is coming and the only way that we can head it off is to arm ourselves to the teeth. Yet all of past history
indicates that an armaments race does not lead to peace but to war. The months just ahead may well be
the crucial period which will decide whether the civilized world will go down in destruction after the five
or ten years needed for several nations to arm themselves with atomic bombs. Therefore, I want to give
you my views on how the present trend toward conflict might be averted. . . .
How do American actions since V‐J Day appear to other nations? I mean by actions the concrete things
like $13 billion for the War and Navy Departments, the Bikini tests of the atomic bomb and continued
production of bombs, the plan to arm Latin America with our weapons, production of B‐29s and planned
production of B‐36s, and the effort to secure air bases spread over half the globe from which the other
half of the globe can be bombed. I cannot but feel that these actions must make it look to the rest of the
world as if we were only paying lip service to peace at the conference table.
These facts rather make it appear either (1) that we are preparing ourselves to win the war which we
regard as inevitable or (2) that we are trying to build up a predominance of force to intimidate the rest
of mankind. How would it look to us if Russia had the atomic bomb and we did not, if Russia had 10,000‐
mile bombers and air bases within a thousand miles of our coastlines, and we did not?
Some of the military men and self‐styled “realists” are saying: “What’s wrong with trying to build up a
predominance of force? The only way to preserve peace is for this country to be so well armed that no
one will dare attack us. We know that America will never start a war.”
The flaw in this policy is simply that it will not work. In a world of atomic bombs and other revolutionary
new weapons, such as radioactive poison gases and biological warfare, a peace maintained by a
predominance of force is no longer possible.
Why is this so? The reasons are clear:
FIRST. Atomic warfare is cheap and easy compared with old‐fashioned war. Within a very few years
several countries can have atomic bombs and other atomic weapons. Compared with the cost of large
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armies and the manufacture of old‐fashioned weapons, atomic bombs cost very little and require only a
relatively small part of a nation’s production plant and labor force.
SECOND. So far as winning a war is concerned, having more bombs—even many more bombs—than the
other fellow is no longer a decisive advantage. If another nation had enough bombs to eliminate all of
our principal cities and our heavy industry, it wouldn’t help us very much if we had ten times as many
bombs as we needed to do the same to them.
THIRD. And most important, the very fact that several nations have atomic bombs will inevitably result
in a neurotic, fear‐ridden, itching‐trigger psychology in all the peoples of the world, and because of our
wealth and vulnerability we would be among the most seriously affected. Atomic war will not require
vast and time‐consuming preparations, the mobilization of large armies, the conversion of a large
proportion of a country’s industrial plants to the manufacture of weapons. In a world armed with atomic
weapons, some incident will lead to the use of those weapons.
There is a school of military thinking which recognizes these facts, recognizes that when several nations
have atomic bombs, a war which will destroy modern civilization will result and that no nation or
combination of nations can win such a war. This school of thought therefore advocates a “preventive
war,” an attack on Russia now before Russia has atomic bombs.
This scheme is not only immoral, but stupid. If we should attempt to destroy all the principal Russian
cities and her heavy industry, we might well succeed. But the immediate countermeasure which such an
attack would call forth is the prompt occupation of all Continental Europe by the Red Army. Would we
be prepared to destroy the cities of all Europe in trying to finish what we had started? This idea is so
contrary to all the basic instincts and principles of the American people that any such action would be
possible only under a dictatorship at home. . . .
In general there are two overall points of view which can be taken in approaching the problem of the
United States‐Russian relations. The first is that it is not possible to get along with the Russians and
therefore war is inevitable. The second is that war with Russia would bring catastrophe to all mankind,
and therefore we must find a way of living in peace. It is clear that our own welfare as well as that of the
entire world requires that we maintain the latter point of view. I am sure that this is also your opinion,
and the radio address of the Secretary of State on July 15 clearly indicates that he is prepared to
negotiate as long as may be necessary to work out a solution on this basis.
We should try to get an honest answer to the question of what the factors are which cause Russia to
distrust us, in addition to the question of what factors lead us to distrust Russia. I am not sure that we
have as a nation or an Administration found an adequate answer to either question, although we have
recognized that both questions are of critical importance.
FACTORS IN AMERICAN DISTRUST OF RUSSIA
Our basic distrust of the Russians, which has been greatly intensified in recent months by the playing up
of conflict in the press, stems from differences in political and economic organization. For the first time
in our history defeatists among us have raised the fear of another system as a successful rival to
democracy and free enterprise in other countries and perhaps even our own. I am convinced that we
can meet that challenge as we have in the past by demonstrating that economic abundance can be
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achieved without sacrificing personal, political and religious liberties. We cannot meet it as Hitler tried
to by an anti‐Comintern alliance.
It is perhaps too easy to forget that despite the deep‐seated differences in our cultures and intensive
anti‐Russian propaganda of some twenty‐five years standing, the American people reversed their
attitudes during the crisis of war. Today, under the pressure of seemingly insoluble international
problems and continuing deadlocks, the tide of American public opinion is again turning against Russia.
In this reaction lies one of the dangers to which this letter is addressed.
FACTORS IN RUSSIAN DISTRUST OF THE WESTERN WORLD
I should list the factors which make for Russian distrust of the United States and of the Western world as
follows: The first is Russian history, which we must take into account because it is the setting in which
Russians see all actions and policies of the rest of the world. Russian history for over a thousand years
has been a succession of attempts, often unsuccessful, to resist invasion and conquest—by the Mongols,
the Turks, the Swedes, the Germans and the Poles. The scant thirty years of the existence of the Soviet
Government has in Russian eyes been a continuation of their historical struggle for national existence.
The first four years of the new regime, from 1917 through 1921, were spent in resisting attempts at
destruction by the Japanese, British and French, with some American assistance, and by the several
White Russian armies encouraged and financed by the Western powers. Then, in 1941, the Soviet State
was almost conquered by the Germans after a period during which the Western European powers had
apparently acquiesced in the rearming of Germany in the belief that the Nazis would seek to expand
eastward rather than westward. The Russians, therefore, obviously see themselves as fighting for their
existence in a hostile world.
