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ABSTRACT

American foreign policy is guided by many interests
and ideas. The strongest of these interests is naticnal
security, and one cf the most persistent ideas of Cold War
policy, the dominc. thecry, 1is 1inexorably 1linked to it.
Since World War Twc, the United States has intervened in
civil wars, revecluticns, and political wuprisings in ncn-
aligned and Third World naticns on the assumption that it
has strategic, economic, and ideclcgical interests in these
areas. It has fregquently used the dcminc thecry to justify
these interventions.

Operating on the assumption that the domino theory
was globally applied, this thesis examines the use of the
domino thecry in three such interventicns. Chapter 1
explores the formulaticn of the Truman Dcctrine for Greece
and Turkey in 1946; Chapter 2 is an analysis of "Operaticn
PBSUCCESS", the CIA's coup in Guatemala in 1954; and Chapter
3 examines the growing commitment tc contain Vietnamese
Communism from 1949 tc 1968. Within each of these chapters,
media reacticn to the dominc theory, and the effect that
this attenticn may have had ¢cn the theory's fortunes is also

considered.
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INTRODUCTION
THE DOMINO THEORY AND NATIONAL INSECURITY

A naticn's foreign pelicy 1s based on numercus
assumpticns, interests, and fears, many of which persist
frecm one generaticn tc ancther. Fcr example, the fear that
the defeat of one small state at the hands cf a larger,
strcnger power cculd result in the chain reaction ccllapse
cf neighbouring states -- the dcminc effect -- gces back to
the Bikle. In a matter cf days, Joshua secured victory over
the c¢cities of Makkedah, Liknah, Lachish, Gezer, Eglcn,
Hekrcen, and Debir. All cf these cities Joshua "smcte with
the edge cf the sword" and his armies "utterly destroyed all
the souls that were within."* Thucydides, cne cf whecse aims
was to create a histcrical reccerd sc that future generaticns
might better understand their cwn time, believed that the
Pelopennesian War was precipitated by the inordinate power
of Athens and the fear of s=smaller c¢ity-states such as
Cerinth that Athens might overwhelm them. In Bock Six of The

Pelcpcocnnesian War, the Athenian general Alcibiades drew up a

battle plan on the assumption that "... if Syracuse falls,
all Sicily falls with it, and Italy soon afterwards .... Sc
doc nct imagine that it is only the question of Sicily that
is under discussion; it will ke the gquestion <¢f the

Pzlcpennese."? And Demcsthenes warned his fellow Athenians
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against Philip II, saying that "he cannct rest content with
what he has conquered; he 1is always taking in more,
everywhere casting his net rcund us, while we sit idle and

do nothing."3

Fascination with and belief in the dominc effect has
been especially strong in the seccnd half of the twentieth
century. In the wake cf the Seccnd Werld War and the post-
war creation of an ideclogically bipclar werld, Americans in
particular began to bkase pclicies cn the assumpticn, and the
demince thecry -~ the noticon that Communist aggressicon in
cne state must be met and defeated in order to forestall its
crganic spread elsewhere -- was born. The dominc metaphcr
was first ccined by Dwight D. Eisenhower, whc was asked in
his press conference of 7 April 1954 tc explain the
strategic value of Indochina tc the United States. His
characteristic answer was toc be one of the earliest attempts
tc define the dominc theory:

You have, of course, both the specific
and the general when ycu talk abkout such
things.

First c¢f all, ycu have the specific
value c¢f a lccality in its production of

materials that the world needs.
Then you have the pessgibility that

many human beings pass under a
dictatorship that is inimical to the free
werld,

Finally, you have the broader
consideraticns that might follow what you
would call the "falling dominc"”

principle. You have a row of domincs set
up, yocu kncck cver the first cne, and
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what will happen tc the last one is the

certainty that it will go cver very

quickly. So ycu could have the beginning

cf a disintegraticn that would have the

mecst profound influences.?
The dominc thecry, as used by makers of American fcreign
pclicy during the Ccld War, hclds that unchecked Communist
activity in cne state will spread tc neighbcuring states,
triggering the sequential c¢ollapse of their pceclitical
systems and their replacement by Marxist c¢lients cf
Communist China c¢r the Soviet Unicn.® The United States
feared such a disintegraticn for twc basic reasons. First
there was lcss cof "real estate"® as entire gec-political
units (such as Southeast Asia) succumbed to Communism. Such
a collapse wculd kring with it the 1less of allies, raw
materials, and markets. Seccndly, there was that mcst basic
cf ccnsiderations for a nation battling an ideclcgical
cppenent: the possible lcss of influence and prestige as
nations were "picked off"”, so tc speak, cne by cne. Jonathon
Schell calls this the psychclogical demine theory.”

The demino theory was a very limiting apprcach tc
foreign policy. In effect, it caused the United States to
view any indigenous pclitical movement in the third world as
potentially Communist, and so part of a Scviet-led
internaticnal conspiracy. The State Department made this
very clear in 1987:

«++s[Mlost naticnal Communist parties

masquerade as ncrmal, patriotic political
parties, purpcrting te reflect



indigencus pclitical impulses and tc be
led by indigenous alements.... By
appearing tc support the interests c¢f the
common man, Communists endeavor to direct
his energies along lines which serve
their basic purpose: tc discredit the
estaklished society and ultimately teo
seize power cn bzhalf of the Kremlin.®
Why was there such a surrender tc sc constricting a
view of the world? As Bernard Brodie has demcnstrated, the
demine theory analyzes cause and a2ffect on a superficial
level, cften exaggerating "causal 1links" and denying the
pessibkble interventicn cof chance in the final ocutccome of a
series of events.® It was, however, for exactly those
reascns that the dcmince thecry was utilized. Simple,
dramatic, and readily visualized, the dominc image played
upon precisely the same fears cof Communism that spawned and
sustained McCarthyism. The thecory d4id not ask Americans tc
think; instead it gave them a paradigm with which tc Jjudge
all fcreign uprisings. In sc doing, it alsc preovided

implicit suppert fcr and justificaticn c¢f American economic,

diplomatic, and military interventicns cverseas.

Fcr all the histcrical impcrtance c¢f the domino
thecory, there has been surprisingly little published about
it, and much of what has appeared in print deals
specifically with Vietnam. Nc¢ survey or general histocry of
the conflict ignores the thecry; all devote a page or twoc to

its discussicn. These references, which hardly constitute a
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bedy of theory, might be supplemented with several articles
devected tc the domino thecry and Vietnam. These vary widely
in quality. Recoco Paone's "The Afro-Asian Ocean Heartland",
which appeared in 1966 is, for example, of little analytical
value. Pacne, a prcfesscr of Internaticnal Relations at the
Annapolis Naval Academy, had crafted little mcre than a
defense of Lyndon Johnson's Vietnam pclicy based on the
dominc thecry, which he, surprisingly, saw as a "seldom-
repcrted reascn why we mnust fulfill ocur commitment in
Southezast Asia."*°® At the cther extreme of the spectrum of
cpinicn is Ross Gregory's analysis cf the domince thecry in
The Encyclcpedia of American Foreign Poclicy, puklished in
1978, Gregcry reccgnizes the thecry's post-Werld War 1II
crigins, but limits his discussion to Vietnanm, and
cptimistically asserts that

in the mid-1970's the dominoc theory

lingered for mest Americans as a bkad

memcry cf a sorrowful and fruitless war,

cf a troubled time in the nation's 1life

-- a memory to be filed alcongside An Loc,

Da Nang, "Search and Destroy", and other

verbiage cf the Vietnam war.**
Actually, the domino thecry was not peculiar to Vietnam and
did nct pass cut of use when the conflict came to an end.

One school of thought which reccgnizes the

persistence of the dcminc theory beyond Vietnam also
focusses on "lessons of the past™ and their use in decision

making. Basic assumpticns o¢f this schocl, as Thomas G.

Paterscn sees them, are that Americans believe that the



present is to a great degree predetermined by the past, yet
they "are notcricusly lacking in an informed historical
consciousness.” This critical view is shared by octher
revisionist diplomatic historians, notably William Appleman

Williams.*?® Ernest R. May's "Lessons" of the Past: The Use

and Misuse of History in American Fcreign Poligy™ (1973),

his and Richard E. Neustatdt's Thinking in Time: The Uses of

History fcor Decision Makers (1986), and Gdran Rystad's

Prisoners of the Past? The Munich Syndrome and the Makers

of American Foreign Pclicy (1982) all examine the 1link

between Hitler's unchecked aggresssicn in the 1920s and the
evolution <f the domine theory after 1945,23 Not
surprisingly, politicians and diplcmats are condemned for
their simplistic reascning. May, Neustadt, and Rystad point
out the false analogies drawn by American decision-makers.
Eurcpe in the 1930s bore nc resemblance to the nuclear,
bipolar werld cf the 1950s and 1960s. Paterscn and political

sclientists such as Stan Persky (America, the Last Domino,

1984) have in turn shifted the focus of this schocl away
from explaining the invclvement in Vietnam as a preoduct of
Hitler's aggressicn. Now they study American attitudes
towards Central America as having been shaped by Vietnam.**
There is 1little with which to gquikbkle in this 1line cof
argument; by the same token, there is little to add. One
might gquestion, however, how complete a history of the

domino thecry this type of narrow, intellectual analysis



provides, since it dces not really take intc account pcopular
and media conceptions. Paterson, who does discuss popular

percepticns in an article ccauthored with Les K. Adler, "Red

Fascism: The Merger of Nazi Germany and Scviet Russia in
the American Image of Totalitarianism, 1930s -- 1980s", is
an exception in this regard.?® Nevertheless, a broader

picture of the dominc thecry's fortunes is needed.

That brcader picture has not yet arrived, althcugh
scheoclars such as Gabriel Kolkc and Jerome Slater have argued
that the ccntainment policy and its Justification, the

cmine theory, were at the heart <f America's cest-war
pclicy fcor the Third World. Kolko writes that "gecpclitical
analcgies and linkages in the form of the domino theory”
were mcore instrumental in shaping scme policies --~his best
example is Vietnam-- than the "traditional" eccnomic and
pclitical stakes, although these always remained the basis
of any peclicy.*® Slater argues that the mcst important
element of the dcmino thecry was national security, which he
cites as being "implicit" in the theory.*” Actually,
naticnal security was the one unifying theme in the various
permutations cf the dcminc thecry, and was explicitly stated
in public proncuncements of the thecry. Defined by the
United States' ideological, political, military, and
eccnemic interests, natiocnal security was nct exclusive to
the dcmino thecry, and it did nct set the thecry apart from

the rest of America's Ccld War rhetcric. As Kolke



insinuates, scmething else was superimpcsed c¢n  the
traditional basis of policy. Decision-makers searched in
the past fcr guidance, and their fear for the future cf the
world and their country led them back to Hitler and the
folly of appeasement. They scught tc dispel their fear, but
succeeded only in enlarging it. That exaggeration and self-

perpetuaticon is what best characterizas the dcminc theory.

This study proposes to analyze the relationship of
the dominc theory tc three American interventions abrocad:
the provisicn cof aid tc Greece and Turkey in 1947, the
executicn cf a counter-revolutionary coup in Guatemala in
1924, and the campaign against Ccmmunism in Vietnam from
1949 tc 1968. While the three cases under consideration by
nc means constitute the only applicaticns of the domino
theory 1in this pericd -- it was, for example, a prime
censideration in Harry S Truman's decision to intervene in
Korea in 1950*® -- they aptly demonstrate that the theory
was applied on a glcbal scale. Using them as guidepcsts, it
is alsc possikle tc examine the interaction between the
media and decisicon-makers and to understand how media
attention affected the use and the credibility of the
thecry. A comparative analysis alsc precvides the
cppcrtunity to follow its criginsg and the changes that it
went through from 1947 tc 1968. The domino theory was, in

many ways, a caricature. Exactly how it was drawn, and the



respcnse it generated cver a twenty year pericd will be

examined in the fcllowing chapters.



CHAPTER ONE
THE TRUMAN DOCTRINE: CREATION OF A THREAT

In presenting this situation to the
American people, President Truman has put
in official words what has been apparent
to any observer of the international
scene for many months. But the fact that
he did so, and the manner in which he did
so, make his address an event of the
first magnitude.?

The domino theory, although it was to achieve
enornous hold on the minds of some diplomats, was never a
formal statement of policy. Rather, it was a broad assump-
tion based on the anti-Communism that inspired much of U.S.
foreign policy in the period after 1945. The experience of
facing up te Hitler's Germany was not lost on the Americans
in their postwar dealings with the Soviet Union. Truman
spelled this out in 1947: "There isn't any difference in
totalitarian states. I don't care what you call them, Nazi,
Communist, or Fascist...."? Labelling the Soviets "Red
Fascists", Americans genuinely feared Communist subversion
of the United States. Francis P. Matthews of the American
Chamber of Commerce asserted that "...the greatest current
danger, now that the Fascist and Nazi axis was defeated in
World War Two, comes from the Communists."® The post-war

fear of Communism is evident too in Gallup poll results of

the period. Surveys conducted in mid-April 1947 found that

10
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61% of Americans guestioned believed that members of the
American Communist Party were more loyal to the Soviet Union
than to the United States; the same percentage also felt
that membership in the American Communist Party should be
forbidden by law.® The war-ravaged Soviet Union was
identified as an unscrupulous totalitarian power capable cof
pesing a threat to the security of the United States.

What was the basis for this identification of the
Soviet Union with Nazi Germany? The answer lies partly in
the so-called "Munich Syndrome"® and its application te
post-war Soviet policy in Eastern Europe. The Munich
Syndrome held that yielding to aggression would only beget
further aggression, as in the case of Czechoslovakia. For
American policymakers, however, the "lesson" of Munich was
not simply that aggression bred aggression, but also that a
totalitarian aggressor determined to spread its ideology was
a threat to freedom and security. As Ernest R. May notes,
not only were Truman and his advisers repelled by Comnmunist
ideology, they also measured Stalin on the same moral scale
they had used to calibrate Hitler.® Secretary of the Navy
James Forrestal, calling for an in depth study of the "moral
and philosophical foundations" of Communism in order that
the United States might better understand the purpose of
Soviet foreign policy and thereby better counter it, noted
in January 1946 that it might be tempting to ridicule such

L]

an analysis but, "... we should always remember that we also
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laughed at Hitler."”7 Implicit in the "lessons" of Munich was
the idea that appeasement woculd result in a chain reaction
(or domino-like) collapse of nations.® Whether the aggressor
was a Nazi or a Communist state made 1little or no
difference. Incidentally, the Soviets, having created a
"buffer" =zone in Eastern Europe, devised their own domino
theory, which Nikita Khrushchev outlined in his memoirs:

...1f the counter-revolutionaries [in

Hungary in 19561 did succeed and NATO

tock root in the midst of Socialist
countries, it wculd pose a sericus threat

to Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and
Rumania, not to mention the Scviet Union
itself.®

For Americans, however, it was their own application
cf the Munich Syndrome that was valid. When the decision was
made at the Yalta Conference tc allow the Soviet Union three
votes at the United Nations, Republican Senator Arthur
Vandenberg (and others) were furious, as Vandenberg related
in his diary entry of 2 April 1945: "There is a general
disposition to stop this Stalin appeasement. 1t has to stop
sometime. Every new surrender makes it more difficult."2°
Gallup recorded in May 1946 that 58% felt that "Russia is
trying to build herself up to be the ruling power of the
world," while only 29% felt that the Soviets were pursuing a
defensive policy. Sixteen months later, only 18% thought
Russian pclicy toc be cne of self-defense; 76% decided that
the Russians were bent on world domination.®? The Munich

Syndrome, combined with the intense anti-Communism of Cold
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War America, was therefore a contributing factor tc the
emergence and development of the dominc theory.

The first milestone in this process came early in
1947. The persistence of a Communist insurgency 1in Greece
and pressure from the Soviet Union on the Turkish government
tc share control of the Dardanelles, combined with the
British decision to pull ocut of the area for financial
reasons, made the Truman Administration fearful for the
maintenance of Western influence in that region. It was
essential to keep a foothold in the Balkans and the Near
East not cnly to maintain the balance of power, but also tc
safeguard American access to the oil reserves of the Middle
East. A domino-like collapse of this "Northern Tier", which
included Iran as well as Greece and Turkey, would seriously
compromise these interests. The Truman Doctrine reflected
this worry, although it aveoided detailed economic and
strategic analyses. Thanks to an energetic public relations
campaign, it provided the American public with easily
understocd, dramatic images of the Communist threat tc Greek
freedom, and thereby rallied support around the government
position. It is difficult to determine tc what extent
officials sincerely believed in the possibility c¢f a domino
-like collapse of nations. What can be ascertained,
however, is how often and in what form domino images (or
"demine thinking") appeared in policy papers and memoranda.

By examining such documents, it should be possible to get
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some idea of how widely this form of thinking prevailed. A
parallel analysis of the press should indicate the extent of
popular acceptance of domino thinking outside the foreign

pelicy estaklishment.

On 21 February 1947, the State Department received
foermal werd from the British Foreign Office that Great
Britain, financially crippled by her war debt, faltering
industrial economy, and a brutal winter, could noc longer
provide the $250 million in military and econcmic aid that
had been guaranteed to Greece and Turkey.2 On 12 March,
President Harry S Truman appeared before Congress to
anncunce what wculd soon become known as the Truman
Doctrine: a request for 6400 million in aid tc the two
nations and the commitment of each American citizen to
battle Communism on every front, to "...help free peoples to
maintain their free institutions and their national
integrity against aggressive movements that seek to impose
upon them totalitarian regimes."*® What had transpired in
the intervening nineteen days was not, as Truman himself has
asserted, a sudden and radical re-orientation of American
foreign policy.** oOther crucial stages in the evolution of
the post-war policy o©f containment included George F.
Kennan's "Long Telegram” of 22 February 1946, his article on
containment and Soviet conduct which appeared in Foreign

Affairs in July 1947 under the pseudonym 'X', and American
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reaction to Soviet activity in Iran and Turkey in 1945 -
1946. The innovateory significance of the Truman Dcctrine was
that it introduced the domino theory tc American foreign
policy. While the basic objectives in the Near East were to
maintain Western influénce in the balance of power and to
safeguard American trade and cil interests, the presentation
of the program to Congress and the American pecple had to be
altruistic in tone, while at the same time making the
exigency of the situation immediately apparent. A
rhetorical device was needed, one that would play on the
anxiety of post-war America and transform that fear inteo a
crusade. Recalling the Franco-British appeasement of
Hitler, and the rapidity with which he subsequently engulfed
Eurcpe, members cf the White House staff were struck by the
prospect for sequential collapse. Dwight D. Eisenhower's
actual metaphor was not invoked, but the domino theory was

well on its way.

Why did it originate in the Near East less than tweo
years after the end of the war? Summarizing his decision
to aid Greece and Turkey, Truman recounted in 1956 the
"lessons"” of Munich and World War II:

We had fought a long and costly war to
crush the totalitarianism of Hitler, the
insclence of Mussolini, and the arrogance
cf the warlords of Japan. Yet the new
menace facing us seemed every bLbit as
grave as Nazi Germany and her allies had
been.*%
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The antagonism that the United States felt towards the
Soviet Union was based on more than this dubious analogy
with the past, however. In February 1946, the American
chargé d'affaires in Moscow, George F. Kennan, was asked tec
explain the sources of Soviet conduct, specifically the
Kremlin's refusal to contribute tc the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund. Kennan's reply, the "Long
Telegram" of 22 February, provided Washington with a model
for interpreting Soviet activities and an advisement on how
to deal with the Soviet Union.'® The Scviets, wrote Kennan,

+

believed that they lived in an envircnment of "capitalist

encirclement”. Their "neurotic view of world affairs”, he
continued, was based on a "... traditiocnal and instinctive
Russian sense of insecurity."*” Having ncted this, Kennan
made a crucial Jump from defining the insecurity to
explaining the Soviet method of dealing with it. Not only
weculd the Scviets be unwilling to negotiate with the United
States, but they would protect their borders through a
"patient but deadly struggle for {thel total destruction”2®
of the United States. Kennan then c¢learly outlined the
rationale for the identification of reformist or
reveluticnary movements with international Communism:

«+s Soviet purposes must always be

clethed in [thel trappings of

Marxism....[Iln [its] new guise of

international Marxism, with its honeyed

promises to a desperate and war-torn

cutside world, it is more dangerous and
insidious than ever before.*®
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Arguing that the most likely targets c¢f Scoviet expansion
were going toc be politically and economically weak nations,
Kennan invoked a metaphor which prefigured the domino thecry
in its likening of world communism to a "malignant parasite

which feeds only ¢n diseased tissue.”2°

Kennan made this appraisal in the middle of the first
Near Eastern crisis faced by the Truman Administration.
Between November 1945 and June 1946, the Americans and
British faced cff against the Soviets in Iran, the site of a
"unique exercise in Allied co-cperation"2? during World War
IT. In an attempt tc guarantee an Allied supply route to
tha U.S.S.R., a Jjcint British - Russian invasion cf Iran was
undertaken in August 1941, and Russia occupied the northern
provinces of Iran. This occupation was to become a source
of Cold War conflict. At the Yalta Conference in February
1945, Stalin declined tc consider the possibility of
withdrawing Allied troops from Iran. Once victory had been
achieved in Europe, Iran requested a total Allied withdrawal
within six months, but troops were pulled ocut only from
Teheran. Further discussions were postponed until September,
when an exchange of notes between Britain and the Soviet
Union agreed tec a pull-cut date of 2 March 1946€. In the
meantime, the Soviets, hoping to exact a large oil
concessicn, tightened their <control of the Northern

provinces, where they had already limited the the power of
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Iranian administrators, police, and armed forces. The
United States, regarding a consolidation of Scviet power as
a threat to Iranian sovereignty and therefore American trade
and investment, reacted quickly to these measures and to a
Scviet call feor the independence of the province of
Azerbaijan.2?? When, on 9 November 1946, Iranian and Soviet
troops clashed at Qazvin, Loy Henderson, chief cf the State
Department Division of Near Eastern Affairs, expressed
concern about a possible loss of American prestige. If the
United States did not support Iranian protests against the
Scviet Union, he argued, then other small natiocns would lose
confidence in the United States, and come to regard its
assurances as so much empty rhetoric.23 Henderson was in
effect articulating the psycheological domino theory a full
twenty years before it was tc cripple the Johnson
Administraticn's policy making process in Vietnam. The
Americans also foresaw the possibility of sequential
collapse if the Soviets were allowed tc "...sweep unimpeded
across Turkey ... into the Mediterranean and across Iran ...
intc the Indian Ocean."2% The United States tock the case
to the U.N. General Assembly, which in March 1946, when the
Russians had amassed troops at the Iranian border, ordered
them to withdraw. By December, the Soviet trocops were
gecne, and the Iranians had put down the wuprising 1in

Azerbaijan. America celebrated a Ccld War victory.
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The next crisis of the Near East intensified the
American commitment tc keeping the Soviet Union ocut of the
Mediterranean. In August 1946, Stalin informed the Turkish
government that the Soviet Union wished tc share contrcl of
the Dardanelles Straits, a strategic link between Soviet
ports on the Black Sea and the Mediterranean. Despite the
fact that Franklin D. Roocsevelt and Winston Churchill had
assured Stalin in October 1944 that he had every right to
this access to the Mediterranean, the United States
interpreted Stalin's request in 1946 as a threat to the
integrity of the Near and Middle East.®® U.S. Ambassadcr to
Turkey Edwin C. Wilson concluded that Scviet interest in the
Straits was merely a disguised effort to subsume Turkey. He
ncted that a takecver of Turkey would represent the loss of
"...the last barrier...in [thel way [cf] Soviet advance to
[the] Persian Gulf and Suez."2S Following quickly upon
Wilson's analysis came a more detailed breakdcwn by Acheson,
Forrestal, and Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson. They
feared that the Soviet Union was moving trocps intc Turkey
for "the ostensible purpose cf enforcing the joint control
of the Straits", but were actually planning a takeover.
Having made this assumption (nct an unreascnable cne, given
the Soviet reluctance toc move out of 1Iran), Acheson,
Forrestal, and Patterson envisaged a sequential collapse of
the Near East. Control of Turkey, they pointed cut, could

make it "extremely difficult, if not impossible, to prevent
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the Scviet Union from obtaining control over Greece and ...
the whole Near and Middle East.” The memo did not
demonstrate undue concern for economic interests in the
area, but it did express the fear that "American and, 1in
fact, all Western influences" might be lcst there if the
Soviets were allowed tec assert predominance. Echoing
Henderson's 1945 fear that Iran and other small nations
would lcse faith in the United States' ability tc defend
them, Acheson, Forrestal, and Patterson worried that
"...without [thel] assurance of support from the United
States", Turkey's faith in the United Nations might be
shaken.2?7 The mcst significant aspect c¢f the memc, however,
was the firm grounding that it gave the domino theory.
Scviet troops in Turkey, or bases in the Dardanelles, it was
argued, would

s+« 1in the natural course cf events

results [sic] in Greece and the whole

Near and Middle East, including the

Eastern Mediterranean, falling under

Soviet control and in those areas being

cut coff from the Western world.=28
Carrying the possibilities for c¢ollapse further, they
indicated that a "foothold" in the region weculd facilitate a
Scviet effort to convert India and China to Communism.22 In
a response tc the perceived challenge, Truman strengthened

naval units in the area, and mcved in the aircraft carrier

Franklin D. Roosevelt. The Scviets backed off.3°
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The Iranian and Turkish crises were full cof
implicaticns for the development c¢f the domino theory.
Successful diversion of the Scoviets solidified belief in the
fclly of appeasement, and c¢onsequently bolstered the
American conviction that the Scviet aggressicn should be
quickly and forcefully met. But the "victory" cf Iran and
Turkey was ambiguocus. Although the Soviets had backed down,
there was no guarantee that they weculd not try again to gain
controcl of the Straits. Nor was was it safe to assume that
they would not try breaking through cther pressure pcints in
the Balkans. The Americans were not convinced that Soviet
expansicnism had stopped with Turkey. There was, cf course,
ancther vclatile nation in the Balkans: Greece, which was in
the throes of c¢ivil war. Fcllowing on the heels of the
Soviet manouvers in Iran and Turkey, Truman and his Cabinet
saw the internal clash between the Right and the Left in
Greece as a Scviet~inspired conspiracy to eventually gain
centrecl cf the Near and Middle East. The events of 1945 -
1946 defined the Near East as the first battle zcne of the
Ccld War, and had committed the Truman Administration tc the
defense of the region. Having decided that the Soviets were
in fact trying tc absorb the region into their sphere of
influence, and having twice guaranteed Near Eastern nations
that the United States would prevent this from happening,
the Americans became trapped by the psychological dominc

theory. If the United States did not continue tc guarantee
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protection, these nations would lose faith and thus be lest
for democracy anyway.

The situation in Greece was a legacy cf the German
occupaticn which had lasted frcm April 1941 to September
1944.3* The Germans had invaded Greece as part of the
Balkan campaign, MARITA, and resistance toc their occupaticn,
composad of a monarchist mincrity and a Leftist majority,
the National Liberation Front (EAM), developed almost
immediately. The EAM, although feormed by the Greek
Communist Party (KKE), was not itself exclusively communist.
It was an extremely strong and popular movement, with an
estimated 1944 membership of abcut 1.5 million people, abcut
90% of the total involved in the Resistance. In addition,
it had recruited and trained the National Pecples' Army of
Liberaticn (ELAS), a guerilla army of about 50,000 men.
Althcugh Greece was liberated by the British in the autumn
of 1944, the Resistance movement did not end. Britain, the
Allied partner entrusted with the reconstruction cf Greece,
supported the monarchist Right, afraid that the EAM, on the
basis of its wartime popularity, might assume a strong role
in Greek poclitics, Britain therefore continued the war
against the EAM and ELAS, assuring the Right's accession to
power., The Right was nct confident of its hold on the
reins cf government, however, and undertocok a campaign of
viclent repression to consolidate its position. Such

activity only served to strengthen resistance to the Right
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and support fcr the EAM. By the summer of 1946, the KKE was
directly involved in the rebellion, which, it appeared,
would become a victory for the Left.32 Truman and his
advisers incorrectly assumed that the KKE was being
supperted by the Soviet Union. The KKE was recelving
external support, but from Yugoslavia, nct the Russians.32
Echoing Kennan's February 1946 assessment of the Soviet
Unicn as a parasite, but failing tc recognize the beginnings
of the Tito-Stalin split, Truman ncted in his memoirs that
"[tlhe Communists, of ccurse, thrived on the continuing
cenditicns of misery, starvation, and economic ruin. Mcscow
and the Balkan satellite countries were now rendering cpen
support to the EAM,"34

This was a distinct change from the wartime analysis
of the EAM, which was characterised by U.S. Army Intelli-
gence in 1943 as having nec directicon from the Soviet
Unicon.®*% The pcint is that the intellectual and political
milieu had changed since 1943, Kennan's telegram was
certainly 1influential, but sc were examples of Soviet
attempts at aggrandisement in Eastern Eurcpe, Iran, and
Turkey. Despite the facts that the Soviets had quieted down
since the Turkish incident (recognized by the United States
as a "'tempcrary retreat'"), that "'hundreds of thousands'"
of Scviet soldiers were being discharged, and that Stalin
had indicated in 1944 that he was not especially interested

in administering Greece after the War,3® the Americans and
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the British continued to link the EAM with the USSR,
particularly when it became apparent in 1946 that ELAS was
winning the Greek Civil War. Dean Acheson believed that an
ELAS victeory was synonymous with Soviet victory, as he
indicated in Octcker 1946:

N strained international relations

focussing on Greece may result in early

major crisis which may be a deciding

factor in [thel future orientation of

Near and Middle Eastern countries. It is

cf importance tc US security that Greece

remains independent and in charge of her

ocwn affairs, and we are prepared tc take

suitakbkle measures te support [thel

territcrial and political integrity [cf]

Greece,?”

By February 1947 it had become impcssible for Britain
tc continue in her role as guarantcr cof the Greek Right.
Turning to the United States, she found a partner with full
knowledge c¢f the situation and gquite prepared tc take cver
the full burden of Greece. The British had first indicated
that they would require American economic assistance in the
fall cf 194%; in January 1946, Truman had urged the Greeks
tc undertake a policy of economic stabilisation., The United
States alsc contributed $260 million in aid in 1946, and had
offered "technical advice on ... economic problems" thrcugh
an economic missicn headed by Paul Porter.?® Truman noted
in 1956 that he was expecting the British to ask for further
aid 1in 1947, as he had reports on 3 February that British

trocps would be pulling ocut of Greece, and on 20 February

that Britain c¢ould no longer afford to provide aid to
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Greece. The actual regquest, however, "came sooner than ...
expected."®*® The problem now lay in explaining the decision

tc aid Greece to the Congress and the American pecple.

Truman apparently feared a renewal o¢f American
isclaticnism in 1947, and felt that he had "a very gccd
picture" of the glckal repercussions of such an eventuality.
Withocut American assistance, peripheral ccuntries such as
Greece and Turkey would be sucked intc the Communist
vortex, while demccracy in key naticns like France and Italy
wculd gradually wither away as their Ccmmunist parties,
under the careful eye cof Mcther Russia, grew in influence.4°
Truman did nct, however, think that Congress and the
American people were as aware as he of the gravity of the
internaticnal situation. He therefcre decided tc make his
12 March speech anncuncing the program of aid for Greece and
Turkey as strong as possible. He "...wanted nc hedging in
this speech. This was America's answer to the surge of
expansion <f Cecmmunist tyranny. It [had] to ke free and
clear of dcubkle talk."<? Truman's device fcor frightening
Americans cut of their supposed isclationist shell was, of
ccurse, the portent of sequential cocllapse, the progressicn
cf dceminces tumkling headlcng across Eurocpe and then up to
the dcors cof the White Hcuse itself.

But was Truman really preaching tc an isclationist

audience? In his memcirs, he linked his fears of pcst-
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Werld War II isolationism, naturally encugh, to the strong
isolationism that had followed Werld War I.%2 This was an
erroneous connection, for the twe post-war situations were
remarkably dissimilar. The United States' retreat from
werld affairs in 1919 was accompanied by the belief that the
League of Nations weculd be capable of defusing international
tensions. That cf course turned cut not tc be the case. It
also became apparent with the Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor that the United States' geographical positicen no
longer assured national security. Isolationism was
definitely not cn the agenda in Octoker 1945, when Gallup
asked whether or nct it would be bkest for the United States
te take an active part in world affairs. While 10% cof the
respondants had nc opinion, 71% felt that the United States
shculd remain active; only 19% favoured isclationism.“3® And
if Truman felt that aid to Greece and Turkey was toc be post-
War America's first demonstration of her commitment to
internaticnalism, he was wrong on that ccunt as well. The
foermation of the United Nations, and utilization of the
Security Council for resclving the Iranian and Turkish
crises had surely been evidence of this new
internationalism, as was Truman's threat to make the Soviets
back down thrcugh military interventicn. While it cannoct be
asserted that isoclationist sentiment did not exist amocng the
American populace or in the Republican controlled Senate, it

is certain that Truman was preaching the virtues of his



Doctrine in a much different atmosphere from that which he
described in his memcirs. He overestimated the danger that

the American people were reverting to isclationism.

So Truman did nct really have to convince Americans
that internationalism was the one and only path tc creating
a werld safe for democracy. He did, hcwever, need to
explain the sources of Scviet <c¢onduct and thereby
raticnalize his policy. He alsc had to mobilize support for
making this internationalism a crusade and Americans the
liocnhearted crusaders. These twe prcblems cculd be solved
tcgether. Truman and his advisers truly believed that the
Scviet Union was determined tc create a communist world, and
they felt that if the Scviets were able tc get this process
started in the Near East, a chain reaction would follow.
His speech neatly divided the world in two: a free half,
ruled by the "will of the majority" and characterised by
free institutions, representative government, and free
electicns; and an unfree half, governed through the
"forceful imposition of the will of a minority", and
characterised by "terror and oppression, a controlled press
and radic, fixed elections, and the suppressicn of personal
freedcoms. "4 Only c¢ne half of the world would survive,
Truman ccntinued. The United States cculd assert itself as
the defender of freedom, or it cculd be subsumed, aleng with

the rest of the world, by the unnamed menace, the Soviet



Unicn.
It is necessary only toc 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 shculd fall under

the contrel of an armed minocrity, the

effect upon its neighbcur, Turkey, wculd

be immediate and seriocus. Confusion and

discorder might well spread thrcughcut the

entire Middle East.

Moreover the disappearance c¢f Greece

as an independent state would have a

prcfound effect upon those countries in

Eurcpe whose peoples are struggling

against great difficulties tc¢ maintain

their freedoms and their independence

while they repair the damages cf war.?®3®
Sc spoke Truman before a Jjoint session c¢f Congress on 12
March 1947, thus providing the first public enunciatiocn cof
the domino theory. The fall of Greece would cause the fall
cf Turkey, still under Scviet pressure tc relinguish control
cf the Dardanelles. There would also be psycholcgical
effects: most likely on France and Italy, grappling with
increasingly influential Communist parties. This public
pronouncement, as has been shown, came after initial
concerns for the integrity of Iran and Turkey. The handling
cf these events was not as significant tc the development of
the dcmince theory as the annocuncement ¢f the Truman Dcctrine
was, because the fear of sequential collapse was nct cited
as the raison d'étre of the pclicy. Neither were Iran and
Turkey as significant in terms of actual policy, since they

were treated as isolated incidents.

The United States was nct ccnvinced that its acticns



in Iran and Turkey had brought Soviet aggrandisement tc a
cemplete halt. The American Ambassador tc the U.S.S.R.,
Walter Bedell Smith, analysing the effectiveness cf American
acticn in Iran and Turkey, doubted that the appeal to the
Security Council and the strengthening cf naval forces in
the Mediterranean had accomplished any long term gcals. "We
have no dcubt," he telegraphed Secretary cf State James F.
Byrnes on 8 January 1947, "that ([thel Kremlin will resume
attempts to encroach on Iranian sovereignty and that it will
continue attempts to encrocach on Turkish sovereignty."#S
Smith defined the reasons for Soviet aggressicn in the Near
East in much the same manner as had Achescon, Forrestal, and
Patterscon in August 1946. Alsoc reflecting the influence cf
Kennan, Smith acknowledged "considerations of security”, as
Turkey represented tc the Kremlin, "a corridor fcr attack on
[the]l] U.S.S.R.", but emphasized that the Soviets had
econconic motives as well. He then added that there might be
a vindicatory element 1in Soviet strategy: they were
"determinledl toc sever [thel British Empire Jugular at
Suez."*? The mcst significant parf of the telegram explcred
the psychological impact of Soviet activity (and American
inactivity) in the area. Once again, it was made very clear
that smaller nations depended cn the security prcmised by
the United States and the United Nations. Smith was
++«. inclined tc conclude that Turkey can

rely only -- as must all of us menaced by
[thel Kremlin's predatory policy -- on



[thel wider assurance of indivisible

security of [thel non-Soviet  world

guaranteed by [the] UN.%8
It was therefcre the duty of the United States and the UN tc
guarantee Turkey's defense. On 20 January Byrnes, still
cocncerned about Soviet pressure con Turkey, and undcubtedly
influenced by Smith's analysis, cabled the American embassy
in Ankara that the United States' positicon was and always
had been that Turkey should be respcnsible for the
Dardanelles. This wculd nct sit well with the Soviet Union,
and Byrnes c¢onsequently feared that the Scviets might
actually attack Turkey. He defined the implications of such
an attack only vaguely, stating that the "resulting
situation would constitute [al threat tc internaticnal
security."?? Byrnes was no doubt alluding tc the possibility
of the collapse c¢f the Near East, which would sericusly
compremise the integrity of Europe and the Middle East.