Second, it follows that to the Russians all of the defense and security measures of the Western powers
seem to have an aggressive intent. Our actions to expand our military security system—such steps as
extending the Monroe Doctrine to include the arming of the Western Hemisphere nations, our present
monopoly of the atomic bomb, our interest in outlying bases and our general support of the British
Empire—appear to them as going far beyond the requirements of defense. I think we might feel the
same if the United States were the only capitalistic country in the world, and the principal socialistic
countries were creating a level of armed strength far exceeding anything in their previous history. From
the Russian point of view, also, the granting of a loan to Britain and the lack of tangible results on their
request to borrow for rehabilitation purposes may be regarded as another evidence of strengthening of
an anti‐Soviet bloc.
Finally, our resistance to her attempts to obtain warmwater ports and her own security system in the
form of “friendly” neighboring states seems, from the Russian point of view, to clinch the case. After
twenty‐five years of isolation and after having achieved the status of a major power, Russia believes that
she is entitled to recognition of her new status. Our interest in establishing democracy in Eastern
Europe, where democracy by and large has never existed, seems to her an attempt to reestablish the
encirclement of unfriendly neighbors which was created after the last war and which might serve as a
springboard of still another effort to destroy her.
WHAT WE SHOULD DO
If this analysis is correct, and there is ample evidence to support it, the action to improve the situation is
clearly indicated. The fundamental objective of such action should be to allay any reasonable Russian
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grounds for fear, suspicion and distrust. We must recognize that the world has changed and that today
there can be no “one world” unless the United States and Russia can find some way of living together.
For example, most of us are firmly convinced of the soundness of our position when we suggest the
internationalization and defortification of the Danube or of the Dardanelles, but we would be horrified
and angered by any Russian counter‐proposal that would involve also the internationalizing and
disarming of Suez or Panama. We must recognize that to the Russians these seem to be identical
situations.
We should ascertain from a fresh point of view what Russia believes to be essential to her own security
as a prerequisite to the writing of the peace and to cooperation in the construction of a world order. We
should be prepared to judge her requirements against the background of what we ourselves and the
British have insisted upon as essential to our respective security. We should be prepared, even at the
expense of risking epithets of appeasement, to agree to reasonable Russian guarantees of security. . . .
We should be prepared to negotiate a treaty which will establish a definite sequence of events for the
establishment of international control and development of atomic energy. This, I believe, is the most
important single question, and the one on which the present trend is definitely toward deadlock rather
than ultimate agreement.
We should make an effort to counteract the irrational fear of Russia which is being systematically built
up in the American people by certain individuals and publications. The slogan that communism and
capitalism, regimentation and democracy, cannot continue to exist in the same world is, from a
historical point of view, pure propaganda. Several religious doctrines, all claiming to be the only true
gospel and salvation, have existed side by side with a reasonable degree of tolerance for centuries. This
country was for the first half of its national life a democratic island in a world dominated by absolutist
governments.
We should not act as if we too felt that we were threatened in today’s world. We are by far the most
powerful nation in the world, the only Allied nation which came out of the war without devastation and
much stronger than before the war. Any talk on our part about the need for strengthening our defenses
further is bound to appear hypocritical to other nations.
SUMMARY
This proposal admittedly calls for a shift in some of our thinking about international matters. It is
imperative that we make this shift. We have little time to lose. Our postwar actions have not yet been
adjusted to the lessons to be gained from experience of Allied cooperation during the war and the facts
of the atomic age.
It is certainly desirable that, as far as possible, we achieve unity on the home front with respect to our
international relations; but unity on the basis of building up conflict abroad would prove to be not only
unsound but disastrous. I think there is some reason to fear that in our earnest efforts to achieve bi‐
partisan unity in this country we may have given way too much to isolationism masquerading as tough
realism in international affairs.
The real test lies in the achievement of international unity. It will be fruitless to continue to seek
solutions for the many specific problems that face us in the making of the peace and in the
establishment of an enduring international order without first achieving an atmosphere of mutual trust
43

and confidence. The task admittedly is not an easy one. There is no question, as the Secretary of State
has indicated, that negotiations with the Russians are difficult because of cultural differences, their
traditional isolationism, and their insistence on a visible quid pro quo in all agreements. But the task is
not an insuperable one if we take into account that to other nations our foreign policy consists not only
of the principles that we advocate but of the actions we take. Fundamentally, this comes down to the
point discussed earlier in this letter, that even our own security, in the sense that we have known it in
the past, cannot be preserved by military means in a world armed with atomic weapons. The only type
of security which can be maintained by our own military force is the type described by a military man
before the Senate Atomic Energy Commission—a security against invasion after all our cities and
perhaps 40 million of our city population have been destroyed by atomic weapons. That is the best that
“security” on the basis of armaments has to offer us. It is not the kind of security that our people and
the people of the other United Nations are striving for.
I think that progressive leadership along the lines suggested above would represent and best serve the
interests of the large majority of our people, would reassert the forward looking position of the
Democratic Party in international affairs, and, finally, would arrest the new trend towards isolationism
and a disastrous atomic world war.
Respectfully,
[Signed] H. A. Wallace
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Secretary of State Dean Acheson’s Recollection of the Decision to Aid Greece and Turkey
(1947)
The situation in Greece, bad at the end of December, deteriorated rapidly during January and February
1947. All three of our scouts in Greece—Ambassador Macveagh, Paul Porter, chief of the economic
mission, and Mark Ethridge, who had been reporting to Mr. Byrnes on conditions in the Balkans—sent
back increasingly alarming reports of imminent collapse due to mounting guerrilla activity, supplied and
directed from the outside, economic chaos, and Greek governmental inability to meet the crisis.
Macveagh reported rumors of impending British troop withdrawals; Waldemar J. Gallman, Minister in
London, that the British Cabinet had met to discuss Greece, and would be asking for help from the
United States. All signs pointed to an impending move by the Communists to take over the country,
which Loy Henderson discussed in a memorandum entitled "Crisis and Imminent Possibility of Collapse,"
which I edited and sent on to General Marshall. It urged that only a national coalition government and
substantial aid could save Greece. Before leaving the next day—Friday, February 21, — to speak at
Princeton’s bicentennial celebration, the General instructed me to prepare the necessary steps for
sending economic and military aid.
Shortly after the General had gone, the British Ambassador’s private secretary asked urgently that his
chief might see the Secretary of State to deliver "a blue piece of paper," the trade name for a formal and
important message from His Majesty’s Government, which Lord Inverchapel [the British ambassador]
had been instructed to deliver personally to General Marshall. The Ambassador and I were close friends.
He told me that the note contained important information about a crisis in British aid to Greece. I
explained that unless he went to Princeton or North Carolina he could not catch General Marshall until
Monday morning; that if he did the General would turn the note over to me; and that if he sent his First
Secretary over with a copy and presented the ribbon copy to the General on Monday, the letter and
spirit of his orders would have been meticulously obeyed. He agreed.
Henderson shortly received not one but two documents. They were shockers. British aid to Greece and
Turkey would end in six weeks. Henderson and Hickerson brought them to me. They were brief and all
too dear. One described the state of the Greek economy and army, which we all knew. It estimated
Greece’s current foreign‐exchange needs at from two hundred forty million to two hundred eighty
million dollars and, in addition, substantial sums over several years. The other reported Turkey as
stronger but still unable to handle the financing of both the modernization and maintenance of the large
army that Russian pressure demanded and the economic development of Turkey, which since Kemal
Ataturk’s time had been its first priority. The British could no longer be of substantial help in either. His
Majesty’s Government devoutly hoped that we could assume the burden in both Greece and Turkey.
I instructed Henderson and Hickerson to get the European and Near Eastern Division people together
that evening and assign tasks for preliminary reports the next day on facts as seen by United States
representatives; (2)funds and personnel currently available; (3) funds and personnel needed; (4)
significance of an independent Greece and Turkey to Western Europe. They should also confer the next
day with Admiral Forrest Sherman, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, and General Lauris Norstad, Army
Director of Plans and Operations, so that they might brief the Secretaries of Navy and War on military‐
aid needs and available supplies for a meeting with the Secretary on Monday morning. Then, by
telephone, I explained to the President and General Marshall what had happened, what had been done,
and asked for further orders. They had none.

45

Reports kept coming in to me on Saturday from various working groups. These were studied, discussed,
and sent back for further development and documentation. On Sunday they were brought to my house
in Georgetown for final review. They were in good shape. Henderson asked me whether we were still
working on papers bearing on the making of a decision or the execution of one. I said the latter; under
the circumstances there could be only one decision. At that we drank a martini or two toward the
confusion of our enemies.
General Marshall found the early‐morning hours, before the place got cluttered up, his most productive
time. Then he read the papers that Colonel Marshall (Pat) Carter had arranged for him and noted
instructions for me. On Monday, February 24, although I came in early, he had already read the British
notes and our memoranda preparatory to his meeting with Lord Inverchapel at ten o’clock. As usual,
probing the essential points, he wanted to know whether we were sure of our facts about Greek and
Turkish financial weakness; how long British troops could be induced to stay in Greece; what military
forces would replace them; how we proposed to get an effective governmental organization in Greece;
what were our estimates of cost and over how long? The consequences of inaction were clear enough.
Of the answer to the first question I was sure; to the others, the answers had to be tentative, subject to
further work. As we ended, the General said that I must continue to take the principal responsibility in
this matter. He would be going to Moscow for the foreign ministers’ meeting in a little over a week and
had a lot of preparatory work to do. It would be essential to have continuity of direction. He would do
everything possible to get us started.
The meeting with Lord Inverchapel, which I did not attend, was brief, performing its essential function of
convincing the Ambassador of the General’s grasp of the situation and its critical importance. Later the
General went off to a Cabinet luncheon at the White House, staying afterward for a discussion with the
President, the Secretaries of War and Navy, Admiral Sherman, and General Norstad. At its end the
service secretaries and officers resumed it with Henderson, Hickerson, and me in my office. We agreed
that the President and his principal advisers seemed convinced that it was vital to the security of the
United States for Greece and Turkey to be strengthened to preserve their national independence, that
only the United States could do this, that funds and authority from Congress were necessary, and that
State would prepare for concurrence by War and Navy specific recommendations for the President.
General Marshall approving, Henderson and his staff worked with me prepare the recommendations.
The next day, the three secretaries concurring, the President approved the paper for action. This moved
us from consideration through decision by Executive. The President set up a meeting for the following
day to begin the important next step of consultation with the legislative branch, now controlled by the
opposite political party. The actual planning had advanced only to the extent of a decision to send as
soon as possible such funds and equipment as existing legislative authority permitted, to give Greece
priority in assigning military aid, and to find out at once what British military help we could expect and
for how long. A Pentagon proposal, voiced by General Eisenhower, to include in our request funds for
other countries in need of bolstering was rejected because we already had more to deal with than the
time available permitted.
When we convened the next morning in the White House to open the subject with our congressional
masters, I knew we were met at Armageddon. We faced the "leaders of Congress"—all the majority and
minority potentates except Senator Taft, an accidental omission to which Senator Vandenberg swiftly
drew the President’s attention.
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My distinguished chief, most unusually and unhappily, flubbed his opening statement. In desperation I
whispered to him a request to speak. This was my crisis. For a week I had nurtured it. These
congressmen had no conception of what challenged them; it was my task to bring it home. Both my
superiors, equally perturbed, gave me the floor. Never have I spoken under such a pressing sense that
the issue was up to me alone. No time was left for measured appraisal. In the past eighteen months, I
said, Soviet pressure on the Straits, on Iran, and on northern Greece had brought the Balkans to the
point where a highly possible Soviet breakthrough might open three continents to Soviet penetration.
Like apples in a barrel infected by one rotten one, the corruption of Greece would infect Iran and all to
the east. It would also carry infection to Africa through Asia Minor and Egypt, and to Europe through
Italy and France, already threatened by the strongest domestic Communist parties in Western Europe.
The Soviet Union was playing one of the greatest gambles in history at minimal cost. It did not need to
win all the possibilities. Even one or two offered immense gains. We and we alone were in a position to
break up the play. These were the stakes that British withdrawal from the eastern Mediterranean
offered to an eager and ruthless opponent.
A long silence followed. Then Arthur Vandenberg said solemnly, "Mr. President, if you will say that to
the Congress and the country, I will support you and I believe that most of its members will do the
same." Without much further talk the meeting broke up to convene again, enlarged, in a week to
consider a more detailed program of action.
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Excerpts from an Address to Congress by President Truman (1947)
[This policy expressed in this speech soon became known as the “Truman Doctrine”]
March 12, 1947
The gravity of the situation which confronts the world today necessitates my appearance before a joint
session of the Congress.
The foreign policy and the national security of this country are involved.