In these crucial days leading up tc the formation of
the Truman Doctrine (the annocuncement cf British withdrawal
from Greece was just cover a month away), Turkey was not the
only Near Eastern nation under the State Department's close
scrutiny. Byrnes, apparently already committed to aiding
Greece, expressed concern about the viability of an American
aid preogram. On 2 January 1947, he outlined the American
interpretaticn of the Greek political crisis. It was not a
picture cof Communist strength that he suggested; instead, he

argued, the problem was that international Communism was
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infiltrating left wing groups and pclarising them. Those
leftists and centrists who cculd not accept Communism wculd
gravitate to the Right. Therein lay the problem: the
American pecple would net support aid to a Rightist
government,5° especially if they knew that the cppcsition to
that government was not necessarily Communist-~dominated.

' estimation of the Greek political environment

Byrnes
was not echced by Mark Ethridge, the American representative
on the UN Commission of Investigation in Greece. Ethridge
argued that the Soviets, "feverish" in their desire to
remain in Greece, were directly fomenting discontent there
in crder to delay the wecrk cof the Ccocmmission,®? namely,
stabilising Greece. He made a bgcld statement concerning
Greece's future, one which implied a universal acceptance of
the domino theory. He was, he said,

...convinced and this c¢convicticn is

shared by cther members of [thel

Commission that [thel Scviets feel that

Greece 1is [al ripe plum ready tc fall

into their hands in a few weeks.S52
Contrary tc Byrnes' earlier analysis, Ethridge argued that
in the wake of decreasing Greek Army enlistment and mcrale,
and increasing numbers of desertions and losses, "Ccmmunist
membership and boldness [were] increasing." He agreed with
Byrnes that the Right-wing gocvernment of Greece was not
pepularly supported.s3

But Ethridge might very well have been exaggerating

the situaticn. Gecrge C. Marshall, who tocck over as



Secretary of State in February, received a communigqué from
the American chargéd d'affaires in England twc days after
Ethridges's note cf 17 February. Waldemar J. Gallman was
curt in his dismissal of what he considered a panicky
appralsal by Ethridge:
Reperts from British scurces in Greece

de not confirm seriousness c<f internal

Greek position as presented by Ethridge.

Neither British Embassy nor [Richard T.]

Windle [a British representative c¢n the

Commission] have indicated [that] they

coensider Greece a ripe plum to fall into

Communist hands in [al few weeks.=%
Gallman also questiconed Ethridge's estimation of decreasing
mcrale and suppert for the Government, and the increase in
support for the Communists.®% Gallman's communiqué suggests
the peculiarly American nature of dominc-thinking.
Apparantly, 1t was not shared by the British government,
which was facing the same threat and which had always had a
stake in the Eastern Mediterranean.

The ncte certainly points to a degree cof divisicon in
the Administration regarding the immediate vulnerability of
Greece, but it dces not necessarily indicate that the
possibility of the Near East's overturning was rejected cut
cf hand by Gallman, cor that his message cut mere ice in
Washington than Ethridge's did. On the contrary, Ethridge’'s
assessment went cover more successfully because it reflected

the dcminc-thinking that had begun with Iran and Turkey.

Gallman's assessment of the Greek political situation was



capable of raising tcc many doubts about the directicn that
Anmerican pclicy should take. Ethridge, on the cther hand,
knew that he was presenting a dramatic analysis tec a
sympathetic audience when he wrote that "lthe Statel
Department <f ccurse understands all implications as to Near
East."®% Although he felt that the concept of a sequential
ccllapse cf ccntiguous nations in the Near East was fully
comprehended in Washington, Ethridge did not credit
strategists there with a full understanding of the
psycheclcgical impact of Greece's ccllapse. He said that
cenversaticns with fellcw ccmmissicners frcom Britain,
France, China, and Colombkia made clear their concerns that
distant states were as tied toc the future cf Greece as were
Turkey and Iran. The French ambtassadcr, he rapcrted,

said to me this morning that he was sure

France cculd ncot stand [thel pressure if

Greece through inadequate support of

Britain and America fell intc [thel

Soviet orbit.®7
Furthermore, Ethridge did nct even feel that these nations
had been tctally assured by America's rebuff of the Soviets
in Azerbaijan and Turkey. Tc them, the matter had "gone
beyond [thel probing state and [was] now an all-cut
cffensive fcr the kill."s®

Ethridge did not let go cf the domino thecry when he

received word cf Gallman's criticism. He dismissed Windle's

pcint c¢f view Lkecause, in his estimaticn, Windle was nct

reliabkle and disagreed with every other member o¢f the



Commission. According to Ethridge, Windle "blows hot and
cold but he has said tc me three or four times that I[thel
situaticn 1is ‘'sticky' and ‘extremely bad'"®? Ethridge
certainly operated con the assumption that the dominc theocry
was valid; he informed Marshall that he was £framing his
discussions with his fellow c¢ommissicners arcund that
pattern of thought. Ethridge was <convinced that the
Americans had to take a firm stand in Greece, cor else see
the progress made in Turkey and Iran reversed. He paused tc
wonder:

If that force is released, where dces it

stop? At France? Italy? The Middle

East and North Africa? Or dces success

make it go beyond that to China and the

Far East?€°®
Ethridge then bolstered his argument even further with
eloquent refarence to the psycholcgical domino theory. "If

”

we let [{Greecel go," he wrcte, "I think we must realize that
there also goes the hope cf many other nations, including
the small ones who gratefully lcok on the U.S. at the moment
as a coclcssus,"Ss?t

The nctes that H.M. Sichel, First Secretary of the
British Emkassy in Washington, delivered to Lcy Henderson on
21 February dealt with the internal ccnsequences of the
"ccllapse" of Greece and Turkey: poverty, starvation, and
degeneration of the military, as well as (specific to

Turkey) the possibility that cutside aggression could not be

repulsed. Washington's reaction was as predictable as Joseph
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M. Jcnes has argued the British withdrawal to be. The men

whe had "lived daily, hourly -- had so lived for several
years -- with the problems arising cut of the crumkling cf
British power from the eastern Mediterranean ... and the

relentless proking and pressing of the Soviet Union"$2
immediately began drafting the pclicy that wculd become the
Truman Dccrine. Marshall was away from Washington when the
nctes were received by Henderson, whe in turn relayed the
information tc Under-Secretary Dean Achescon. Achescn gave
Marshall a breakdcwn of the request con Mcnday, 24 February.
He exhibited full faith in the analyses provided by Ethridge
earlier in the month and advised Marshall that

The notes pcint cut that, without this

aid, the independence o<f Greece and

Turkey will nct survive. This of course

means that they and the rest of the

Middle East will £fall under Russian

contrcl, ®3
Acheson did not feel that he had to resort tc analcgy to
make his point. He could ncot have been any more emphatic in
his conviction that the Near and Middle East would surely
collapse if either Greece or Turkey turned tc Communism. In
additicon to taking Ethridge's analysis <f the Greek
situaticn at face wvalue, Acheson alsc believed that the
British were "wholly sincera" and that "the situation [wasl
as critical as they stateldl". Marshall accepted Acheson's

peint of view, as did Forrestal and Patterson.$4

A special ccmmittee tc  study the granting cof



assistance tc Greece and Turkey was fcrmed immediately. 1In
its first meeting, John D. Hickerson, Deputy Director cf the
Office of Eurcpean affairs, picked up con the suggesticn that
the prcgram be announced as part of a gleocbal pclicy, and
recommended that it be presented tc Congress "in such a
fashion as tc electrify the American people." Although the
entire ccmmittee was nct in agreement on this,®5 Hicker-
son's point was taken,®% and the drafting cof the Truman
Dcctrine speech centered around "electrifying” the Congress
and the American pecple. Truman felt that his first task
was to gain the support of Congressional leaders tkefore he
went to the Capitcl con 12 March. He invited the "'leaders of
Congress'", including Senatcr Vandenberg, to the Oval Office
on 27 February. Gecrge Marshall was the first tc attempt an
explanation of the perilous Greek situation. Having stated
that American interest in the area was "by nc means
restricted tc humanitarian or friendly impulses," Marshall
drew a map o<f sequential c¢ocllapse that ranged from the
Middle East tc¢ 1India, and bkack again through Hungary,
Austria, Italy, and France.®? "[Mlcst unusually and
unhappily”, accerding to Achescn, Marshall failed in his
missicn®®, Acheson, whe had been involved in the affair
since the British nctes were received ("This was my crisis.
Focr a week I had nurtured it."®%?), asked for the chance tc
speak. He may not have felt that he needed metaphcric

language to make his pcint tc Marshall on 24 February, but
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he certainly used it to the utmost when speaking to
Vandenberg and company:

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.?®
Acheson and Truman both report that the legislators gave
their immediate support to the aid proposal. Vandenberg
was, however, puzzled by the situation, although he did
believe that Greece was symptomatic of a global problem to
which the United States had to react. He felt that the U.N.
was incapable of effectively dealing with the situation.”?*

The drafting of Truman's actual speech also

demonstrates a firm reliance on the domino theory. This is
especially evident in a draft prepared by Loy Henderson.
Although the text of this draft was not reproduced in the
speech of 12 March, there was certainly a continuity of
ideas between the two. Henderson linked the Greek crisis
directly to World War II, much as Truman would do himself.”2
The collapse of Greece, he wrote, would precipitate a "chain

of events the consequences of which are still unfathomable,"”

but it
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...would be certain to bring profound
discouragement to the peoples of
neighbouring countries who are struggling
for the preservatfilon of their own
independence and ...{would] render still
more effective those forces bent on the
undermining of democratic governments and
the destruction of free human
institutions. Following the collapse of
one or two countries, extensive areas
might in rapid succession pass to the
control of these areas. Such a series of
events would be disastrous to world
tranquility and econonmy and would
threaten our very national security.?3
It seems clear, then, that the domino theory was
beginning to take shape in the thought processes of the
American diplomatic corps and White House staff. While
there were minor disagreements among individuals as to the
relative strength of Communism in Greece, all parties were
agreed on the point that Comnunism, in whatever
concentration, would or could in the future present a threat
to democracy in Greece. The only voice among Truman's
advisers which argued against the domino theory at this
time, Gallman's, was for the most part ignored, as the
thecry, in a number of forms, began to shape policy. The
United States was as worried about the psychological effects
of Greece's possible collapse as it was fearful of
widespread physical collapse. The psychological domino
theory went beyond Jonathan Schell's interpretation,
however, and involved much more than a simple loss of

prestige for the United States. A second psychological

domino was setting itself up for a fall. Nations like
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France and Italy, which because of their geographical
position were not in immediate physical danger, would, as a
result of further Communist victories, lose confidence 1in
their own democratic traditions and thereby go the way cof
Greece and Turkey. The fear that this might happen was
clearly evident in the thinking of Truman Administration
officials during the 'crisis' of 1947.

But what of the other players in American foreign
policy, those who through their registration of approval or
disapproval at the polls, sanctioned or rejected the foreign
pclicies of the President? How did the American people and
the American press feel about events abroad in the first
months of 194772 Truman's strategy worked. There was an
almost universal acceptance of the Truman Doctrine and
little questioning of 1its presumptive basis, the domino
theory, in the contemporary press. In fact, popular news
magazines such as Time and Newsweek, well in tune with the
hearts and minds of the Administration and reflective of the
national mood, were actually broadcasting their own version
of the domino theory in advance of the fateful meeting
before the House and Senate con 12 March.

Newsweek was particularly dramatic. On 10 March, its
lead story explained the "implications” of the Greek
situation in much the same terms used by Truman on 12 March.
The only significant difference was that the magazine named

the Soviet Union as the "totalitarian aggressor". Communism
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and the Soviet Union were inseparable in the point by point
analysis of the Greek Civil War that could "possibly" result
after a British withdrawal, and which would definitely be
won by the "Communist~inspired guerillas". Having
"outflankl{ed]"” Turkey, "the Soviet Union would move into the
Mediterranean and Adriatic and eventually would dominate all
Eurcope."” The piece ended on a dramatic note:
The cards that Britain had laid face up
on the table could not be misread: It was
nct a question of Greece alone, but of
the stability of the entire world.?<
Ernest K. Lindley's "Washington Tides" column in the same
issue is as purple an example of Cold War rhetoric as can be
found. His version of the domino thecry is worth quoting in
full:
..+Either we go 1in, or Greece tumbles
into the Communist basket.
If Greece is lost, a Communist scythe
will curve around the head of Turkey,
which already has Communist bayonets at
its back. Russia would, or could, con-
trol the Eastern Mediterranean. The
whole Middle East would be blocked off.
The potential effects do not stop
there. They reach into Italy, France --
into all of Europe and other areas where
Communism has a focthold.?s
He also believed in the psychological domino theory, which
he felt was more important than simple physical loss.”®
Time harked back to the Greek invention of democracy
(never mind that it bore little resemblance to the democcracy

of the twentieth century), and then contrasted its romantic

appraisal of Greek politics with a hard-edged analysis of
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Scviet designs on the region, and the significance cf this
for the rest of the werld:

.+« The Greece of 1947 was a strategic

spot in democracy’'s worldwide, defensive

struggle.

Greece 1s a key to the eastern

Mediterranean and tc the Dardanelles

{(which Russia wants). It is the only

Balkan country still outside the 1Iron

Curtain and its frontier with Slav lands

tec the north (Bulgaria, Yugoslavia,

Albania) 1is in fact a frontier between

two worlds.””
Congress and the American ©people had to act, or
"...expanding Russia [will]l take over.7® In the 17 March
issue, which went to print before Truman made his speech,
Scviet aggrandisement was described as "piecemeal".?® The
parallel issue c¢f Newsweek was more explicit 1in 1its
descripticn of that piecemeal aggression, listing the names
of eleven nations which had, since the war, become
"dominated” by the Soviets, who, "working at fever pitch"”
with European Communists, now aimed for a "toehold"” in the
Mediterranean. According toc Newsweek, the "...germ disease
of ancother world war had already taken root -- this time in
Greece."®® The mainstream American press's belief in the
dominc theory remained unquestioned after the announcement
of the Doctrine. The enemy was Soviet imperialism, and
Anerican influence had to "expand tc contain it; otherwise
the U.S. might be engulfed."” All players in the drama knew
that there was more than the Near and Middle East at

stake.®* Time definitely saw a path of dominoes toppling
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towards the White House steps. Newsweek feared that
Americans were "hesitant" about Truman's bypass of the U.N.,
but argued that at the root of Truman's decision was the
estimation of State, War, and Navy that "..the political
integrity of [Greece and Turkeyl 1is essential to U.S.
security.” The Truman Doctrine was characterized as a
prectotype policy which would see the future use of American
money, technology, and personnel tc achieve "... the
containment of Soviet expansion and the spread of Communism
in the world."®=2
"TRUMAN ACTS TO SAVE NATIONS FROM RED RULE" ran the

New York Times headline c¢n 13 March.®® The Times was
clearly enamoured noct only of the dominoc theory, but of the
psychological domino theory as well. It had evidently
learned 1its lesson at Munich, as an editorial cn 11 March
made clear:

+++ the issue of Greece is bigger than

Greece itself. Like Austria nd

Czechoskovakia in 1938, Greece 1is today

one of the cornerstones of the balance of

pcwer on which peace must rest. If

Greece, the last citadel of Western ways

and influence in the Balkans, falls under

Russian domination it will be notice teo

the world that the West 1is either

unwilling or too weak tc maintain that

balance.®4
On 12 March, it stated its view that what was at stake was
not merely Greece and Turkey, but "a world security system."

The Times was very critical of what it considered tc be an

isclaticnist Congress, pointing out that "[tlhe danger of a



43

Communist flood [worldwidel is apparent, but the idea still
prevails on Capitol Hill that it can be stopped by putting
scmebody's thumb in the dike."®5 The lead editorial on 12
March characterised the Doctrine as the beginning cf a new
era 1in foreign policy, the era of the "peolitical lean”,
whose purpose it was to enakle weak states te "..withstand
the growing pressure exerted against them by Russia and her
puppets, seeking to engulf them in the Russo-Communist
tide." The United States was seeking tc halt that expansion
and bolster the security cf the West.®€

Editorial comment from around the nation seemed tco
back Time's claim that the policy had received a collective
nod of appreval froem the nation, ?nd also indicated 1its

cceptance of the dominoc theory. The Rochester Democrat

"

and Chronicle argued that "...we must check the spread cf

Communism and the totalitarian government that aggressively
has been fostering it."” "Relentless logic will neot let us
escape the fact that drawing back and docing nothing was the
Western world's answer when it first encountered Hitler,)'
said the Hartford Courier, alsc reflecting the "lessons" of

Munich. The Cleveland Plain Dealer, St. Paul Picneer Press,

L.A. Times, and the Dallas News (which explained the
Doctrine as an extension of the Monroe Doctrine tc the rest
of the world) all expressed faith in Truman's policy and the
dominc theory.®7

But there was a negative response as well. Left wing
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intellectual Jjournals such as the New Republic complained
that the doctrine "widened" the U.S. - U.S.S.R. conflict,
and that henceforth

every reactionary government and every

strutting dictator will be able to hcist

the anti-Communist skull and bones, and

demand that the American people rush to

his aid.®®
This criticism was not, however, directed against the domino
theory. Henry Wallace, who would soon suggest a policy
analecgcus to the Marshall Plan®?, was criticizing the
poctentiality for abuse of the Truman Doctrine; he was not
denying that its precepts were valid. The press, therefore,
played a vital role in the creation of the domino theory.
It reflected and reinforced the belief that the Soviet Union
was an ideological threat to the United States. Critics
like Wallace whe spoke out against the prevailing current in
foreign policy were not successful in altering it. Wallace's
prephecy came true; the United States did extend a helping
hand to every reactionary government and every strutting
dictatecr from Syngman Rhee to Manuel Noriega.

What, then, in the context of the Truman Doctrine,

did the deominoc theory represent? On cne level, Truman's use
cf the thecry reflected the mindset of the time, the feeling
that the security of the United States was truly Jjeopardized
by the Soviet Union. That type of thinking was certainly

influenced by the recollection cof appeasement, as the fears

which were expressed for the integrity of the Near and
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Middle East between 1945 and 1947 demonstrate. It cannot be
denied that some sort of domino theory existed in the minds
of American diplomats and the contemporary press before
Truman's decisive announcement of the Doctrine on 12 March
1947. Yet Truman still felt that he had some convincing tc
dc. What he had tc do was not Jjust guarantee support for a
limited aid program toc Greece and Turkey, but rather sustain
support for a global policy of unilateral American contain-
ment of the Soviet Union. Truman recoghized that the
decision to aid Greece and Turkey was a momentous cne, with
far greater implications than his policy towards the Iranian
and Straits crigses. He was no longer asking that Americans
call the Soviets' bluff; he demanded that they nocw stand
behind that dare with a firm policy. He recognized, and so
did the New York Times, the burdensome nature cf the task he
was laying before the American pecple:

Like a young man suddenly pushed out on

his own and forced to assume the

responsibilities he has always thought

would be comparatively easy, the

legislateors are finding the reality of

world leadership mecre trouklesome than

the theocry....®°
A way tc make the Congress and the American people accept
the burdens of this policy was to reveal it tc them in terms
that they understood, believed in, and to which they could,
supposedly, relate from experience. The fact that Truman

and his advisers actually believed in their own rhetoric was

a bonus. A policy paper prepared for 18 September 1947,
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seven months after the policy was: announced, exhibited a
firm reliance on the principles of the gecgraphic and
psychological domino theories. The paper outlined what
American policy towards Greece should be in the event of a
Communist victory, and it centered around the argument that
the "loss" of Greece would constitute a serious skew in the
balance of power. If the United States did noct attempt tc
"recut" the bcundaries, the Soviets

...will conclude that they have us cn the
run and we may loock for rapid action on
their part, designed to complete the
ccllapse of our position on the Eurasian
land mass. Effective reaction by
pclitical means will be largely beyond
cur power because we do nct possess the
requisite techniques. The only effective
answer would therefore be some actual
extension of U.S. military strength in
that area designed tc make clear to the
Scviet leaders and to the world that
extensicns of Soviet military power, by
means of concealed aggression, beyond the
high water mark mentiocned above will be
countered by corresponding advances of
the bases of U.S. strategic power.