One aspect of the present situation, which I wish to present to you at this time for your consideration
and decision, concerns Greece and Turkey.
The Greek Government has also asked for the assistance of experienced American administrators,
economists and technicians to insure that the financial and other aid given to Greece shall be used
effectively in creating a stable and self‐sustaining economy and in improving its public administration.
The very existence of the Greek state is today threatened by the terrorist activities of several thousand
armed men, led by Communists, who defy the government's authority at a number of points,
particularly along the northern boundaries. A Commission appointed by the United Nations Security
Council is at present investigating disturbed conditions in northern Greece and alleged border violations
along the frontier between Greece on the one hand and Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia on the other.
Meanwhile, the Greek Government is unable to cope with the situation. The Greek army is small and
poorly equipped. It needs supplies and equipment if it is to restore the authority of the government
throughout Greek territory.
The British Government, which has been helping Greece, can give no further financial or economic aid
after March 31. Great Britain finds itself under the necessity of reducing or liquidating its commitments
in several parts of the world, including Greece.
Greece's neighbor, Turkey, also deserves our attention.
The future of Turkey as an independent and economically sound state is clearly no less important to the
freedom‐loving peoples of the world than the future of Greece. The circumstances in which Turkey finds
itself today are considerably different from those of Greece. Turkey has been spared the disasters that
have beset Greece. And during the war, the United States and Great Britain furnished Turkey with
material aid.
Nevertheless, Turkey now needs our support.
Since the war Turkey has sought financial assistance from Great Britain and the United States for the
purpose of effecting that modernization necessary for the maintenance of its national integrity.
That integrity is essential to the preservation of order in the Middle East.
The British government has informed us that, owing to its own difficulties can no longer extend financial
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or economic aid to Turkey.
As in the case of Greece, if Turkey is to have the assistance it needs, the United States must supply it.
We are the only country able to provide that help.
I am fully aware of the broad implications involved if the United States extends assistance to Greece and
Turkey, and I shall discuss these implications with you at this time.
One of the primary objectives of the foreign policy of the United States is the creation of conditions in
which we and other nations will be able to work out a way of life free from coercion. This was a
fundamental issue in the war with Germany and Japan. Our victory was won over countries which
sought to impose their will, and their way of life, upon other nations.
To ensure the peaceful development of nations, free from coercion, the United States has taken a
leading part in establishing the United Nations, The United Nations is designed to make possible lasting
freedom and independence for all its members. We shall not realize our objectives, however, unless we
are willing to help free peoples to maintain their free institutions and their national integrity against
aggressive movements that seek to impose upon them totalitarian regimes. This is no more than a frank
recognition that totalitarian regimes imposed on free peoples, by direct or indirect aggression,
undermine the foundations of international peace and hence the security of the United States.
The peoples of a number of countries of the world have recently had totalitarian regimes forced upon
them against their will. The Government of the United States has made frequent protests against
coercion and intimidation, in violation of the Yalta agreement, in Poland, Rumania, and Bulgaria. I must
also state that in a number of other countries there have been similar developments.
At the present moment in world history nearly every nation must choose between alternative ways of
life. The choice is too often not a free one.
One way of life is based upon the will of the majority, and is distinguished by free institutions,
representative government, free elections, guarantees of individual liberty, freedom of speech and
religion, and freedom from political oppression.
The second way of life is based upon the will of a minority forcibly imposed upon the majority. It relies
upon terror and oppression, 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 free peoples who are resisting
attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.
I believe that we must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their own way.
I believe that our help should be primarily through economic and financial aid which is essential to
economic stability and orderly political processes.
The world is not static, and the status quo is not sacred. But we cannot allow changes in the status quo
in violation of the Charter of the United Nations by such methods as coercion, or by such subterfuges as
political infiltration. In helping free and independent nations to maintain their freedom, the United
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States will be giving effect to the principles of the Charter of the United Nations.
It is necessary only to glance at a map to realize that the survival and integrity of the Greek nation are of
grave importance in a much wider situation. If Greece should fall under the control of an armed
minority, the effect upon its neighbor, Turkey, would be immediate and serious. Confusion and disorder
might well spread throughout the entire Middle East.
Moreover, the disappearance of Greece as an independent state would have a profound effect upon
those countries in Europe whose peoples are struggling against great difficulties to maintain their
freedoms and their independence while they repair the damages of war.
It would be an unspeakable tragedy if these countries, which have struggled so long against
overwhelming odds, should lose that victory for which they sacrificed so much. Collapse of free
institutions and loss of independence would be disastrous not only for them but for the world.
Discouragement and possibly failure would quickly be the lot of neighboring peoples striving to maintain
their freedom and independence.
Should we fail to aid Greece and Turkey in this fateful hour, the effect will be far reaching to the West as
well as to the East.
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Henry Wallace’s Critique of the Truman Doctrine (1947)
March 12, 1947, marked a turning point in American history. It is not a Greek crisis that we face, it is an
American crisis. It is a crisis in the American spirit. Only the American people fully aroused and promptly
acting can prevent disaster.
President Truman, in the name of democracy and humanitarianism, proposed a military lend‐lease
program. He proposed a loan of $400,000,000 to Greece and Turkey as a down payment on an unlimited
expenditure aimed at opposing Communist expansion. He proposed, in effect, that America police
Russia’s every border. There is no regime too reactionary for us provided it stands in Russia’s
expansionist path. There is no country too remote to serve as the scene of a contest which may widen
until it becomes a world war.
President Truman calls for action to combat a crisis. What is this crisis that necessitates Truman going to
Capitol Hill as though a Pearl Harbor has suddenly hit us? How many more of these Pearl Harbors will
there be? How can they be foreseen? What will they cost?
One year ago at Fulton, Mo., Winston Churchill called for a diplomatic offensive against Soviet Russia. By
sanctioning that speech, Truman committed us to a policy of combating Russia with British sources. That
policy proved to be so bankrupt that Britain can no longer maintain it. Now President Truman proposes
we take over Britain’s hopeless task. Today Americans are asked to support the Governments of Greece
and Turkey. Tomorrow we shall be asked to support the Governments of China and Argentina.
I say that this policy is utterly futile. No people can be bought. America cannot afford to spend billions
and billions of dollars for unproductive purposes. The world is hungry and insecure, and the peoples of
all lands demand change. President Truman cannot prevent change in the world any more than he can
prevent the tide from coming in or the sun from setting. But once America stands for opposition to
change, we are lost. America will become the most‐hated nation in the world.
Russia may be poor and unprepared for war, but she knows very well how to reply to Truman’s
declaration of economic and financial pressure. All over the world Russia and her ally, poverty, will
increase the pressure against us. Who among us is ready to predict that in this struggle American dollars
will outlast the grievances that lead to communism? I certainly don’t want to see communism spread. I
predict that Truman’s policy will spread communism in Europe and Asia. You can’t fight something with
nothing. When Truman offers unconditional aid to King George of Greece, he is acting as the best
salesman communism ever had. In proposing this reckless adventure, Truman is betraying the great
tradition of America and the leadership of the great American who preceded him.
When President Truman proclaims the world‐wide conflict between East and West, he is telling the
Soviet leaders that we are preparing for eventual war. They will reply by measures to strengthen their
position in the event of war. Then the task of keeping the world at peace will pass beyond the power of
the common people everywhere who want peace. Certainly it will not be freedom that will be victorious
in this struggle. Psychological and spiritual preparation for war will follow financial preparation; civil
liberties will be restricted; standards of living will be forced downward; families will be divided against
each other; none of the values that we hold worth fighting for will be secure.
This is the time for an all‐out worldwide reconstruction program for peace. This is America’s
opportunity. The peoples of all lands say to America: Send us plows for our fields instead of tanks and
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guns to be used against us. The dollars that are spent will be spent for the production of goods and will
come back to us in a thousand different ways. Our programs will be based on service instead of the
outworn ideas of imperialism and power politics. It is a fundamental law of life that a strong idea is
merely strengthened by persecution. The way to handle communism is by what William James called the
replacing power of the higher affection. In other words, we give the common man all over the world
something better than communism. I believe we have something better than communism here in
America. But President Truman has not spoken for the American ideal. It is now the turn of the
American people to speak.
Common sense is required of all of us in realizing that helping militarism never brings peace. Courage is
required of all of us in carrying out a program that can bring peace. Courage and common sense are the
qualities that made America great. Let’s keep those qualities now.
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Commencement Address at Harvard by Secretary of State George C. Marshall (1947)
[The policy laid out here was quickly dubbed the “Marshall Plan.”]
June 5, 1947
I need not tell you gentlemen that the world situation is very serious. That must be apparent to all
intelligent people. I think one difficulty is that the problem is one of such enormous complexity that the
very mass of facts presented to the public by press and radio make it exceedingly difficult for the man in
the street to reach a clear appraisement of the situation. Furthermore, the people of this country are
distant from the troubled areas of the earth and it is hard for them to comprehend the plight and
consequent reactions of the long‐suffering peoples, and the effect of those reactions on their
governments in connection with our efforts to promote peace in the world.
In considering the requirements for the rehabilitation of Europe, the physical loss of life, the visible
destruction of cities, factories, mines, and railroads was correctly estimated, but it has become obvious
during recent months that this visible destruction was probably less serious than the dislocation of the
entire fabric of European economy. For the past 10 years conditions have been highly abnormal. The
feverish preparation for war and the more feverish maintenance of the war effort engulfed all aspects of
national economies. Machinery has fallen into disrepair or is entirely obsolete. Under the arbitrary and
destructive Nazi rule, virtually every possible enterprise was geared into the German war machine.
Long‐standing commercial ties, private institutions, banks, insurance companies, and shipping
companies disappeared, through loss of capital, absorption through nationalization, or by simple
destruction. In many countries, confidence in the local currency has been severely shaken. The
breakdown of the business structure of Europe during the war was complete. Recovery has been
seriously retarded by the fact that two years after the close of hostilities a peace settlement with
Germany and Austria has not been agreed upon. But even given a more prompt solution of these
difficult problems, the rehabilitation of the economic structure of Europe quite evidently will require a
much longer time and greater effort than bad been foreseen.
There is a phase of this matter which is both interesting and serious. The farmer has always produced
the foodstuffs to exchange with the city dweller for the other necessities of life. This division of labor is
the basis of modern civilization. At the present time it is threatened with breakdown. The town and city
industries are not producing adequate goods to exchange with the food‐producing farmer. Raw
materials and fuel are in short supply. Machinery is lacking or worn out. The farmer or the peasant
cannot find the goods for sale which he desires to purchase. So the sale of his farm produce for money
which lie cannot use seems to him an unprofitable transaction. He, therefore, has withdrawn many
fields from crop cultivation and is using them for grazing. He feeds more grain to stock and finds for
himself and his family an ample supply of food, however short he may be on clothing and the other
ordinary gadgets of civilization. Meanwhile people in the cities are short of food and fuel. So the
governments are forced to use their foreign money and credits to procure these necessities abroad. This
process exhausts funds which are urgently needed for reconstruction. Thus a very serious situation is
rapidly developing which bodes no good for the world. The modern system of the division of labor upon
which the exchange of products is based is in danger of breaking down.
The truth of the matter is that Europe's requirements for the next three or four years of foreign food
and other essential products‐‐principally from America‐‐are so much greater than her present ability to
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pay that she must have substantial additional help or face economic, social, and political deterioration of
a very grave character.
The remedy lies in breaking the vicious circle and restoring the confidence of the European people in the
economic future of their own countries and of Europe as a whole. The manufacturer and the farmer
throughout wide areas must be able and willing to exchange their products for currencies the continuing
value of which is not open to question.
Aside from the demoralizing effect on the world at large and the possibilities of disturbances arising as a
result of the desperation of the people concerned, the consequences to the economy of the United
States should be apparent to all. It is logical that the United States should do whatever it is able to do to
assist in the return of normal economic health in the world, without which there can be no political
stability and no assured peace. Our policy is directed not against any country or doctrine but against
hunger, poverty, desperation, and chaos. Its purpose should be the revival of a working economy in the
world so as to permit the emergence of political and social conditions in which free institutions can exist.
Such assistance, I am convinced, must not be on a piecemeal basis as various crises develop. Any
assistance that this Government may render in the future should provide a cure rather than a mere
palliative. Any government that is willing to assist in the task of recovery will find full cooperation, I am
sure, on the part of the United States Government. Any government which maneuvers to block the
recovery of other countries cannot expect help from us. Furthermore, governments, political parties, or
groups which seek to perpetuate human misery in order to profit therefrom politically or otherwise will
encounter the opposition of the United States.