The Staff can think of no other action
which could have any real effect on the
Russians and any chance of preventing a
wide-spread collapse cf our influence and
prestige throughout Europe and the Middle
East in consequence cof the contingency
here envisaged, with corresponding
implications for U.S. security.®?t

It is, therefore, fair to conclude that by 1947 the domino
theory and the psychclogical domino theory were pervasive in
the thinking of the American foreign policy establishment
and the press. The press in particular had accepted the

theory without gquestion. It remains tc be seen whether or
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nct this dynamic of the relationship would change; whether
or not Truman's successors would be able to persuade
themselves and the press, (and through it, the public) that
the same simplistic analyses of complicated events that had
worked in the selling c¢f Containment in 1947 were applicable

to other ventures in international pclitics.



CHAPTER TWO
OPERATION PBSUCCESS

The case of the 1954 CIA coup in Guatemala
("Operation PBSUCCESS") demonstrated the fusion of policy
making and public relations under the rubric of the domino
theory. The Reveolution and the government that the CIA
overthrew had once been favourably received by the United
States. Between 1950 and 1954, however, the administration
of Jacobo Arbenz Guzmdn was bent on making labour and land
reforms, including the vast expropriation of unused lands
belonging to the American-owned United Fruit Company (UFCO).
To the United States, such policies reeked of Communism, and
by the standards of the Rio Pact and Declaration of Caracas,
threatened the integrity of the Western hemisphere. The
Eisenhower Administration was extremely worried, and as
plans for the execution cf PBSUCCESS progressed, the press
picked up and embellished government fears for inter-
American security. The Latin American domino theory was
born.

The domino theory was certainly not the first
expression of fear for hemispheric security. A much broader
apprehension -- that European nations might attempt to
colonize the Americas further -~ had governed the conduct of

foreign policy since 1823, Efforts tec impose foreign

48
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political systems in the Western hemisphere, stated
President James Monroe, were to be considered "...the
manifestation of an unfriendly disposition toward the United
States,"” and a threat to American "peace and safety." 1In
May 1904, President Theodore Roosevelt expanded the Monroe
Doctrine which had heretofore been a simple warning.
Angered by French and Italian action to protect nationals in
the turbulent Dominican Republic, Rococsevelt said that it was
the United States' duty to maintain -- or impose -- order in
the Western Hemisphere. "I[I]f we intend toc say 'Hands cff'
to the powers of Europe," he argued "sooncr or later we must
keep order ourselves."?*

What then, differentiated the principles of the
domino theory from the Monrce Doctrine? 1If theologian and
historian Reinhold Niebuhr's exposition of the irony of
American history offers any direction, the answer might lie
in the different attitudes of the two periods. Sensing an
increase in national insecurity since the days of the
fledgling Republic, Niebuhr explained that

Our own nation ... is less potent to do
what it wants in the hour of its greatest
strength than it was in the days of its
infancy. The infant is more secure in
his world than the mature man is in his
wider world.2
A comparison of the Monroe Doctrine with the domino theory

appears to lend plausibility to Niebuhr's characterization.

The domino theory, unlike the Monroe Doctrine, was never a



50

formal principle of foreign policy. The o¢only true
"doctrine" of the Cold War was containment. The domino
theory was also more global in its application, brazenly
asserting the universality o¢f American interests and the
right of the United States to interfere in any geographic
area that it deemed vital to its security. The Monroe
Doctrine, on the other hand, was applied exclusively to the
Americas. Why had the security =zone widened, and why,
consequently, can we accept Niebuhr's notion of a less
secure America in the twentieth century? The main reason,
of course, was that it had become a bipolar world divided
along ideological lines. The great fear dictating foreign
policy and public opinion was no longer that the United
States might be encircled by colonialist powers, but that
the internal subversion of economically and politically weak
states would eventually lead to the piecemeal collapse cf
the West. This implied that nothing could be taken for
granted, especially nothing sc volatile as a reordering of

the status quo in Central America.

As early as 1948, the Department of State was afraid
that the security of the United States could be breached
through Communist infiltration of Latin America. George F.
Kennan's Policy Planning Staff released a paper on 22 March
1948 which concluded that although Soviet imperialistic

designs on the Americas posed a "potential rather than a
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*

immediately serious" threat, it was still somehow "...a
direct and major threat to the national security of the
United States, and to that of all of the other American
republics." Kennan's staff recommended that U.S. policy
towards Latin America be dictated by considerations of
national security.® Six years later, their recommendations
were followed. 1In the name of national security, the United
States overthrew the Guatemalan Revolution to pre-empt a
domino-like collapse of the Western hemisphere.

Guatemala did not threaten to tilt the delicate
balance between the United States and the Soviet Union in
1954. Nevertheless, in June of that year, the United States
covertly organized and exercised a coup -~ Operation
PBSUCCESS -- which removed from power the democratically
elected administration of Jacobo Arbenz Guzmdn.* Part of
the rationale for the coup was certainly ecconomic, for the
United Fruit Company, in control of Guatemala'’s
transportation system and most of its arable land, and with
direct links tc the highest levels o¢of the Eisenhower
Administration, had recently come under reformist "attack"
by Arbenz.® However, just as economic explanations do not
fully explain the Truman Doctrine's evolution, neither do
these same considerations tell the entire story of Operation
PBSUCCESS. Operation PBSUCCESS belonged to the larger
political-diplomatic context of containment. As an example

of containment in action (although it was termed "rollback")
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PBSUCCESS, despite its covert nature, was another platform
from which to preach the domino theory. Much as the
Eisenhower Administration believed that Arbenz' economic
and labour reforms were harmful to the Guatemalan operations
of UFCO and cther American capitalists, sc toc did he and
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles believe these reforms
to be indicative of strong Communist influence in Guatemala.
That influence they believed to be part of an international
Communist conspiracy directed at gaining a "toehcld" in the
Americas.

Arbenz was elected in 1950 to succeed the
"spiritualist socialist"® President Juan José Arévalo. The
Arbenz Administration represented the second stage of a
Revolution that had come to life in 1944. At that time,
businessmen, professionals, and students (all members of the
middle class), coalesced to oppose the repressive
dictatorship of Jorge Ubico who had ruled Guatemala since
1931. 1Inspired in part by the actions of contemporaries in
El salvador who had removed strongman Maximiliano Hern4dndez
Martinez from power, Guatemalan protesters asserted
themselves to the point where Ubico ordered their violent
repression. Such a response did little more than exacerbate
the crisis. Protests increased, and, in the face of popular
disapproval, Ubico surrendered power to a military junta on
1 July 1944. When it became apparent that the dominant

member of the Jjunta, General Federico Ponce V4ildes, was
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consclidating power and would not permit elections to kLe
held as promised, the junta found itself faced with civil
demcnstrations, the threat of a general strike, and an
uprising by the military. In October a second Jjunta,
dominated by Arbenz and Major Francisco Arana, who had led
the military opposition to Ponce, was fcrmed. It oversaw
the election cf Arévalo.”

The events of 1944 were greeted with caution by the
Roosevelt Administration. The American Ambassador to
Guatemala, Boaz Long, was as surprised by Pcnce's surrender
as he had been by Ubicc's fall from power. He had assumed
that under Ponce, despite the pctentiality for future
unrest, "...the machinery of government is continuing to
function smcothly and the outward life of the country has
apparently settled back to normal.”"® The rise of the Arbenz
- Arana junta and the election of Arévalo, however, appeared
to throw a wrench into the tidy record of American co-
operation with Guatemalan and other Latin American
dictators.® Despite the fact that the United States was
worried about possible anti-American sentiment in the new
Administration, the junta received formal recognition on 7
November, and was assumed to harbour no ill will towards the
United States and to pose no threat to American economic

interests in Guatemala.®
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The political and diplomatic climate outside Guate-
mala began to shift significantly during the Truman years.
That shift, and a complementary change in the way Americans
perceived the world was due in nc small part to the Truman
Doctrine and its accompanying program cof economic aid, the
Marshall Plan. The domino theory was further expanded and
legitimized in the drafting of NSC-68 in April 1950, NSC-
68, prepared in response to the Soviet acquisition of
nuclear weapons capability, operated on the premise that
while history had borne witness toc many examples of
different nations' attempts to achieve hegemony over other
soclieties, none of those attempts had been quite like the
current efforts of the Soviet Unicn, because

.+« the Soviet Union, unlike previous
aspirants to hegemony, is animated by a
new fanatic faith, antithetical to our
own, and seeks to 1impose its absoclute
authority over the rest of the world.**

NSC-68 was thus a variation on the theme which held
that the Soviet Union posed an ideological threat to the
United States. The Kremlin was gunning for "the complete
subversion or forcible destruction"” of non-Communist
governments and societies, the grand prize in this contest
being the United States itself:

The United States, as the principal
center of power in the non-Scviet world
and the bulwark of opposition to Soviet
expansion, 1is the principal enemy whose
integrity and vitality must be subverted

or destroyed by one means or another if
the Kremlin is to achieve its fundamental
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The use of the words "bulwark" and "integrity" were
significant, for they characterized the entire Western world
(including, presumably, the Americas) as vulnerable to
sequential collapse if the Soviets were able to gain a
toehold. NSC-68 was peppered throughout with the fear of
sequential collapse: Western Europe and Southeast Asia were
also examined in this light, and the Near East was still
treated as the first domino, still upright three years after
the announcement of the Truman Doctrine. The essential
difference between 1947 and 1950, of course, was that the
Soviets now had the A-bomb. If a war were to break out in
1950, NSC-68 warned, the Soviets would immediately take
Britain, the United States' bulwark in Europe. Scandinavia
and the Iberian peninsula would follow; pressure on the Near
East would intensify, and the integrity of the Western
hemisphere would be breached through "certain vital centers
of the United States and Canada."*?® As for Southeast Asia,
it was concluded that

...the Communist success in China, taken

with the politico-economic situation in

the rest of South and Southeast Asia,

provides a springbocard for a further

incursion in this troubled area.**

The proposals of NSC-68 were extremely limiting: the

United States should avoid negotiation with the Soviets,

develop the hydrogen bomb to cffset the effectiveness of the
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Soviet atcmic bomb, increase conventional forces, build a
system of alliances, and mobilize the American people behind
the pclicy.*S Notably, these analyses and recommendations
met with criticism from George Kennan and fellow State
Department Russian expert, Charles E. Bochlen. They felt
that the document over-estimated Soviet aggressiveness, and
that it would lead tc excessive rigidity and militarism in
American policy. Their argument that NSC-68 should not be
adopted as policy was overruled by Secretary of State Dean
Acheson.*€

NSC-68 therefore strengthened nct only bipolarity but
also the American sense of national insecurity. "It 1is
apparent,” ran the line of reasoning "...that the integrity
and vitality of our system is in greater Jjecpardy than ever
before in our history."*”? The stage was set for a Soviet
sweep through the West; a collapse of nations cne by one
(primarily through subversion, but also possibly through
conventional military or atomic attack) was ncw very much in
the cards. Furthermore, according to Acheson and other
disciples of NSC-68, the Soviet Union had grown in power so
significantly since the end of the war that such an attack
was likely not only in Eurasia, but throughout the entire
non-Communist world. Domino-thinking had taken on global
proportions. NSC-68 sponsored its growing importance in the

making of foreign policy.
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It was inevitable that the intensification of the
ideoclogical contest between the Soviet Union and the United
States would have an effect on the way Americans viewed the
Guatemalan Revolution of 1944. Reforms undertaken during the
Arévalo regime were built upon by Arbenz after 1950; under
the scrutiny of the State Department they were taken as
evidence of unacceptable levels of Communist influence. The
reforms were varied and typical of a twentieth century
welfare state. The Constitution of 1945 1legalized the
organization of +trade unions, and after April 1946,
Guatemalans were assured of workers' compensation, maternity
benefits, and subsidized health care under the Social
Security Law. The most important reform of the Arévalo
Administration was the Labour Cocde of 1947. It legislated
wages and hours, and granted employees the right to strike.
In addition, it set controls on child and female labour.8
Arévalo came under attack by Guatemalan conservatives --
the Roman Catholic Church, landowners, and the military --
who labelled him a Communist, despite his protests that
Communism sought tc destroy human achievements and was
therefore "'contrary to human nature'”".*® The most
important reform of the Arbenz pericd was the Agrarian
Reform Law of 1952, which had the immediate effect of
reclaiming almost a million acres of unused land from over a
thousand large landholders. This land was in turn

distributed to individual farmers, who received credit from
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the newly ocrganized National Agrarian Bank. Jim Handy
asserts that one long term effect of this shift in the
country's economic base was an intensification of political
activity at the grass roots level, especially radical
politics. Many of the people supervising the implementation
of the new programs in the countryside were members of the
Communist Party, the Guatemalan Workers' Party (PGT).Z2°

This would pose problems for Arbenz. Although the
1945 Constitution had made the organization of a Communist
Party illegal on the grounds that it was necessarily part of
a foreign, international political organization, oppositicn
to organized Communism gradually slackened.®* Arbenz, who
said that patriotism, not ideology was what was important in
the formation of his government, 22 was aided by the PGT in
the formation o¢of a parliamentry cocalition, and he was
indebted to them for their assistance in implementing
agrarian reform. Nevertheless, neither he nor Arévalo ever
appointed members of the party to cabinet posts. The
Communist party was certainly powerful at the grass roots
and union level, and it did have some influence with Arbenz,
but as historian Cole Blasier has pocinted out, "l[ilnfluence
is one thing, control is another."23

In October 1950, the Office of Intelligence Research
at the State Department prepared and released a report

entitled Guatemala: Communist Influence. The report

ackowledged the poor 1living conditions that had prevailed
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until the 1944 Revolution, which it said "symbclized the
hopes and aspirations of large sectors of Guatemalan socciety
eee.land wasl deeply rooted in indigenous reality."
Although the leaders of the Revolution were considered to
have been influenced by "socialist and communist ideas and
programs frcem Europe," nationalism was still assumed to be
their driving force.24 The Revolution was, therefore,
acceptable to the United States. Although the report stopped
short of accusing Arévalo and Arbenz cf being controlled by
International Communism, it did c¢riticize Arbenz for
accepting the support of Communists in his election
campaign, and remarked that "President Arévalo has shown a
tolerant attitude towards communists and fellow
travellers."?® He was accused of "lightly brushling] aside”
the matter of the PTG's existence, and downplaying the
"danger and extent of Marxist infiltration". Although
Arévalo had at times suppressed overt commmunist activity,
it was assumed that this was done so as tc avoid an
identification of his Administration with the furtherance of
Communist ideas.?¢

Arévalo's supposed indifference towards the Communist
‘threat' within his own country had, according to the Office
of Intelligence Research, serious implications for the rest
of the hemisphere. The report accused Guatemalan Communists
of .. .receivliingl Soviet propaganda material, and

presumably directives" from other Latin American Communist
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sympathizers, most notably those in Mexicc.2?7 Literature of
the Guatemalan Communist Party "reflectled] Soviet influence
and suggestledl in many cases the possibility of its being
directed from abroad."Z2€ From this, the OIR went on to
conclude that Guatemala "has...served as a base of
operations for the spreading of extreme leftist or communist
influence in neighbouring countries," citing El1 Salvador as
the most important example of this activity.2®? The relative
success of Salvadoran Communism was "due largely to the more
than benevolent attitude of Guatemalan officials, including
President Arévalo."2° Arévalc, it was determined, had not
acted on the orders of Russian officials in Mexico, but a
connection between that embassy and "lesser" Guatemalan
officials was hinted at.2* By the end of 1950, then,
Guatemala was regarded as a potential scurce cf danger to

the security of the United States. Although not a Communist

state itself, it was assumed to have committed the crime of
tolerating Communists and their fellow travelers, who for
their part were determined to spread Communist ideoclogy
throughout the hemisphere. Guatemala, therefore, had the

potential to initiate mischief in Central America.