It is already evident that, before the United States Government can proceed much further in its efforts
to alleviate the situation and help start the European world on its way to recovery, there must be some
agreement among the countries of Europe as to the requirements of the situation and the part those
countries themselves will take in order to give proper effect to whatever action might be undertaken by
this Government. It would be neither fitting nor efficacious for this Government to undertake to draw
up unilaterally a program designed to place Europe on its feet economically. This is the business of the
Europeans. The initiative, I think, must come from Europe. The role of this country should consist of
friendly aid in the drafting of a European program and of later support of such a program so far as it may
be practical for us to do so. The program should be a joint one, agreed to by a number, if not all,
European nations.
An essential part of any successful action on the part of the United States is an understanding on the
part of the people of America of the character of the problem and the remedies to be applied. Political
passion and prejudice should have no part. With foresight, and a willingness on the part of our people to
face up to the vast responsibility which history has clearly placed upon our country, the difficulties I
have outlined can and will be overcome.
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Rep. Charles W. Vursell’s Critique of the Marshall Plan (1947)
This Congress is faced with grave decisions. We are being asked to take from the American people in
money and supplies at a critical time of shortages on every hand, $597,000,000 for immediate
emergency relief. Later we are being asked by the administration to enter into a 4‐year contract to
furnish some $20,000,000,000 or more in money and supplies to implement the Marshall plan. In the
interest of our own people and Nation, we must not approach them in an atmosphere of hysteria and
emotion; we must think as realists.
…[B]y holding up the false specter of starvation, the administration and the thousands of bureau
propagandists and friendly commentators, over the air, seek to influence the American people and the
Congress by the biggest barrage of propaganda ever turned loose on the public, to support the
$20,000,000,000 Marshall plan.
…[T]hose who favor the Marshall plan will tell you that we must rebuild western Europe to stop
communism. We all want to retard or stop communism if we can, but we must be honest with ourselves
and honest with the American people we represent. We cannot stop communism taking western Europe
unless we have the power to stop Russia and her armies. We held a serious conference with a group of
high‐ranking military men while in Europe whose duty it is to know what Russia can and may do. We
asked the question as follows: "Suppose, under the Marshall plan or some other plan, we spend from
$10,000,000,000 to $20,000,000,000 rebuilding western Europe and get those countries going in good
shape in 4 or 5 years, is there anything then to stop Russia from moving in and taking a much richer
prize after we have spent our money to build it up?" The answer was "No" I do not believe any top
military man in the Nation will make the statement that we can land and maintain in western Europe
sufficient military forces to prevent Russia, if she so desires, from taking over western Europe. Germany
will have no army. Italy, France, Belgium and Holland will have no military strength capable of putting up
any serious resistance if Russia should make such a move. You just as well quit trying to deceive the
American people by telling them you can stop communism if you put over the Marshall plan.
…We should kill the Marshall plan which provides that we enter into a 4‐year contract with 16 nations to
shore up their financial difficulties to the extent of some $20,000,000,000. We should kill this plan
because we cannot supply the food, oil, steel, and hundreds of other products that would be required.
…Now, if you want to exert the strongest influence possible by the United States to retard, or stop the
encroachment of communism on western Europe, take some of these $20,000,000,000 that you would
waste in the Marshall plan, and spend them here at home in building the strongest air force with the
greatest striking power of any air force in the world. Give more attention to cooperation in hemispheric
defense with South America, strengthen our military departments where necessary to enable us in any
emergency to strike promptly with power and effect. Mr. Stalin and his warlords, if they knew we were
making such moves, would probably hesitate to move further into western Europe for fear they might
precipitate a war with a powerful Nation that is prepared.
I would rather risk this course for the long pull future, and for the immediate effect it would have on
Russia, than to tempt them by setting before them a $20,000,000,000 banquet table through the
Marshall plan of rebuilding western Europe. Force is the only thing Russia understands.
[I]f we weaken ourselves by shipping away our resources, causing the cost of living to go higher and
higher, and spending our Nation into bankruptcy, such action will bring smiles and great satisfaction to
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Stalin, Molotov, and Russia. Twenty billion dollars spent on our part in western Europe now, plus the
efforts of the European nations should be worth $50,000,000,000 in a few years. It is too great a
temptation to place before the Russian warlords.
The first responsibility of the Members of this Congress is to protect the interests of our own people and
preserve the financial solvency of our own Nation. The greatest contribution we can make for the future
peace of the world, is to keep America strong.
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Memorandum by State Department Policy Planning Staff, “Considerations Affecting the
Conclusion of a North Atlantic Security Pact” (1948)
November 23, 1948
The Policy Planning Staff wishes to invite attention to certain considerations which it feels should be
borne in mind in connection with the forthcoming negotiations for a North Atlantic Security Pact, and to
advance certain recommendations which flow therefrom:
1. MISCONCEPTIONS AS TO THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PACT
There is danger that we will deceive ourselves, and permit misconceptions to exist among our own
public and in Europe, concerning the significance of the conclusion of such a pact at this time.
It is particularly difficult to assess the role of such a pact in our foreign policy for the reason that there is
valid long‐term justification for a formalization, by international agreement, of the natural defense
relationship among the countries of the North Atlantic community. Such a formalization could
contribute to the general sense of security in the area; facilitate the development of defensive power
throughout the area; and act as a deterrent to outside aggressive forces.
It is therefore desirable, quite aside from the situation of the moment in Europe, that we proceed
deliberately, and with careful study to the elaboration and negotiation of such an agreement.
On the other hand, it is important to understand that the conclusion of such a pact is not the main
answer to the present Soviet effort to dominate the European continent, and will not appreciably
modify the nature or danger of Soviet policies.
A military danger, arising from possible incidents or from the prestige engagement of the Russians and
the western powers in the Berlin situation, does exist, and is probably increasing rather than otherwise.
But basic Russian intent still runs to the conquest of western Europe by political means. In this program,
military force plays a major role only as a means of intimidation.
The danger of political conquest is still greater than the military danger. If a war comes in the
foreseeable future, it will probably be one which Moscow did not desire but did not know how to avoid.
The political war, on the other hand, is now in progress; and, if there should not be a shooting war, it is
this political was which will be decisive.