Between October 1950 and June 1954, the conviction
that Guatemala was a Communist outpost in the Americas
intensified. A National Intelligence Estimate released cn

11 March 1952 opened on an omincus note:
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The Communists already exercise in

Guatemala a political influence far out

of proportion to their small numerical

strength. This influence will probably

continue to grow during 1952. The

political situation in Guatemala

adversely affects U.S. interests and

constitutes a political threat to U.S.

security.32
NIE-62 alsc addressed the problems facing UFCO, and in turn
directly linked the security of the United States tc the
stability of that company. Should UFCO agree to Arbenz'
reforms and expropriations, then Arbenz, acting under
Communist influence, would pressure other American
interests, such as the International Railways of Central
America (IRCO). The danger of such a progression was that
econocmic collapse would surely follow, and Arbenz would
become more dependent on organized labour, and therefore,
the Communist contingent. This could not be tcolerated, on
account of the PGT's being "in open communicaticon with

international Communism."32

NIE-62 was followed by NSC Guatemala, a draft policy

completed in August 1952. Explaining more fully the
connection between UFCO's well-being and national security,
this dccument stands as evidence of the certain link between
econamic interests and foreign policy. Yet it also
demonstrates that this link was not the sole determinant of
policy. There were also very real concerns for the security
of the nation, and this was expressed in images of

sequential collapse beginning in Guatemala:
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In Guatemala Communism: has achieved
its strongest position in Latin America,
and is now well advanced on a program
which threatens important American
commercial enterprises in that country
and may affect the stability of
neighbouring governments. Continuation
of the present trend in Guatemala would
ultimately endanger the unity of the
Western Hemisphere against Soviet
aggression, and the security of our own
strategic position in the Carribbean,
including the Panama Canal.3*

The Americans were also worried that a deterioration of
UFCO's and IRCO's positions (consequently, a victory for
Arbenz and the Communists) "...would be damaging tc American
interests and prestige throughout Central America."3% To
that end, it asserted that
The underlying Communist objectives in
Guatemala are to prevent collaboration of
that country with the United States 1in
event of future international crisis, and
to disrupt hemisphere solidarity and

weaken the United States' position.3¢

NSC Guatemala set in motion the plans for PBSUCCESS, which

would be carried out in just under two years, when it
asserted that the Communist problem in Guatemala was not an
immediate threat to the United States but that the
"uninterrupted trend in its favour [was] cf seriocus concern
to [U.S8.] 1interests and future security."2*” It was
imperative that the United States reccgnize this to
forestall a collapse of the Western hemisphere. One pclicy
objective was to "Prevent the spread of Communist influence

to other countries in the hemisphere..." through collective
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security and increased nilitary aid to Guatemala's
neighbours.38
The U.S. was, in fact, already thinking about cver-

seeing Arbenz' downfall as early as 1952. Officials from the
State Department Office for Inter-American Affairs were
approached by Nicaragua's Ambassador to the United States,
Sevilla Sacasa, who told them of

«s.a plan whereby Nicaragua, with the

support of several of its neighbours, as

well as the Dominican Republic, Colombia,

and Venezuela, would take indirect

military action against Guatemala which

they ccnsidered to be a threat because of

communist influence in that Government.39
The other Central American nations were, then, worried abcut
the possibility of a toppling effect originating 1in
Guatemala. The American response to the Ambassador's
proposition indicated that the United States was concerned
about this as well., Sevilla Sacasa was told by Deputy
Assistant Secretary Thomas C. Mann and Assistant Secretary
Edward G. Miller that "...the United States <ould never
condone military action on the part of an American State
against one of its neighbours."4° This seemed tc have been
said merely for the record, however, as Mann added,
tellingly:

The Ambassador was tcld, however, that

the United States has been concerned with

the communist influence in the Guatemalan
Government . 41
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Nicaragua was not the only nation in Central America
fearful for its safety. CIA Director Walter Bedell Smith
advised Undersecretary of State David Bruce on 12 December
1952 that the government of El1 Salvador was so concerned
about the strength and insidiousness of Guatemalan Communism
that it too was planning an invasion for later in the month,

or early January.<2

The United States had damned Arévalc with faint
praise for his efforts to curb the growth of Communist
influence in Guatemala, but it criticised his successor much
more sharply, and interpreted the threat from Guatemala to
be far greater in the Arbenz years. Even the titles of the
two OIR reports dealing with the two Presidents’
relationships with the PGT reflected the significant shift
in thinking: no longer concerned with mere "Communist
Influence” in Guatemala, the State Department examined in
April 1953 "Guatemalan Support of Subversion and Communist
Objectives."*3® This report judged that the influence of the
PGT had grown dramatically since 1950, so dramatically that
it now controlled organized labour, dominated "the more
radical 1intellectual circles of the country", and had
"infiltrated" the Arbenz Administration. There could be no
question as to who was responsible for this turn of events:
"This has been accomplished through the toleration,

protection, and even assistance of the Guatemalan
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Government, particularly under President Jacobo Arbenz."4%4
Furthermore, Guatemala had, under Arbenz' lax leadership,
become much more than just an inspirational centre for Latin
American Communists; it had evolved, in the minds of
American diplomats at least, into the Soviet toehold in the
Americas:
The sclidification of the Communists'

internal position has in turn enabled the

PGT to increase its aid to Communist and

front groups 1in neighbouring countries

and hence to become the organizational

centre for subversive activities in the

area,.*s
Report #6185 echoed the 1950 analysis that El Salvador had
been the most successfully "penetrated"” of the Latin
American countries, but it warned that "all the other
countries covered in this study have also been subjected to
Guatemalan Communist interference."4® According to the
thought patterns of the time, this did not bode well for the
security of the United States, already made vulnerable by
the ideoclogical battle it was fighting with -- and possibly
logsing to -- the Soviet Union.

During 1953, the Eisenhower Administration became
more and more pre-occupied with "the safeguarding of the
hemisphere", and it was convinced that Central America was a
center of anti-American subversion. Central American nations
had to be made aware that "their own self-interest

require[d] an orientation of Latin American policies to

[U.S.] objectives." The Western hemisphere had to stand
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united against the onslaught of Soviet imperialism.4? Mann
met with three Costa Ricans (the ex-President, José
Figueres, George Hazera of the Costa Rican embassy, and a
national, Omar Dango) in late May 1951; they agreed that the
integrity of the Western hemisphere had been compromised by
Guatemala. Arbenz, they felt, had to be convinced "...of the
nature of Communism and how it threatened the sovereignty
and well-being of the hemisphere."4® The following day, a
Joint Chiefs of Staff - Department of State meeting was held
and the Guatemalan version of the domino theory was spelled
cut. General Omar Bradley, questioning the rationale for
extending military aid to the other Central American nations
was told point blank by John M. Cabot, Assistant Secretary
of State for Inter-American Affairs that
We have a serious situation in

Guatemala with the Communists infiltrat-

ing and influencing the Government. Our

first task 1is to keep this Communist

nucleus from spreading and our second

task is to eliminate it.4®
The State Department clearly had its collective mind made up
about the situation, but remarks made in the nmeeting
suggest that the JCS were unaware of their supposed
vulnerability in Central America. Nevertheless, having
'discovered' 1it, the military leaders of the Eisenhower
Administration felt as threatened as the diplomats did.

General Thomas D. White's panicked response toc Cabot's

statement was "Can't we do something about Guatemala? It
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seems to me we shouldn't tolerate a Communist country in
Latin America."Ss° It is significant that the JCS were
easily persuaded by Cabot's vision of collapse and accepted
it as military Jjustification for increased aid to the
region. More significant for the history of PBSUCCESS,
White's gquery almost seems to have been a plea to go one
step beyond aid.

The United States carefully monitored the response of
the other Latin American nations, and took indigenous
reflections of the domino theory as Jjustification for its
policy for Guatemala. John C. Shillock, First Secretary of
the American Embassy in Asuncion, Paraguay, circulated to
all embassies in the region a paraphrase of an editorial
which appeared in the local La Uniqn on 23 July. It read in
part that Nicaragua, ﬁonduras, and Costa Rica were "alert to
the danger of the spread of this disease."®' The pace was
picking up, fears were intensifying, and the State
Department was beginning to feed them directly to the
American people. One individual, about to embark upon a
lunber export venture in Guatemala, was matter-of-factly
advised by Raymond G. Leddy, the Officer in charge of
Central American and Panama Affairs, that

The Department of State has observed
with concern the growth of Communist
influence in Guatemala, where Communist
leaders who have achieved some prominence
in the political life of that nation have

displayed solidarity with the inter-
national manifestations of the Communist
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conspiracy against the free world.®=?

Senator Homer Ferguson of Michigan received an
impassioned letter from one of his constituents in November
1953:

Why must we, the most powerful nation in

the world, allow a foot in the door in

this western hemisphere? We sat placidly

by when Chamberlain appeased Hitler;

again we are constantly doing little

deeds which are defensive....®3
The letter, from a Dr. Hugh Stalker of Grosse Point, is
significant for a number of reasons. Not only does it
demonstrate the persistence of the "lessons of Munich" well
into the 1950s, but it indicates the existence of this type
of thinking outside the corridors of "high diplomacy". The
domino theory appeared to be fulfilling its public relations
role well. Even more significant, however, was the State
Department's response to Stalker's reasoning, for it gave no
indication that his analogy was anything but correct. When
Senator Ferguson approached the State Department for
guidance in answering Stalker's letter, he was told that:

It has been the policy of our Government

to bring home to the Government of

Guatemala at every opportunity the danger

of the course it is pursuing, tec its own

independence, the security of its neigh-

bours and the unity of this hemisphere.®*

Even UFCO was concerned about more than its
Guatemalan operations. In January 1954, a United Fruit

official in Guatemala City relayed toc the head office in

Boston that the PGT was holding a Congress in order to
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determine the logistics for "extendlingl] the radius of
action of the Communist Party in Central America and the
Caribbean."5% A copy of the letter was passed on to the
State Department, which had, incidentally, received another
piece of homegrown advice, this time from a resident of
Kingston, N.Y¥.. Joseph J. Morgan's letter of 20 February
is of interest because of the link its author made between
the Guatemalan situation and the developing crisis in
Indochina. Having criticised Dulles for his "complacent"”
reaction to the ‘“"onward march of Communism in South
America", Mr. Morgan concluded thus:

You do, of course, realize that if it 1is

our business to stop the spread of this

scourge in Asia, it is doubly important

that we give immediate attention to the

red-infested countries to the south of
us.>%

It would be mistaken tc conclude from these examples
that the planning of foreign policy in general and of
Operation PBSUCCESS in particular were driven by public
opinion. On the contrary, wooing the public was/another
element of that strategy, Jjust as it had been in the
creation of the Truman Doctrine. Despite the fact that
PBSUCCESS was a covert operation, and that the overthrow of
Arbenz and installation of Carlos Castillo-Armas as
President were supposedly indigenous 'achievements', the
United States still wanted the public to approve of these

actions. The Eisenhower Administration wanted to maintain,
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in this year of the Army-McCarthy hearings, a strong
reputation for anti-Communism. Having garnered support for
its covert activities, it would presumably have no
difficulty maintaining it for its open sorties against the
Red Menace.

As June and PBSUCCESS approached, there were more and
more public announcements of the threat from Central
America. The first of these were made at the Tenth Inter-
American Conference in Caracas, Venezuela, in March. The
major issue before the foreign ministers of the 21 American
states was to determine how any form of Communist activity
in one state should be interpreted and how it would be dealt
with. The United States already had the answers to these
questions, and set about to secure at the Conference a re-
iteration of the Monroe Doctrine. The Conference opened on 5
March, and by 13 March, Jochn Foster Dulles had the support
he required. With Mexice and Argentina abstaining, the
states voted to adopt the declaration that:

+s. the domination or control of the
political institutions of any American
state by the international Communist
movement, extending to this Hemisphere
the political system of an extra-
continental power, would constitute a
threat to the sovereignty and political
independence of the American States,
endangering the peace of America....=7
The Declaration, and indeed the entire Conference, had been

designed to discredit Guatemala and legitimize the

Americans' negative policy towards that nation. When
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Guatemala voted against adopting the declaration, that was
taken as further proof that it had yielded to the Red tide.
Three days after the Declaration of Caracas, Dulles
justified it by explaining that it could

..« have a profound effect in preserving

this hemisphere from the evils and woes

that woculd befall it i1f any one of our

American states became a Soviet Ccmmunist

puppet. That would be a disaster of

incalcuable proportions.=®
Dulles knew all too well what this 'incalcuable' disaster
would loock like: one by one, Guatemala's neighbours would
fall. Whether they were overrun by trcops from Guatemala,
undermined from within, or simply swept along in the
reformist tide that might flow from the resurgent ex-banana
republic was irrelevant. What mattered was that they would
all fall. The United States, the last domino, would finally
stand alone.

The characterization of Guatemala as a Communist
outpost in the Americas was intensified when, in April of
1954, it received a shipload of arms from Czechoslovakia.S®?
An editorial in the New York Times on 1 June praised
Eisenhower for his crusade against Communism's "highly
organized campaign of force and fraud, of deceit, subversicn
and terrorism to congquer the nations still free.” Five days
later, the Times invoked the Monrce Doctrine to protest the

arms shipment.s° Smaller voices dissented: the Nation

criticized the Eisenhower Administration for creating an
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international incident where none really existed.
Similarly, it damned the United States' "town bully attitude
it tried so hard to hide at Caracas under a camouflage of
pan-American 'unity.'"S®?*

As a result of the arms shipment, the OAS determined
to heold a meeting where it would, under the provisions of
the Caracas Declaration, decide what action to take against
Guatemala. Sydney Gruson, in Mexico City for the New York
Timesg, asserted that the United States already had its mind
made up, much as it had in Caracas. It "...wantledl
Communism in Guatemala condemned by the organization as a
menace to hemisphere peace."®2 Dulles subsequently addressed
a Rotary International convention in Seattle and presented a
sharp image o©of sequential collapse:

It is my earnest hope and belief that the
Organization of American States will be
able to help the people of Guatemala to
rid themselves of the malignant force
which has seized on them.... If they do
not succeed, the whole body of the
Organization of American States may be
corrupted and we shall see in the
American continents the same forces which
have brought war and captivity and misery
to so many hundreds of millions in Europe
and Asia.
That is the evil design. I believe it
will be thwarted by peaceful, collective
processes.S3
As the day of the invasion approached, the State Department
increased its dominoc rhetoric. By this time, Eisenhower had

already made his famous enunciation cf the domino theory as

it pertained to Indochina, and on 17 June, the State
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Department linked "'the threat of Communist aggression in
Europe and the open aggression of the Communists in the far
East'" to the Guatemalan situation.®< The next day,
Guatemala was invaded by a makeshift army under the
leadership of Carlos Castillo-Armas, a former Guatemalan
Army officer whe, immediately preceding PBSUCCESS, was a
furniture salesman in Honduras.®*®

With the invasion underway, dominc rhetoric increased
both in official circles and the media; its new buzzword
was "beachhead". Given the fact that it was a covert
cperation, the United States Government certainly could not
undertake an open public relations program as it had for the
Truman Doctrine. The press therefore became extremely
important in shaping public opinion.,. Having worked
diligently since 1950 at convincing Americans that Guatemala
was Communist, the Eisenhower Administration passed the ball
to another member of the team and let it run with it.
According to the New York Times, Guatemala had "in recent
years become the vortex of a mounting pressure in Central
America and throughout the American continents." Washington
had "for many months ... fearled that] the Communists might
succeed in taking over Gautemala and using it as a beachhead
to infiltrate other Latin American nations and the vital
Panama Canal zone."©S& The United States did, of course,
continue to provide the press with ammunition. When, on 20

June, several Latin American states, with the backing of the
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U.S., voted to move the Guatemalan issucec from the halls of
the UN to the OAS, the Soviets vetoed the proposal. American
representatives lashed ocut, accusing the Soviets of trying
to establish a foothold in the Western hemisphere.®? The
Times responded to the Soviet veto with a resoundingly
indignant editorial that explained for all those who had not
been reading carefully before the implications of Communist
successs in Guatemala:
The Guatemalan situation 1is part of a
developing hemispheric situation which
directly involves only the twenty-cne
nations of North and Scuth America....It
concerns not only Guatemala, which is now
the hot spot, but every other nation in
the two continents. If the Communists
were to control Guatemala, that 1little
nation would be more than ever a source
of infection and danger toc all her
neighbours.®®
The United States quickly proceeded to 1issue a
warning to the Soviets to keep out of the Western Hemisphere
and hemispheric affairs. In calling for the warning, Senator
Lyndon B. Johnson proclaimed, in a typically exaggerated
statement, that in addition to Guatemala, the Communists
were "seeking to establish a beachhead in the Americas
now!" He also said that there was a "pattern for the
conquest of the Western Hemisphere." Guatemala represented
the advanced stage of that pattern. The text of the warning
differred little from Johnson's comments. "[Tlhe pattern of

Communist conquest," it read, "has become manifest."¢® The

Guatemalan issue had gone before the Security Council again
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on 25 June, at which point the American Ambassador, Henry
Cabot Lodge, indulged in some hyperbole himself:

There has recently been evidence that
international communism, in its lust for
world domination, has been seeking to
gain contrel of the peclitical
instituticns of the American states.?©

Lodge also noted the possibility of there occurring "a chain
of disastrous events" if the Arbenz government were
supported at the U.N.7?

Finally, on 28 June, John C. Dreier, the American
Representative at the OAS, made a dramatic statement before
the OAS Council. Painting with brcad strokes, Dreier created
a canvas showing the loss of fifteen nations to the Kremlin
since 1939, Very effectively, he conveyed that these lcsses
and many other Soviet attempts at aggrandisement were all
part of a calculated scheme:

Following World War II, in which millions
of men died to free the wcrld from
tctalitarianism, the forces of Communist
imperialism tcck on a freshly aggressive
aspect. The first objectives cf this new
drive for domination were the countries
of eastern Europe and the Balkans.
Efforts tc overccme Greece and Iran
failed....

Communist forces then turned their
attention tc Asia. Following the fall of
China came the stark aggression of the
Korean War where once more the united
forces of the free world, acting through
the United Nations, stemmed the tide of
Soviet Communist imperialism.

More recently, we have seen the
combination of Communist subversion and
political power, backed with weapons from
the Communist arsenal, strike deep into
Southeast Asia and threaten to engulf
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another populcus area cf the world as it
emerges frcom colonialism.
And now comes the attack cn

America.”?
Part of the significance of Dreier's speech was that it made
clear that the United States had only one foreign policy.
Happenings overseas, nc matter where they cccurred, were all
to be treated as part of a calculated Soviet plan to tear
the West apart limb by limb.

Since dominc-thinking had been sustained since 1947
by NSC-68, the Kcrean War, and the developing tensicns 1in
Indochina, it is certainly fair to say that its application
to other geographic areas, including one as close tc the
United States as Central America, was inevitable. But was
its application to Central America lcgical? The United
States was not naive about the sccio-economic and political
conditions in Latin America. It was fully aware that the
poor economic conditions and dictatorial leaderships of men
like Jorgé Ubico and Anastasic Somoza provided fertile
ground for dissent and reform, often under Marxist
leadership. This basic understanding did nct, however, lead
to logical analyses of the region, or fair and prudent
policies tcowards reformist groups or governments in the
countries of Central America.

What has intervened to prevent the formulation cof
such pclicies? Revisionist scheolars of American dipleomatic

history 1like tc argue that it was the c¢lash of the
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capitalist and communist economic systems, but this is an
insufficient explanation. What, for example, cf the concept
of naticnal security? In the case of Guatemala, the fact
remains that the United States was determined tc ouster
Arbenz fcor a number c¢f reasons. Some cf these were, of
gcourse, ecchnomic, But there was also an ideological war
gocing on in Guatemala, and the United States was determined
that the PGT would nct see its influence grow in Central
America at the expense o¢f American prestige. The United
States knew that its influence was diminisghing in Latin
America, and felt that it had to gain it back, but it was
also concerned that an extension of Ccmmunist influence in
the Americas would cause its prestige to decrease overseas.
And what of national security? Did the Eisenhocwer
Administraticn fear a c¢ollapse o©of Central America and,
possibly, an attack on the United States? On these points,
the United States' extensicn of the domino thecry to Central
America seems to have been less than logical. With regard to
Central America itself, the two things that the United
States feared were that Guatemala's neighbcurs might be
infiltrated by Cocmmunist agents or overthrcwn militarily by
Guatemalan troops, and that the Communist ideclogy might, if
allowed to succeed in Guatemala, spread like wildfire toc the
neighbouring states, especially El1 Salvadeor and Honduras,
thus triggering off a series of revoluticns. These fears

were quite similar to those expressed in Jjustification of
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the Truman Doctrine, and were equally exaggerated.
Nevertheless, if the entire context c¢f the pericd is taken
intc onsideration, it can be seen that the Eisenhcwer
Administration's application of the dominc theory to Central
America was not, to them, 1illogical. NSC-68 demonstrates
that the United States felt itself to be more wvulnerable
after 1950 than it had ever been before. It was safer,
therefore to exaggerate, even if that exaggeration meant
portraying the Arbenz Administration to be scmething that it

was not.

The Latin American domino thecry did not end with
Arbenz' exodus and the installation of Castillc-Armas as
President o©f Guatemala. Daniel James constructed a
marvellous piece of propaganda later in 1954. Entitled Red
Design for the Americas: Guatemalan Prelude, James' book had
an omincus cpening: "The Battle of the Western hemisphere
has begun."73 James examined the nature of Guatemalan
Communism -- it was, he felt, a Macist interpretation of
Lenin, designed to appeal tc the agrarian poor -- but he
also asserted the domino theory at every turn:

The Red beachhead which was founded con
Guatemalan scil in June 1944 was washed
away in the anti-Communist revoluticn of
June 1954, but the Red design for the
conquest o©of the Americas which was
designed over the intervening decade
survived. Out of the shambles it created

in Guatemala, Communism emerged with
something more lasting than a beachhead:
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an ideclogy specially adapted to Latin
America.”?

As late as 1957, the Eisenhower administration was still
using its success in Guatemala as anti-Ccmmunist propaganda.
The coup in Guatemala was not prcof that the Communist
threat in Latin America had been extinguished:
A part c¢f international Communism's

master plan is to gain a solid political

base in this hemisphere, a base that can

be used to extend Communist penetration

throughout the new world.”=s
The Eisenhcwer administration wculd, within the next two
years 'discover' what the Soviet Union's next target was,
and who its acccemplice would be: Cuba, and Fidel Castro.
Having created a prctctype peclicy in 1954, it would, in
conjunction with the Kennedy Administration, launch the ill-
fated Bay of Pigs invasion. PBSUCCESS, hcwever, achieved

its gcal, and the dominc theory had served it well. Its next

battle was to be its tcughest: the last years cf the Vietnam

war.



CHAPTER THREE
THE UNITED STATES AND VIETNAM, 1949 - 1968:
"DOING ALL WE CAN ...TO ERADICATE THE CANCER"

In his spirited defence of John F. Kennedy's tenure
in the White House, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr. had little
difficulty Jjustifying the President's application of the
dominc theory to Socutheast Asia. Although Schlesinger
questioned Dwight D. Eisenhcwer's wisdom in enunciating the
theory and therefore committing the United States to
Indochina in 1954, he ccncluded that

Whether the domino thecory was valid in

1954, it had acguired validity seven

years later, after the neighbouring

governments had staked their own security

ocn the ability of the United States to

live up to its pledges to Saigon. Kennedy

++. had no choice now but to work within

the situation he had inherited.?*
Two years later, in 1967, when his own belief in the
psychological dominc theory had been cast aside, Schlesinger
eloguently, and with precise logic, damned Lyndon B. Johnson
for doing exactly what Kennedy had done, namely working
within the situation he had inherited:

The rapidity with which reality

outstrips our perceptions of reality is

an underlying source cf our troubles with

foreign poclicy. I dc not suggest that,

if our perceptions were kept up toc date,

this would solve all ocur ©problens,

because many of the great problems of the

world are 1in their nature insoclvable.
But I am sure that we cannot make much

80
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sense at all in the world as long as we

continue to base policy on anachronism.

We must be forever vigilant to prevent

transient strategies from turning into

cherished and permanent verities.?
But Schlesinger's plea for the abandonment of the domino
theory was asking a lot of Lyndon Johnson. It demanded that
he ignore twenty years of (for the most part, successful)

foreign policy and adopt an entirely new Weltanschauung.

America's longest war had its roots in nineteenth
century imperialism and World War Two. Indochina had been
the jewel in the French imperial crown since 1862. Although
Japan had occupied Indochina in September 1940, French
colonial rule was not dismantled until March 1945, when the
Japanese toock over the reins of government. In 1941, a
resistance tc both the French and the Japanese was formed.
Founded by Ho Chi Minh, himself a Communist, the Viet Minh
was an alliance of nationalist and Communist elements. Upon
their defeat in 1945, the Japanese passed authority on to
the Viet Minh. Ho formed a provisional government in Hanoi
on 29 August, retaining the French puppet emperor cf Annam
province, Baoc Dai, as counsel. He then declared Vietnamese
independence on 2 September. Eleven days later, British
forces, authorized at the Potsdam Conference to disarm
Southern Vietnam, arrived in Saigon, and handed authority
back to the French. A bitter and bloody struggle between the

naticonalists and the French ensued. By December 1945, Ho
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conceded that his government had been a failure. "Though
five months have passed since we declared independence,” he

' In order to

said, "no foreign countries have recognized us.'
preserve his vision of Vietnam, Ho reached an accord with
the French on 6 March 1946, guaranteeing recognition of
Vietnam as a Free State within the French Union. But the
continuing French assertion of authority in Vietnam resulted
in further conflict, and negotiations to finalize the
agreement broke down in November 1946. Bao Dai, who had fled
Ho's Democratic Republic cof Vietnam in 1946, returned, and
was installed as president. This did nothing to stop the
Indochinese War. Ho fought the French until May 1954, when
he scored a decisive victory at Dien Bien Phu. In June 1954,
the stage was set at Geneva for the second phase of the
Vietnam War. After weeks of discussion, it was agreed on 19
June that Vietnam would be divided along the seventeenth
parallel. Ho was acknowledged as President o¢of North
Vietnam, but he continued to claim authority over the entire
nation, and encouraged opposition to the successive régimes
in the Socuth.?

When he was presented with the news that Britain was
pulling ocut of Greece in 1947, Truman acted quickly;
Eisenhower was equally decisive in 1954 once he became
convinced that Guatemala was a Communist beachhead in the
Western hemisphere. Although the United States would be

quick to identify Indochina as the socurce of a security
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threat, it would not develop a military policy quite so
promptly. This delay was due in some part to Truman's
reluctance to appear to condone French colonialism, but it
was also, especially during the first year of the Eisenho&er
administration (coincidentally, the final year of the first
Indochinese War), the result of domestic politics.,
Eisenhower had campaigned against the Kcrean War more than
against the Democratic Presidential candidate, Adlai
Stevenson, and his conduct during the campaign made it
impossible for him to immerse the United States in ancther
Asian war.? The U.S. would only gradually increase 1its
commitment to Vietnam. Although aid and advice were provided
from 1950 on and American lives would be 1lost in the
process, direct military intervention would not come until
August 1964, after the muddled Gulf of Tonkin incident.
What did remain constant in those fifteen years were the
decision to contain Ho Chi Minh at the seventeenth parallel
and the Jjustification for this containment poclicy -- the

dominoc theory.

The American reaction to the first Indochinese war
had been both realistic and fanciful. On the cne hand, Ho's
insurgency was interpreted as a broad-based expression of
naticnalism, and French colonialism was criticised, in some
cases implicitly, as in this 1949 OIR report:

The Communists in Indochina are among the
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principal leaders of an armed struggle
for national independence now being waged
against the French, who are seeking to

reestablish their prewar control. The
Communists participate in a cecalition
government known as the Vietnam
Demccratic Republic, which claims
sovereignty over the three predominantly
Vietnamese-populated provinces of
Indechina: Tonkin, Annam, and
Cochinchina. While the Communists are

dominant within the leadership, the

Vietnam Democratic Republic derives its

strength and following from a mass

nationalist mcvement comprising many

parties and grcups.S
The United States was wary of identifying itself with
colonialism. The Truman State Department recognized the
formation of Bao Dai's government as French colonialism in
another guise, but Dean Acheson remarked in 1950 that Bao
Dai was the sole alternative to "Commie dominaticn of
Indochina."® This concern about the "Commies" and the
implications of their success in Indochina led to a less
than rational interpretation of the Indochinese War. The
United States' recognition of the Viet Minh insurgency as a
nationalist movement was made in August 1949; in October,
Mao Zedong proclaimed the People's Republic of China. Not
surprisingly, the Chinese Revolution precipitated a change
in American attitudes. The dcmino theory was first applied
to Indochina in December 1949, in a draft policy paper, NSC-
48/1. This document, although not making use of metaphor,

noted a potential threat to American security and prestige:

.+e it 1is now clear that Scutheast Asia
is the target of a coordinated offensive
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directed by the Kremlin e The

extension of Communist authority in China

represented a grievous peclitical defeat

for us; if Southeast Asia is also swept

by communism we shall have suffered a

major political rout the repercussions of

which will be felt throughcut the rest of

the world, especially in the Middle East

and in a then critically exposed

Australia.”
A week later, the Truman administration adopted the
principles of NSC-48/1 as pelicy, including the
recommendation that the State Department "scrutinize more
cleosely the development of threats from Communist
aggression, direct and indirect" and repel such threats with
"political, economic and military assistance and advice
where clearly needed."® The fear of Communist expansiocon
thus quickly overrode American distaste for colonialism.
Although direct aid was not provided to France until the
spring of 1950, the Truman and Eisenhower administrations
turned a blind eye to Prance's diversion of Marshall Plan
funds and surplus military equipment to Indochina.® In 1950,
U.S. aid to France represented 15% of the total war cost; by
1954, it represented 82%.1°

Why did the United States fear collapse in so distant

a region? Nco matter how much the risks in Greece and
Guatemala might have been exaggerated, those nations were at
least in close proximity to Western Europe and the United

States respectively. Their link to national security was

not nearly as tenuous as Southeast Asia's appeared to be.
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Eisenhower's famous declaration of 7 April 1954 spelled out
a basic consideration of the Southeast Asian domino theory,
namely, access to raw materials, an argument which recurred
in the 1960s.** There was also, according to historian John
Dower, another important factor: Japan, the "superdominc" .2
NSC-48/1 demonstrated the Truman Administration's concern
for Japan:

If Japan, the principal compcnent of a

Far Eastern war-making ccmplex, were

added to the Stalinist bloc, the Scuth

Asian base could become a source of

strength capable of shifting the balance

of world power to the disadvantage of the

United States.t?
It was not so much the Japanese nation that the United
States wanted to protect as its "power potential", which
consisted of an "industrious, aggressive population, ...a
demonstrated potential for an efficient merchant marine, ...
lan]l already develcped indugstrial base and [al] strategic
position."*?® Demarcating Southeast Asia as an area of
strategic sensitivity was not therefore a difficult task.
The superdomino made another appearance in April 1950, when
the Joint Chiefs of Staff presented the Assistant to the
Secretary of Defense, James H.Burns, with a strategic
assessment of the situaticn in Southeast Asia. "In light of
U.S8. strategic concepts," it read, "the integrity cf the
offshore island chain from Japan to Indochina is of critical

strategic importance tc the United States.2®

If Harry Truman and his advisers were responsible for
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intreducing the domino theory to American foreign policy in
general, history also finds that it was they who put its
specific application to Socutheast Asia on a firm footing.
The State Department made two important conclusions in
February 1950: that - the domino theory supplied a wvalid
interpretation of politics and revolution in Southeast Asia,
and that the United States was therefore committed to the
region. Bac Dai, while not ideal, was the only alternative
to "openfingl]l the door to complete Communist domination of
Southeast Asia."*® The United States could either support
the French in their war against Ho Chi Minh, or "face the
extension of Communism over the remainder of the continental
area of Southeat Asia and, possibly, farther westward."??
This was the conclusion of a report which recommended that
the United States provide the French with as much military
aid as it could "uniquely"” cffer, short of troops.?*® At the
end ¢f February, the Truman Administration formalised its
Indochina policy in NSC-64, which has mistakenly been taken
as the original statement of the domino theory.*® NSC-64
was a brief, repetitious exposition of the theory,
significant in part because it linked the Indochina policy
with Kennan's containment of European Communism in 1947:
It is recognized that the threat of
Communist aggression against Indochina is
only one phase of anticipated Communist
plans to seize all o¢f Southeast Asia.
ee <A decison to contain Communist

expansion at the border of Indochina must
be considered as a part of a wider study
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to prevent Communist aggression into
other parts of Southeast Asia,=2°
The paper duly noted that it was "important to United States
security interests that all practicable measures be taken to
prevent further communist expansion...."2%*

Thus far, then, the Truman administration's
consideration of the eccncemic and strategic value of
Indochina has been assessed. As with Greece and Guatemala,
however, there was an additicnal concern. On 7 March 1950,
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern
Affairs, Livingston T. Merchant, expressed his concern abcut
the psychological effects of a Communist success tc the
Assistant Secretary, W. Walton Butterworth when he said that
Indochina was important to the U.S. because of

The certainty that the prestige of
psychclogical results of another
Communist triumph in Asia, following on
the heels of China, would be felt beyond
the immediate area and could be expected
adversely tc affect ocur interests in

India, Pakistan and even the
Philippines.22

Clearly, the Truman Administration had laid the groundwork
for succeeding administrations to rely on the domino theory

in all its ramifications for Socutheast Asia.

When Eisenhower assumed the Presidency in January
19533, the French war effort was faltering. Disillusioned
with the French inability to deal with and win cver ardent

Vietnamese naticnalists, but at the same time adamant that
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Ho Chi Minh fail in his efforts to unite nationalists in the
North and Scuth, Eisenhower increased U.S. aid to France in
September and lent support to a French strategy which
included luring Viet Minh forces to Dien Bien Phu and
defeating them in difficult battle conditions. The plan
failed miserably. The Viet Minh, under the command of
General Vo Nguyen Giap, dug in and isclated the French. 2a
siege ensued; it lasted eight weeks, and the French, who
were unsuccessful in obtaining direct military aid from
Britain and the United States, were scundly defeated.??

Dien Bien Phu was a milestone in the histcry of the
domince theory. Eisenhower's metaphor was articulated in the
middle of the siege, and in it he expressed what can be seen
as an ctherwise pragmatic concept’'s idealism. He lamented
that "...you have the possibility that many human beings
pass under a dictatorship that 1is inimical to the free
world."” Four days later, Under Secretary of State Walter
Bedell Smith, asked whether or not the falling domino
metaphor was accurate for Scutheast Asia, noted the
importance of strategic bases and raw materials in the area,
but said that

sae while they are of enormous
importance, the mocst important thing of

all is the possible loss of millions and
millions of people who would disappear

behind the Ircn Curtain. There are
enough millions behind the Ircon Curtain
NOoW .« Sc what's at stake in Indochina?

It 1s the human freedom of the masses of
people for all that enormcus area of the
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world, =24
Eisenhower and Smith probably were genuinely distressed at
the thought of those millions disappearing bkehind the Iron
Curtain, but their idealism was tempered by their realism.
To them, the pcssibility that the huge pcpulation of
Southeast Asia could be transformed intc a Communist army
was, understandably, frightening.

Having witnessed the French defeat at Dien Bien Phu,
members of the Eisenhower administration put their faith in
a proposed ccllective security organization for Scutheast
Asia. At his press conference of 12 May 1954, the President
made a fumbling attempt to articulate why Indochina was
indispensable to the defense of Southeast Asia and how a
Scutheast Asian version of NATO wculd keep the dominoes
from tumbling:

Again I forget whether it was before this
body that I talked about the cork and the
bottle. Well, it 1is very important, and
the great idea of setting up an
organization 1s so as to defeat the
domino result. When, each standing
alone, one falls, it has the effect on
the next, and finally the whole row is
dewn. You are trying, through a unifying
influence, to build that row cf dominoces
so they can stand the fall of c¢ne, if
necessary.2%
Scon after the defeat at Dien Bien Phu and the partition of
Vietnam, John Foster Dulles oversaw the creaticn of SEATO,

the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization. The SEATO treaty

was concluded on 8 September 1954 with Australia, Britain,
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France, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines, Thailand,
and the U.S. as signatories. The treaty stated that these
nations
Desirled] to strengthen the fabric of
peace and freedoem and to uphold the
principles of democracy, individual
liberty and the rule c¢f law, and to
promcte the economic wellbeing and
development of all peoples in the area
[and]
Intend{ed] to declare publicly and
formally their sense c<f unity, sc that
any potential aggressor will appreciate
that the Parties stand together in the
area.?2s
In its implicit division o¢f the world into two
separate spheres and its insistence that the West remain
vigilant to the threat to democracy, the rhetoric of SEATO
was similar to that employed by Truman in his 1947 speech to
Congress. The threat of communism, it implied, had become
even more 1insidicus. Not c¢nly were thesc states open to
armed attack, but the "inviolability or the integrity of
[their] territory or [their] sovereignty or political
independence” was open to subversicon. SEATO assumed that an
attack on or subversion of any one state constituted a
threat to the peace and security of all the signatories.=27
A protcccocl declared that Cambodia, Lacs and "the free
territory under the jurisdiction of the State of Vietnam",
although not signatories, were also covered by the treaty.2%®

SEATO thus became the legal basis for the American

intervention 1in Vietnam. In 1969, a Newsweek article
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determined that, after 1954, the dominc theory "never really
became sclidified in government thinking", and that Dulles'
creation of and faith in SEATO represented a retreat from
Eisenhower's April musings. Newsweek tocok as evidence of
this Dulles' statement that "As nations come together, then
the 'dominoc theory' ... ceases to apply."#® However, the
concept of collective security did not, as Newsweek argued,
replace the idea of sequential collapse. Collective
security and the dominoc theory were two pieces of the same
puzzle: SEATO was a means of preventing an otherwise
inevitable ccllapse of Scutheast Asia.

The American public relaticons campaign around SEATO
was exaggerated. It preyed con fears of Soviet expansion and
explcited the nation's historical love for and pursuit of
liberty. Dulles released a statement cn 6 September which
declared that

The United States itself has no direct
territorial interests in Southeast Asia.
Nevertheless we feel a sense of common
destiny with thcse who have in this area
their life and being.

We arc united by a common danger that
stems from international commmunism and
its insatiable ambiticn. We know that
wherever it makes gains, as in Indochina,
these gains are loocked on, not as final
solutions, but as bridgeheads for future
gains.3°

The treaty and Dulles' statement both clearly reflected the

fear that once it gained a foothold in Socutheast Asia,

Communism would mount an offensive radiating out from



Vietnam, toppling first Lacs and Cambodia, then cther
mainland states, and finally the island states c¢f the
Pacific. The effect was not at all unlike that postulated
for Central America earlier in the year.

The Eisenhower Administraticn had crafted a very
successful public relations campaign arcund the domino
theory. Mcre than that, however, they believed what they
were saying tc the American people. Eisenhcower knew, just as
Truman did in 1947, that he did nct have tc cenvert an
audience tc activism and anti-Communism. What he, like
Truman, did have to do was reinfcrce and sustain that
emotion. This was not a difficult task. A sense of national
insecurity had guided policymakers since men like Truman and
Kennan felt and encouraged it in 1947. Surely if they
continued to repeat the maxims that they believed in to the
American people and to embellish them whenever it was deemed

necessary, support for their peclicies would be sustained.

The Eisenhower administraticn retained its interest
in Vietnamese affairs. Between 1954 and 1961, it oversaw
Ngo Dinh Diem's installation as President of Socuth Vietnam
and provided economic and military assistance to the Diem
regime in its struggle against the Viet Cong in the seccnd
Indochinese war., Into this situation stepped John F.