A North Atlantic Security Pact will affect the political war only insofar as it operates to stiffen the self‐
confidence of the western Europeans in the face of Soviet pressures. Such a stiffening is needed and
desirable. But it goes hand in hand with the danger of a general preoccupation with military affairs, to
the detriment of economic recovery and of the necessity for seeking a peaceful solution to Europe's
difficulties.
This preoccupation is already widespread, both in Europe and in this country. It is regrettable; because it
addresses itself to what is not the main danger. We have to deal with it as a reality; and to a certain
extent we have to indulge it, for to neglect it would be to encourage panic and uncertainty in western
Europe and to play into the hands of the communists. But in doing so, we should have clearly in mind
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that the need for military alliances and rearmament on the part of the western Europeans is primarily a
subjective one, arising in their own minds as a result of their failure to understand correctly their own
position. Their best and most hopeful course of action, if they are to save themselves from communist
pressures, remains the struggle for economic recovery and for internal political stability.
Compared to this, intensive rearmament constitutes an uneconomic and regrettable diversion of effort.
A certain amount of rearmament can be subjectively beneficial to western Europe. But if this
rearmament proceeds at any appreciable cost to European recovery, it can do more harm than good.
The same will be true if concentration on the rearmament effort gradually encourages the assumption
that war is inevitable and that therefore no further efforts are necessary toward the political weakening
and defeat of the communist power in central and eastern Europe.
2. THE TERRITORIAL SCOPE OF THE PACT
The Policy Planning Staff is of the opinion that the scope of a pact of this sort should be restricted to the
North Atlantic area itself, and that attempts to go further afield and to include countries beyond that
area might have undesirable consequences.
The possibility of a mistake in this respect is particularly acute because we ourselves showed uncertainty
on this point in the preliminary discussions of the past summer, and the final record of the results of
those discussions left open the possibility of the Pact's being extended beyond the North Atlantic area.
This point was included largely at the insistence of the United States group. While it might do no great
harm to have this possibility left open in the final text of the Pact, the Policy Planning Staff did not then,
and does not now, agree with the thinking that lay behind this insistence.
The Staff considers that a North Atlantic security pact might properly embrace any country whose
homeland or insular territories are washed by the waters of the North Atlantic, or which form part of a
close union of states which meets this description. Under this concept, for example, Luxembourg would
properly come into such a pact through its membership in the Benelux group. But to go beyond this, and
to take in individual continental countries which do not meet this description would, in the opinion of
the Staff, be unsound, for the following reasons.
In the first place, the admission of any single country beyond the North Atlantic area would be taken by
others as constituting a precedent, and would almost certainly lead to a series of demands from states
still further afield that they be similarly treated. Failure on our part to satisfy these further demands
would then be interpreted as lack of interest in the respective countries, and as evidence that we had
"written them off" to the Russians. Beyond the Atlantic area, which is a clean‐cut concept, and which
embraces a real community of defense interest firmly rooted in geography and tradition, there is no
logical stopping point in the development of a system of anti‐Russian alliances until that system has
circled the globe and has embraced all the non‐communist countries of Europe, Asia and Africa.
To get carried into any such wide system of alliances would lead only to one of two results; either all
these alliances become meaningless declarations, after the pattern of the Kellogg Pact, and join the long
array of dead‐letter pronouncements through which governments have professed their devotion to
peace in the past; or this country becomes still further over‐extended, politically and militarily. In the
first case, we would have made light of our own word and damaged the future usefulness of Article 51
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of the United Nations Charter. In addition, we would have weakened the integrity and significance of
our own defense relationship with our neighbors of the north Atlantic community. In the second case,
we would be flying in the face of the solemn warning recently given by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
concerning the increasing discrepancy between our commitments and our military resources.
A particularly unfortunate effect of going beyond the North Atlantic area would be that we would
thereby raise for every country in Europe the question: to belong or not to belong. An issue would thus
be raised which would be in many cases unnecessary and potentially embarrassing, and in some cases
outright dangerous. If individual countries rejected membership or were refused membership, the
Russians could make political capital out of this, either way. If, on the other hand, most of the ERP
countries were permitted to join, and did so, this would amount to a final militarization of the present
dividing‐line through Europe. Such a development would be particularly unfortunate, for it would create
a situation in which no alteration, or obliteration, of that line could take place without having an
accentuated military significance. This would reduce materially the chances for Austrian and German
settlements, and would make it impossible for any of the satellite countries even to contemplate
anything in the nature of a gradual withdrawal from Russian domination, since any move in that
direction would take on the aspect of a provocative military move.
Unquestionably, there is already a strong tendency in this direction; and it may not be possible for us to
prevent a progressive congealment of the present line of division. But our present policy is still directed
(and in the opinion of the Staff, rightfully so) toward the eventual peaceful withdrawal of both the
United States and the U.S.S.R. from the heart of Europe, and accordingly toward the encouragement of
the growth of a third force which can absorb and take over the territory between the two.
Unless we are prepared consciously to depart from this policy, to renounce hope of a peaceful solution
of Europe's difficulties, and to plan our foreign policy deliberately on the assumption of a coming
military conflict, we should not do things which tend to fix, and make unchangeable by peaceful means,
the present line of east‐west division.
The Staff feels that, rather than extending membership in the pact to non‐North Atlantic powers, a
much sounder way of enhancing the sense of security of other European countries would be through
the implementation of the suggestion, contained in Paragraph 9 of Part 11 of the record of the recent
informal discussions, that the members of the pact jointly made known their interest in the security of
the given country.
This view of the Staff is without prejudice to the question of the desirability of the United States
associating itself with any further regional agreements, as for example a Mediterranean pact, which
question lies outside the scope of this paper.
Recommendations
In the light of the above, the Policy Planning Staff recommends:
a. That it be accepted as the view of this Government:
(1) That there is a long‐term need for a permanent formalization of the defense relationship among the
countries of the North Atlantic area;
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(2) That the conclusion of a North Atlantic Security Pact just at this time will have a specific short‐term
value in so far as it may serve to increase the sense of security on the part of the members of the
Brussels Pact and of other European countries; but
(3) That, nevertheless, the conclusion of the Pact is not the main answer to the Russian effort to achieve
domination over western Europe, which still appears to be primarily political in nature. The conclusion
and implementation of such a pact should therefore not be considered as a replacement for the other
steps which are being taken and should be taken to meet the Russian challenge, nor should they be
given priority over the latter.
b. That steps be taken to see that this view of the significance of a possible North Atlantic Security Pact
be made available for background to all higher officials of the Department, to Missions in the field, and
to the informational organs of this Department and other Government Departments, with a view to
keeping it before the public and to combatting opposite concepts.
c. That it be the policy of this Government not to encourage adherence to a North Atlantic Security Pact
of any country not properly a part of the North Atlantic community.
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The North Atlantic Treaty (1949)
The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith in the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United
Nations and their desire to live in peace with all peoples and all governments.
They are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and civilisation of their peoples,
founded on the principles of democracy, individual liberty and the rule of law. They seek to promote
stability and well‐being in the North Atlantic area.
They are resolved to unite their efforts for collective defence and for the preservation of peace and
security. They therefore agree to this North Atlantic Treaty :
Article 1
The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to settle any international
dispute in which they may be involved by peaceful means in such a manner that international peace and
security and justice are not endangered, and to refrain in their international relations from the threat or
use of force in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.
Article 2
The Parties will contribute toward the further development of peaceful and friendly international
relations by strengthening their free institutions, by bringing about a better understanding of the
principles upon which these institutions are founded, and by promoting conditions of stability and well‐
being. They will seek to eliminate conflict in their international economic policies and will encourage
economic collaboration between any or all of them.
Article 3
In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of this Treaty, the Parties, separately and jointly, by
means of continuous and effective self‐help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop their individual
and collective capacity to resist armed attack.
Article 4
The Parties will consult together whenever, in the opinion of any of them, the territorial integrity,
political independence or security of any of the Parties is threatened.
Article 5
The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be
considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs,
each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self‐defence recognised by Article 51 of
the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith,
individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of
armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.
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Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall immediately be reported to the
Security Council. Such measures shall be terminated when the Security Council has taken the measures
necessary to restore and maintain international peace and security .
Article 6
For the purpose of Article 5, an armed attack on one or more of the Parties is deemed to include an
armed attack on the territory of any of the Parties in Europe or North America, on the Algerian
Departments of France, on the occupation forces of any Party in Europe, on the islands under the
jurisdiction of any Party in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer or on the vessels and
aircraft in this area of any of the Parties….
Article 7
This Treaty does not affect, and shall not be interpreted as affecting in any way the rights and
obligations under the Charter of the Parties which are members of the United Nations, or the primary
responsibility of the Security Council for the maintenance of international peace and security….
Article 10
The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European State in a position to further the
principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic area to accede to this
Treaty. Any State so invited may become a Party to the Treaty by depositing its instrument of accession
with the Government of the United States of America. The Government of the United States of America
will inform each of the Parties of the deposit of each such instrument of accession.
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Sen. Robert Taft’s Critique of the North Atlantic Treaty (1949)
[…] Why did I vote against the Atlantic Pact? I wanted to vote for it‐‐at least I wanted to vote to let
Russia know that if she attacked western Europe, the United States would be in the war. I believe that
would be a deterrent to war. We issued just this warning in the Monroe Doctrine, and though we were
a much less powerful nation, it prevented aggression against Central and South America. That was only a
President’s message to Congress, and there were no treaty obligations, and no arms for other nations.
But it was one of the most effective peace measures in the history of the world. I would favor a Monroe
Doctrine for western Europe.
But the Atlantic Pact goes much further. It obligates us to go to war if at any time during the next 20
years anyone makes an armed attack on any of the 12 nations. Under the Monroe Doctrine we could
change our policy at any time. We could judge whether perhaps one of the countries had given cause for
the attack. Only Congress could declare a war in pursuance of the doctrine. Under the new pact the
President can take us into war without Congress. But, above all the treaty is a part of a much larger
program by which we arm all these nations against Russia. A joint military program has already been
made. It thus becomes an offensive and defensive military alliance against Russia. I believe our foreign
policy should be aimed primarily at security and peace, and I believe such an alliance is more likely to
produce war than peace. A third world war would be the greatest tragedy the world has ever suffered.
Even if we won the war, we this time would probably suffer tremendous destruction, our economic
system would be crippled, and we would lose our liberties and free system just as the Second World
War destroyed the free systems of Europe. It might easily destroy civilization on this earth.
There is another consideration. If we undertake to arm all the nations around Russia from Norway on
the north to Turkey on the south, and Russia sees itself ringed about gradually by so‐called defensive
arms from Norway and Denmark to Turkey and Greece, it may form a different opinion. It may decide
that the arming of western Europe, regardless of its present purpose, looks to an attack upon Russia. Its
view may be unreasonable, and I think it is. But from the Russian standpoint it may not seem
unreasonable. They may well decide that if war is the certain result, that war might better occur now
rather than after the arming of Europe is completed.
How would we feel if Russia undertook to arm a country on our border; Mexico, for instance?
Furthermore, can we afford this new project of foreign assistance? I think I am as much against
Communist aggression as anyone, both at home and abroad; certainly more than a State Department
which has let the Communists overrun all of China. But we can’t let them scare us into bankruptcy and
the surrender of all liberty, or let them determine our foreign policies. We are already spending
$15,000,000,000 on our armed forces and have the most powerful Air Force in the world and the only
atomic bomb. That, and our determination to go to war if Europe is attacked, ought to be sufficient to
deter an attack by armed force.
We are spending $7,000,000,000 a year on economic aid to build up those countries to a condition of
prosperity where communism cannot make internal progress. Shall we start another project whose cost
is incalculable, at the very time when we have a deficit of 1,800,000,000 dollars and a prospective deficit
of three to five billion? The one essential defense against communism is to keep this country financially
and economically sound. If the President is unwilling to recommend more taxes for fear of creating a
depression, then we must have reached the limit of our taxpaying ability and we ought not to start a
new and unnecessary building project.. .
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But, finally, I believe there is only one real hope of peace in the world to come‐‐an association of nations
binding itself to abide by a law governing nations and administered by a court of legal justice. Such a
judicial finding must not be subject to veto by any nation and there must be an international force to
enforce the court’s decree. Such a plan can only succeed if the public opinion of the world is educated to
insist on the enforcement of justice.
The United Nations looks in this direction but it can be improved and should be. This pact might have set
up such a system between the nations of western Europe. It unfortunately did not do so. We should
undertake to make it a model to which the United Nations may later conform. But as set up, it is a step
backward‐‐a military alliance of the old type where we have to come to each other’s assistance no
matter who is to blame, and with ourselves the judges of the law.
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