Kennedy, who was nct unfamiliar with the history of American
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involvement in Vietnam. While serving in the Senate, he had
visited Southeast Asia and spoken cut against increased
American participaticn there:

I am frankly of the belief that nc amount
of American military assistance in Indo-
china can congquer ...'an enemy of the
people' which has the sympathy and covert
support of the pecple ... For the United
States to intervene unilaterally and to
send troops intoc the most difficult
terrain in the world, with the Chinese
able to pour in unlimited manpower, would
mean that we would face a situation which
would be far more difficult than even
that we encountered in Korea.3*

Like Truman and Eisenhower, Kennedy was wary of the growing
American role in Vietnam,32 but he did not dcubt the
validity of the domino theory, and was not averse tc using
it while running for the Democratic Presidential nomination
in 1960, and later in the White House. Speaking before
Congress on 29 February, he argued that America's nuclear
arsenal was not capable of deterring Soviet aggression:

In short, it cannot Prevent the

Communists from gradually nibbling at the

fringe of the free world's territcery and

strength, until our security has been

steadily eroded in piecemeal fashion -~

each Red advance being toc small to

justify massive retaliaticn, with all its

risks.32
Once he had the nomination and was battling Richard Nixon
for the Presidency, Kennedy gquestioned SEATO's measure of
success, and proclaimed the need for

«ss some kind of regicnal group over

Southeast Asia which gives these smaller
countries the feeling that, in spite of
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their distaste for a military alliance,
they will not be left to be picked off
one by one at the whim of the Peiping
regime,3*%

Schlesinger was c¢orrect to conclude that once he
became President, Kennedy was trapped by the policies that
had preceded him. And he was trapped by the attitudes of
the entire generaticn to which he belonged, which is why,
when shortly before Kennedy's death David Brinkley asked him
whether he "had any reason tc doubt this so-called 'domino
theory'"”, Kennedy was able toc say:

No, I believe it. I believe it, I think
that the struggle is close encugh. China
is so large, locms so high Jjust beyond
the frontier, that if Scuth Viet-Nam
went, it wculd not only give them an
improved geographic positicn for a
guerilla assault on Malaya but would alsoc
give the impression that the wave cf the
future in Southeast Asia was China and
the Communists. So I believe it.3S

Kennady's presidency began with a surge of anti-
Communist foreign policy. The day before he tock cffice, he
met with Eisenhower, whec told him "with considerable
emotion" that Scutheast Asia must not be allowed tc fall to
Communism. Eisenhower alsc indicated that the immediate
threat at that point was not South Vietnam, but Lacs, where
an American-sponsored Right wing government appeared toc be
endangered by a Communist insurgency.3S$ Kennedy had also
met with the president soon after the election and was

advised of a planned invasion of Cuba.?7 In April 1961,

Kennedy opted to go ahead with Eisenhower's second Latin
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American counter-revoluticn, the invasion at the Bay of
Pigs, which failed dismally. This did not alter his belief
that there was a Communist conspiracy to dismantle the
Western alliances piece by piece, and neither, consequently,
did it change his mind about meeting that threat. On 20
April he cutlined some cf the "useful lessons" of the Bay of
Pigs. Kennedy warned against underestimating the tenacity
cf Communism beth in Cuba and arcund the world; he
reiterated the [Latin American domino theory, and he
adamantly asserted that the United States was fighting a
global war, one gcverned not by nuclear armaments, but
rather by "subversion, infiltration, and a host o<f other
tactics steadily advanclingl, picking off vulnerable areas
one by one in situaticns which do not permit cur own armed
intervention."3® The President who had run a campaign on
the themes of challenge and vigcur in foreign peolicy lent an
idiosyncratic tone tc the dominc theory:
We dare not fail to see the insidious

nature of this new and deeper struggle.

We dare not fail to grasp the new

concepts, the new tcols, the new sense of

urgency we will need to combat it --

whether in Cuba cr South Viet-Nam. ...

The message cf Cuba, of Lacs, of the

rising din of Communist vocices in Asia

and Latin America -- these messages are

the same. The complacent, the self-

indulgent, the soft societies are about

to be swept away with the debris of

history. Only the strong, the

industrious, only the determined, only

the couragecus, only the visionary who

determine the real nature of ocur struggle
can possibly survive.3®
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Kennedy spoke of a "new and deeper" struggle, but he must
have kncwn that subversion and infiltration were not in the
least novel, not to the Soviet Union and c¢China, and
certainly not to the wise men of American foreign policy.
His version of the domino theory -- that nations . lacking the
requisite "vigour" wculd be swept away by Communism --
illustrated the growing importance of the theory as a pubklic
relaticns tocl to maintain support for what was seen as a
potentially unpcpular policy. In the last six months of
1961, Kennedy struggled to decide whether or not tc commit
ground troops to Vietnam and was awarce that the "loss" of
South Vietnam could endanger him at home. In an 11 Novemker
1961 memo, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara and
Secretary of State Dean Rusk linked the psycholcgical domino
theory to the stature of the Kennedy Administration at hcme,
and determined that a reunification of the two Vietnams
would

...not only destrocy SEATO but would

undermine the c¢redibility of American

commitments elsewehere. Further, loss of

South Vietnam would stimulate bitter

dcecmestic contrcoversies in the United

States and would be seized upon by

extreme elements to divide the country

and harass the Administration....*°

Belief in the dominc thecory solidified during

Kennedy's presidency. Fidel Castro's rise to power and

emerging partnership with the Soviet Unicn, with its

presumed implications for the future of the American
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continents, was not the only factor contributing to this
process. In January 1962, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
prepared a memcrandum on the strategic importance of
Southeast Asia, detailing the specific path they feared a
Communist sweep through the region would take. Thailand was
pinpointed as the "next major target" of a cccrdinated
offensive that would then mcve to ensnare a "'pink' Burma
and a vacillating Cambecdia.” The ultimate result would be
the «collapse of SEATO and the 1loss c¢f Malaya and
Singapore.®* This document, JCSM/33-62, was excessively
concerned with the future of small, peripheral nations. O0f
what ccnsequence could the political future of a nation like
Singapore be to the United States? The Joint Chiefs made it
very clear that these nations were valuable cnly for their
military or strategic potential:
Loss of the Socutheast Asian Mainland

would have an adverse impact on our

military strategy and would markedly

reduce ocur ability in limited war by

denying us air, land and sea bases, by

forcing greater intelligence effort with

lesser results, by complicating military

lines o¢f communication and by the

introduction of mcore formidable fcorces in

the area.=®*=?
They went on to extend the domino effect toc Australia and
New Zealand, and argued that the Philippines and Japan would
"be pressured to assume at best, a neutralist role...."

while "India's ability to remain neutral would be

jeopardized.” Africa would then stand ready to tumble.*3
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Lest this dramatic scenaric fail to illustrate the profound
effect that the JCS believed would emanate frcm Southeast
Asia ("a most natural and comparatively soft outlet"), a
thumbnail sketch of the world situation was quickly drawn:

+++ the military and pclitical effort of

Communist China in Scuth Vietnam and the

pclitical and psycholcgical thrust by the

USSR intc the Indonesian archipelagoc are

not brushfire tactics nor merely a

campaign for control of the mainland

area. ... It is, in fact, a planned phase

in the communist timetable for world

domination. Whereas, control of Cuba has

opened for the Sino-Soviet Bloc most

ready access tc countries of Scuth and

Central America, control c¢f Southeast

Asia will open access to the remainder of

Asla and to Africa and Australia.?®?®

During the time that Kennedy was President, then, the

dominc theory became solidified in foreign policy thinking.
It continued to be applied to Latin America, but more
importantly, it had become saccond nature tc utilize the
theory when discussing American fortunes in Vietnam.
Significantly, Kennedy was not Jjust party to the
formalisation of the physical domino theory, but the
psychological domino theory as well. Elements of this
thinking had developed with respect to Greece and
Guatemala, but they were never as fully articulated as they
were by Kennedy's advisers in the JCS. Consequently, when
Lyndon Jchnson assumed command of the naticn in November

1963, he was presented with a locking glass (however

distorted its lens) with which to observe and interpret
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pelitical wupheaval in the Third Werld in general, and

Vietnam in particular.

In an effort to identify himself with Kennedy,
Johnson began by entering the plea, "Let us ccntinue."4® As
far as Vietnam was ccncerned, it seems likely that LBJ was
intending to follow Kennedy's path of rigid anti-Communism.
Johnson was a realist, however, and was not willing to risk
the 1964 election over Vietnam. His initial tactic, as
Kennedy's had been when he succeeded Eisenhcwer, was toc
supplement the assistance that already existed.®*® Althcugh
there was no reason to doubt that Jchnscon would questicn the
principles of the Vietnam policy -- sent to Southeast Asia
on a fact-finding tour after the Bay o¢f Pigs, LBJ had
reported that the United States must, "with strength and
determinaticn" Jjoin the battle against Communism there or
"inevitably ... surrender the Pacific and take up defenses
on our own shore."?? -- the transitional periocd between
Kennedy's and his administration nevertheless saw a
reiteraticn of the dominc thecry by its most ardent
admirers, the JCS. Their Chairman, Maxwell D. Taylor,
drafted a memo in January 1964 which repeated the 1962
opinion that neutrality was as potentially destructive to
the free world as ccmmunism was, and the belief that the
psychological effects of South Vietnam's fall ("the first

real test of cur determination to defeat the communist wars
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of liberation formula") would spread to Africa and Latin
America. Tayleor also noted the physical weakness of naticns
proximate to Vietnam, such as Laos, Thailand, and
Cambodia.“4®
As Kennedy had been, Johnson was asked directly

whether or not he believed in the domino theory. His answer
to Eric Sevareid is significant not Jjust because of his
statement of his firm bkelief in the theory, but because of
the light it shed on its dimensions. Just as Eisenhower had
attempted to bring the human facter inte play, sc toc did
Johnson:

+++ I share President Kennedy's view, and

I think the whcle of Southeast Asia wculd

be invclved and that would involve

hundreds of millions o¢f pecple, and I

think it's -- it cannct be ignored, we

muast do everything we can, we must be

responsible, we must stay there and help

them, and that is what we are going to

do.??
Like his predecesscors, Jchnson saw an altruistic aspect of
the American involvement in Vietnam. The fact that he chose
to discuss this instead of alluding to strategy, territcry,
and raw materials -- the most significant considerations of
the dcominc thecry -- was significant. Johnson was
increasingly using the theory as a public relaticns tool.
Such statements were obvious attempts to placate those who
would criticize Jchnson's foreign policy. At the same time,

however, the Administration was willing to indicate what its

real mctives in Southeast Asia were. "The ultimate gocal,"
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stated Secretary of Defense Rcbert McNamara, was .0 to
help maintain free and independent naticns which can develcp
politically, economically, and socially, and which can be
responsible members of the world community.=°

Simultanecusly with this «came an attempt at
historical Jjustification o¢f the American invclvement in
Vietnam. McNamara's argument was, at best, circular. The
United States' gcal, he asserted, was a "independent ncn-
Communist Vietnam." It was not a requirement that Vietnam

function as a Western kase or as a member cof a Western

1

Alliance," but it was crucial that it "be free ... to accept
ocutside assistance as required to maintain its
security."®® Shculd the United States fail toc achieve this
goal,

almost all <¢f Southeast Asia will

probably fall under Communist dominance

(all of Vietnam, Lacs, and Cambedia),

accommodate to Communism s¢ as to remove

effective U.S. and anti-Communist

influence (Burma), or fall under the

dominaticn of forces not explicitly

Communist but 1likely then toc kecome so

(Indonesia taking over Malaysia).S=2
McNamara listed as further possible casuwalties Thailand, the
Philippines, India, Australia, New Zealand, Taiwan, Kocrea,
and Japan. He then claimed that this chain of events woculd
"probably" have proceeded had the United States not becocome
so "heavily engaged” in Vietnam after 1954 and "especially
since 1961." Again he said that Vietnam was "a test case of

U.S. capacity to help a nation meet a Ccmmunist ‘war of
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liberation'"” and concluded that "only the U.S. presence
after 1954 held the South together...."52 One wonders
whether or not he realised the irony of his statement,
whether o©or not he recognised the artificial nature of the
South's cohesicon. In any case, self praise was ketter than
none, and the Jchnson Administraticn had convinced itself
that it was follcwing the right path in Vietnam.

The appeal to history continued as the Admin-
igstration persisted in its efforts to sell its view of
Vietnam to Americans. In May 1964, Adlai Stevenscon went
before the U.N. Security Council to call for frontier
patrols to dispel skirmishes on the Cambodia~Vietnam border.
Stating that American policy in Vietnam was not ancmalcus,
Stevenson drew a parallel between what was rapidly becoming
the most infamous application of the domino theory and its
first post-war application, Greece, when he said that the
Vietnamese policy was not an anmclous one. He said that
when the Greeks were fighting what was perceived tc be an
insurmountable enemy in 1947, the Americans came to their
aid, and that they should now do the same for the
Vietnamese.®? On the same day, McNamara said that military
assistance programs were directed at eleven countries "under
the Red shadow", including Greece, Turkey, and South
Vietnam. Striving to maintain continuity between current
policy and that which was fcllocwed at the end of World War

IT, McNamara pointed out that the "Sinc-Soviet bloc" was
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"contained"” in the North by the Arctic, and to the West by a
"revitalized" Western Europe. That revitalisation, achieved
through the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan and therebky a
reflection of the first postwar application cf containment,
must now be matched in the "forward defense naticns" of the
Middle East and Scutheast Asia, those nations forming "an
arc along which the free world draws its frontline of
defense.”®%® On 4 June, LBJ himself stated what he considered
the four basic points of the Vietnam policy: that the U.S.
keep its word, that the integrity <f Scutheast Asia be
assured, that this should be accomplished  without
threatening peace, and that the United States commit itself

to defending freedom "on every front." Then he sought some
justificaticen. This policy, he said, had been followed for

ten years, and throughout three administrations.®S%

Although the various branches o¢f the Jochnscn
administration seemed in agreement about the validity of the
domino thecry, there were a few who felt that it might have
been an over-simplification. First amcng them was the
Central Intelligence Agency. The President was told on 9
June 1964 that "no nation in the area would quickly succumb
to Communism as a result of the fall of Lacs and South
Vietnam." The CIA felt sure of this because, as they
argued, "any spread which did occur would take time," and in

that interval, any number of unanticipated factors might
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adversely affect the Communists' position.®7 In late 1964,
the NSC Working Group on Southeast Asia, chaired by William
P. Bundy, prepared a paper on "U.S. Objectives and Stakes in
South Vietnam and Southeast Asia", which tock a sceptical
view of the "so-called dcminc thecry." As far as the
psychological deminc theory was concerned, Bundy's grocup
felt that "Greece and Turkey might be affected to some
degree," and that "“serious adverse repercussions" were
pessible in India and Iran.®® They were confident, however,
that the "faith and resclve" of the NATO naticns would nct
be shaken as locng as NATO forces were not deployed in
Southeast Asia, and that

In ... the Middle East, Africa, and Latin

America, either the nature <¢f the

Communist threat, or the degree of U.S.

commitment, cr bocth, are so radically

different than in Scutheast Asia that it

igs difficult to assess the impact.S5®
As long as the United States maintained its curent level of
support in Southeast Asia, the results would "prokakly nct
be too sericus.” This argument met with a curt reply from
the JCS, which did not "share [this] feeling of
reassurance, "%°

But Bundy and the NSC were by nc means free of the

domino theory and the constraints it had placed on strategic
analysis. In this same document, they expressed the fear

that if Thailand or Malaysia were to fall, then "the rot

would ke in real danger of spreading all cver mainland
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Asia."®* The paper ended on an ambigucus note:

In sum, there are encugh "ifs" and enocugh
possibilities of offsetting action ...
that it cannct be concluded that the loss
of Scuth Vietnam would soon have the
toally crippling efffect 1in Scutheast
Asia and Asia generally that the loss of
Berlin would have in Europe.
Nonetheless, the lcss could be extremely
sericus, and it could be as bkad as
Berlin, driving us to the progressive
loss of other areas....®?

Twc weeks later, Bundy and Under-Secretary of Defense

John McNaughton argued that the "sc~called ‘dominc' theory
is oversimplified," but stcpped short of a blanket rejecticn
of the paradigm, It would be valid, they argued, only if
Communist China entered the £fray "in force" and 1if the
United States were "forced cut ... in circumstances of
military defeat."®3 As for what would happen if South
Vietnam collapsed without the interference of the Chinese,
it did not differ at all from the classic domino theory:

ess Communist control of Socuth Vietnam

would almost immediately make Lacs hard

to hold, have Cambodia bending sharply to

the Communist side, place great pressure

on Thailand (a ccuntry which has an

historic tendency to make 'peace' with

the side that seems tc be winning), and

embolden Indonesia tc increase its

pressure con Malaysia.®?
Not only did policymakers vacillate between rejecting and
accepting at face value the assumptions ©f the domino

theory, they also continued to rely on the psychclogical

domino theory. For example, althcugh Bundy had, in the
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earlier NSC document, questioned the psycholcgical
ramifications of South Vietnam's fall, by 26 November, he
and McNaughton noted that "l[elssentially the loss of Scuth
Vietnam to Communist control would be a major blow to cur
basic policies. U.S. prestige is heavily ccmmitted tc the
maintenance of a non-Communist Scuth Vietnam...."SS

This ambiguity continued on into 1965. On 3 January,
Dean Rusk ncoted that from the moment that North Vietnam was
"organized as a Communist nation", Laos and South Vietnam
became pressure points. "Now, this is the nature of the
appetite proclaimed from Peiping,” he explained. "One
doesn't require a 'domino' thecry tc get at this."®S In
February, Bundy told reporters that he was "nct using what's
sometimes called 'the domino theory'" when he explained
that the "independence and freedcm cf Thailand, Cambodia, of
Malaysia, and so cn" would be difficult tec guarantee if
South Vietnam came under Communist control. Presumably,
neither was he using the psychoclogical domino theory when
he feared that octher Southeast Asian nations might lose
confidence in the United States.®”? This pattern of
behaviour indicated that althcugh policymakers were
beginning to analyse the assumpticns underlying their
policies critically, they were at this pcint unable or
unwilling to disengage totally from such assumptions.
Johnson, seeking to justify his escalation of the war in

April 1965, reached back into the past for an example:
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The central lesson of ocur time is that

the appetite of aggressicn 1is never

satisfied. To withdraw from one

battlefield means only tc prepare for the

next. We must say in Asia --as we did in

Europe~- in the words of the Bible:

'Hitherto shalt thou ccme, but no

further.'s®
George Ball argued in June 1965 that the United States
should begin to move away from Vietnam, and that a gradual
phase-out would not mean defeat. While Thailand could
conceivably totter, Southeast Asia as a whole wculd not
fall. Ball sat back and observed the mess that surrounded
him:

It should by ncw be apparent that we have

to a large extent created ocur own

predicament. In our determinaticn to

rally suppcrt we have tended to give the

South Vietnamese struggle an exaggerated

snd symbclic significance (Mea Culpa,

since I personally participated in this
effort).s®

Despite such appearances to the contrary, hcwever,the dominc
theory was still firmly entrenched. William Bundy, for
example, rejected Ball's analysis autcmatically.”® In July,
Ball advised that the United States cut its losses and get
out of Scuth Vietnam; he did not think that this would
adversely affect American prestige. Dean Rusk replied that
he did not know where the Soviet Union and China wculd "stay
their hand" if they thought the United States was backing
out cf its commitments, while Henry Cabot Lcdge reached back

to the past, asking "Can't we see the similarity t¢ our cwn
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indolence at Munich?"72
It was the psychological dominc thecry that had
become the primary reason for remaining in Vietnam. In
March, McNaughton presented McNamara with a breakdown of
American aims in Scuth Vietnam: 70% of the effort was to
"aveid a humiliating U.S defeat (tc our reputaticn as a
guarantor), 20% was to "keep Socuth Vietnam (and then
adjacent) territory from Chinese hands", while conly 10% of
the effort was devcoted to permitting the South Vietnamese to
enjoy a "better, freer way of life."72
It seemed that once McNaughton had spelled cut the
real reascns for remaining in Vietnam, there was 1little
reason to tell the American people anything different. Press
conferences and personal appearances on news shows brcught
forth no lamentaticns for the people of Scutheast Asia, no
catalogue of the strategic resources and bases that might be
lost. Vietnam was now a matter of American pride, as Dean
Rusk explained to ABC's John Scali on 11 July:
Well, suppose that our 41 cother allies
-~ or 42 allies ~- should find
themselves questioning the wvalidity of
the assurance of the United States with
respect tc their security?
«++. What would you think if you were
West Berliners and you found that our
assurance on these matters did not amcunt
to very much?
.o New, this is something that we
cannot igncre because this begins to roll

things up all over the world if we are
not careful here.??
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On 28 July 1965, the President himself tcld the naticn that
American power was a "very vital shield"” for the non-
Communist nations which cculd not themselves resist "the
grasping ambitiocn of Asian Communism." He argued that shculd
the United States be defeated in the field, then "nc nation

fcould] ever again have the same confidence in American

promise or in American protection." Johnscon discussed the
lessons o¢f appeasement and reiterated that the United
States was the last dominc: "...an Asia so threatened by

Cemmunist dominaticn weculd certainly imperil the United
States itself."7% In February 1966, he used the domino
effect to persuade Americans that it was their mcral duty to

fight in Vietnam.7%

But ' Americans were tiring of the war and the
rhetoric. Senator William Fulbright, commenting on the
"Arrogance of Power" on 5 May 1966, said that he believed
the President and his deputies when they told the American
pecple that they were fighting to preserve Scuth Vietnam's
right to self-determination, but that he didn't believe the
United States could achieve its gocal in Vietnam. "We are
still acting like boy scouts," he said, "dragging reluctant
old ladies across the streets they do nct want tc cross."?S
Johnson had crdered the sustained bombing of Ncrth Vietnam -
-Operation ROLLING THUNDER -- on 24 February 1965, and this

had ccontinued on intc 1966 without much success. There had
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been 15,000 American advisers in Vietnam when Johnson came
to office; by the end of 1966, 400,000 ground trocps were
committed.?”? Still, the diligent boy scout had trcuble
convincing the little old lady to cross the street, and
observers at home were beginning to think that maybe he
should leave her alone. "Teach-ins" to oppcse the war had
begun in 1965. Fulbright had begun televised hearings intc
the conduct of Vietnam pclicy con 8 February 1966, and George
F. Kennan told him that c¢ontainment was an appropriate
policy for Eurcpe, but not for Scutheast Asia.
Demonstrations tcck place across the naticn from 25-27
March, and there was a march on Washington on 18 March. 1In
a March poll, 25% said that the war was a mistake; by
November, this had risen to 31%.7® The dissent progressed,
aided by television reports from the field, demonstrating
exactly how harsh and ignobkle this war was turning ocut to
be. The surprise of the Tet offensive at the end of January
1968 proved to be the turning point. Tet was certainly nc
military victory for the Viet Cong, but the fact that they
tock the Americans ccmpletely by surprise --Tet was the
Vietnamese New Year, and the Americans were expecting a
holiday ceasefire-- proved to many in the anti-war movement
that Fulbright and Ball were correct in asserting that the
Americans could not win a guerilla war.?®

But the anti-war movement was more than simply a

response to the spiralling commitment -- becth human and
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financial -- to the government of South Vietnam, and the
increasing number of casualties. Newspapers began to
question the basis for the war as early as 1965. Following
air raids on North Vietnam in early February, the St. Louis

” o

Post~-Dispatch wrote that while it may be naticnally

humiliating to admit it,"” the United States was risking
world war for absclutely no reascn. The New York Times had
also called for a diplomatic rather than a military
settlement. Ccmmenting on the ideclcgical diviscn among the
naticn's newspapers, Time remarked that

.++ Scme experienced journalists seemed

to be saying that they did not know the

basic reason why the U.S. was in Vietnam.

They have been writing about that ever

since Harry Truman sent trcops into Korea

to halt the spread <¢f Communism in

Asia.®°
Time, out of its lecyalty tc Johnson and its cwn historic
belief in the domino theory and the dcctrine of ccntainment,
criticised these 1liberal papers for their lack of
understanding. In fact they understcod only too well that
the peclicy was based on anachronism; that was why they were
turning against Johnscn and his war. Also aware of and
angered by LBJ's misuse cf the past was Walter Lippmann. He
commented privately in 1965 that Dean Rusk was "a very
intelligent stupid man. ...His reasoning is based on
misplaced histcrical analogies, like what happened in the

1930s cr in World War II." Publicly, Lippmann was alsc cn

the attack, writing in his "Today and Tommerrow" cclumn that
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White House officials totally misunderstocd the meaning of
revolution and were misrepresenting the Vietnamese crisis.®?
Scon after the likeral criticism and conservative

support of the FLAMING DART raids, Ccmmonweal offered an

examination c¢f "Vietnam and Reality", criticising what it
considered the general "lapse of forceful intelligence and
of will in Washingtcn's pclitical offices." Eisenhower had
made the commitment to Vietnam tcc casually, and ‘"with
terrible inscuciance", Kennedy had tried tc sclve a century-
0ld Vietnamese crisis. Jchnscn, therefore was not entirely
to blame, but it was up to him now tc think logically, and
cease to rely on the past.®=2

The common cry of those coalescing against the war
was that the United States should negotiate its way cut of
Vietnam, Such a process was honourable, and wculd nct
damage American prestige. Time reacted bitterly against
such a nction on the grounds that it "leaves out of account
the fact that the Communists use negotiaticns only as a
tactic to make further gains." If LBJ allowed the United
States to be bullied ocut of Vietnam, "Americans would only
have to make ancther stand against Asian Communism later,
under worse conditicons and in less tenable lccations."®2 1In
retrospect, it 1is difficult tc imagine what setting cculd
have been worse than the jungles of Southeast Asia. As late
as November 1965, eight months after ROLLING THUNDER had

begun and a month after the Americans and the Viet Minh
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clashed at Ia Drang, Saturday Review defended Jchnson's
actions as "policy continuity” and praised the President for
having "fully recognized the need to avoid the runaway train
of consequences that c¢oculd be set in moticon in Indoc-
China."24

In April 1966, Commonweal published an examination of

the analcocgy between Scutheast Asia in the 1960s and Eurcpe
in the 1930s. Its author, Wiliam Pfaff, argued that the
analogy was faulty because it misrepresentied the situaticn
in Eurcpe in the 1930g.%5 Two months later, The New
Republic observed that "Vietnam has become a chronic
disease, debilitating and seemingly incurable.”"®® The
article ncted Johnson's difficulties at home and abrcad;
namely, his fear that a pull-out from Vietnam wculd trigger
a decline of naticnal prestige and personal popularity. All
of this, it concluded, was the result of ill-conceived
pelicy and an overall senseless situation. The journal went
on to bemoan that

+.+» the heart cf the tragedy....is that

all of us ~-in Vietnam and here at home--

are sacrificing for a cause that is nct

worth it. The Viet Cong may be foolish

to go on fighting for their country. We

are werse than foolish. We are waging a

war that is none o¢f ocur business and

which cannot be justified by any moral

imperative o¢r threat to our national
security.®”

In February 1967, The New Republic again argued that cChina,

having "all the appearance of being in the throes of a civl
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war", could not pose a threat to security and econcmic
interests cf the United States.®®

There were still thcse pericdicals -~ Newsweek among
them -- which remained in favour of the war. In the 13
February 1967 issue, c¢olumnist Kenneth Crawfcrd reacted
angrily to Kennan's and fcrmer ambassador to the Soviet
Union Edward Reischauer's testimeny at the Fulbright
hearings. Crawford dcubted their cpinion that the Ccmmunist

kloc was shattered and could not be reassembled intc a

monclithic force. He sneered at their reccommendation that
the United States "'lower the level of viclence'" and
pecstulated that if this advice were taken, "there will

almost certainly be experts tc contend ten years from now,
also with pedagogical certitude, that lowering the level of

viclence was a stupid mistake ccmmitted in 1967."28° 1In

Novenmber 1967, Newsweek's foreign editcr, Rcbert
Christopher, acknowledged the domino thecry and
psychological dominc theory, concluding that "...the cost of

fighting the war is far smaller than the long-range costs we
would incur by a retreat."®°

Newsweek was ocut ¢f step with many other newspapers
and pericdicals, however; by the Fall of 1967, the New Ycrk

Times, Wall Street Journal, Washington Post, Time-Life, and

Saturday Evening Post were all turning towards an anti-war

stance. The next to go --an apparently fatal blow for LBJ~-

was Walter Cronkite, whe on 27 February 1967 tcld the
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American pecple that the war was not winnable.®* When the
press finally deserted the Vietnam cause, one cof the
casualties was the demino theory. This rejection was slow in
coming, however; the theory had enjoyed twenty years of
respectability in both Democratic and Republican
Administrations and liberal and conservative sides c¢f the
press gallery. Nor was the rejection based on scund
reasoning; nc-cne, after all, had pointed cut the fallacies
of the Munich analogy when it first surfaced, and no-one had
questioned the validity of transferring ccncepts criginally
designed fcr the Near East to Latin America and Scutheast
Asia. Neither had anyone bocthered toc pcint cut that the
state of the world -- nuclear and bi-peclar -~ was
exceedingly different after World War II from what it had
been when Hitler danced on the Munich agreements. The
press' rejecticn of the demino thecory in the late 1960s was
really due to the fact that Vietnam was turning into a
hideous, unwinnable war. As it became less likely that the
United States could win the war or leave Southeast Asia with
its pride intact, the raticnale for the war seemed more
anachronistic and far-fetched than ever. Yet its rejecticn
only went so far, and the foreign pclicy making
establishment as a whole continued to base peclicy on it intc
the 1970s. Lyndon Johnscn, unwilling and unable to redefine
the American world view, passed to Richard Nixon a legacy

more dangercus than that which he inherited in 1963.



CONCLUSION
THE DEATH OF A DOGMA?

Even after his Presidency had beccme a casualty of
the war in Scutheast Asia, Lyndon Jchnscn was akle tc write
that in the context of Vietnam it had been correct to search
in the past "for lesscns, for ideas, and feor principles.™?
Tc a certain extent, he was right; a kncwledge cf history is
a key dimensicn cof statesmanship. The deciscn-maker whec 1is
aware cf past events and policies is also mcre fully aware
of his cwn opticns. While he shculd not lcok to the past
for laws, mcdels, cor scluticns, he can acquire from history
a sense of directicn, However, the histcry of the dcmino
thecry shows that American decisicon-makers, including
Jchnson, scught mcre than simple directicon. They cften
believed that they coculd pull the answers tc the problems cof
their time from the past. Their acticns would be seen by
mest  histcrians nct conly as ahistorical, bkut alsc as
dangerocus.

But schclarly cpinicn is nct the driving force kehind
either brcad puklic cpinicn or cfficial policy. Ample procf
cf this lies in Rcnald Reagan's 1980 cutburst that if the
Scviet Unicn "waren't engaged in this game of dominces,

there wculdn't be any hot spots in the werld."2? Pecpla,

117
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including these entrusted with making a nation's most
crucial decisicns, have a tendency tc believe what they want
tc believe, cor what 1is easiest to believe. It is leccming
increasingly mooct, then, tc ask whether or net Truman,
Eisenhower, Kennedy, Jchnscn, and the ost of advisers
surrcunding them were misreading cor misusing the past. The
histery of the deminc thecry shows us that they were. What
we have tc understand is why they persisted in using the
past as they did.

The answer tc¢ this gquesticn rests first c¢n the
assumpticn, made by the players in the American foreign
pelicy drama, that the United States had definite eccnomic,
military, and ideclcgical wvulnerakilities cverseas. Should
its suppliers or markets bke thresatened by an ocutside
aggresscr, should its dcominant military pesiticn ke
compromised, cr should its demccratic ideclegy lese ground
on the ideclogical battlefield cf the world, then the future
of the United States, as it had existed for nearly two
hundred years, would be imperilled. The rcle of econcmics,
strategy, and ideclecgy in foreign pelicy cannct, therefceore,
be denied. But these natiocnal security ceonsideratiocns do
nct in and cof themselves explain the persistence of the
domino thecry, and neither, as indicated abkcve, dces the
idea that men sifted through the past searching for
appropriate lesscns. The deminc theory persisted in American

foreign peolicy thinking for twenty years (and more) nct
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because pclicymakers were incapable of criginal analysis,
but because they were guided largely by anxieties which
often caused them tc cverlcok the tctal reality of any
situaticn. The civil unrest in Greece fcllcowed con the heels
cf the Soviet Unicn's pest-war expansicon in Eastern Eurcpe,
and its certain role in fomenting the Azerbaijan crisis. As
for Guatemala and the beginnings <cf the American invclvement
in Scutheast Asia, they were prefaced by the Scviet Unicn's
develcpment <¢f the atcmic bomb, and the success of Mac
Zedcng in China.

State Department staffs were alarmed Ly these
apparent trends, but they were alsc guarded when it came tc
public cpinicn. The United States was, after the Seceond
Werld War and thrcocugh the 19%0s, strongly anti-Communist,
but it was bkattle-weary; even mcre sc after Korea. A verbal
attack on Communism abrcad would ke well-received; it was
less likely that a military attack would ke. The dominc
theory, 1if repeated, kept public support for feoreign pelicy
at an acceptable level. It even, in the casc of Vietnam,
proved effective enough tc allcw LBJ toc go tc war, and for
him and Richard Nixon tc stay at war until the reality of
Vietnam became toc harsh. It was not only policymakers and
the American public whc were on guard; the press was as
well, and its fear allcwed it to assist the White Hcusce in
creating an illusicn. And although the press, free frcm the

responsibility of running the naticn, eventually reccgnized
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Vietnam and the dcminc thecry fcor the follies that they
were, the policymakers with their demands of naticnal
security and their too human frailties, did not.

The domino thecry did not cease tco hold court in 1968
when Lyndon B. Jchnscn left the White House; nor d4id it die
with the last American to die in Vietnam. Its recent
application tc Nicaragua and El Salvadcer may, hcwever, have
been its last hurrah. The Ccld War, now widely precclaimed to
be at an end, was an envircnment where cne player's lcss was
inevitably the octher's gain. Ccld War thinking made it
inevitable, toc, that one less would turn intc a run of
losses. The ccllapse of a bi-pclar weorld and develcpment cf
a multi-lateral system may very well witness the dcminc

thecry's pass from active use.



ENDNOTES

INTRODUCTION
iJoshua 10: 29-34.

2Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War, trans. Rex Warner
(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1987), 468.

3Demcsthenes, First Phillipic, 6-9, trans. J.H. Vince
(London: W.H. Heinneman, 1930) 74.

4public Papers of the President: Dwight D.
Eisenhower, 1954 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing
Office, 1960), 383. [Hereafter referred tc as PPP: DPDE,19~--.1

SRoss Gregory defines the dominc thecry in its
"broadest and most general meaning” as "ncthing mcre than a
chain reaction, a successicn of events set in moticn by a
single, or commcn, force." Gregcery, "The Dcominc Thecry”", in
Alexander DeCcnde, ed., Encyclecpedia ¢f American Foreign
Policy (New Ycrk: Scribner's, 1978), 275-280.

SThis rather clumsy term is used by Dorcthy Jeanne
Carlscn Donnelly to dencte loss of land. Dcnnelly, American
Policy in Vietnam, 1949 - 1965: A Perceptual Analysis cf the
Deminc Thecry and Enemy Based cn the Pentagon Papers. (Ph.D.
diss., University cf Pittsburgh, 1980), 37.

7Jcnathan Schell thinks that the psychclecgical dominc
theory was the Jchnson Administration's primary justificaticn
for escalating the Vietnam War. Schell, The Time of
Illusion (New Ycrk: Knopf, 1976), 9-10.

80.S. Department cf State, A Case Study cof Ccmmunist
Penetraticn: Guatemala (Washingtcn, Government Printing
Office, 1957), 8-9,.

?Bernard Brodie, "The Dominc Thecry" General Military
Review 10 (1972): 469.

19%Rocece M. Pacne, "The Afrc-Asian Ocean Heartland: A
Study." Marine Corps Gazette 50:1 (1966): 20-26.




122

iiGregory, "The Domino Theory”", 280.

12Thomas G. Paterscn, "Historical Memcry and Illusive
Victory: Vietnam and Central America." Diplomatic History
9:1 (Winter 1988) 95-100; William Appleman Williams, America
Confronts a Revolutionary World, 1776~1976 (New York:
Morrow, 1976).

13Ernest R. May, "Lesscng" of the Past: The Use and
Misuse of History in American Foreign Policy (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1973); Richard E. Neustadt and
Ernest R. May, Thinking in Time: The Uses cf Histcry fcr
Decision Makers (New Ycrk: Free Press, 1986): Gdran Rystad,
Priscners of the Past? The Munich Syndrcme and the Makers
of American Foreign Pclicy (Lund, Sweden: CWK Gleerup,
1982).

14paterscon, "Historical Memcry"; Stan Persky,
America, the Last Dcocminc (Vanccuver: New Star, 1984).

*5Les K. Adler and Thomas G. Paterscn, "Red Fascism:
The Merger of Nazi Germany and Scviet Russia in the American
Image cf Tctalitarianism, 1930s - 1950s." American
Histcrical Review 7% (1970): 1046 -1064.

15Gabriel Kclko, Confronting the Third World: United
States Foreign Policy, 1945 - 1980 (New York: Panthecn,
1988), 5.

17Jerome Slater, "Dominos in Central America: Will
They Fall? Does It Matter?” International Security 12:2
(Fall, 1987): 107.

18Callum A. MacDcnald's recent analysis of the Kcrean
war argues that the war was part of the United States'
global strategy based on NSC-68, the pclicy paper written in
response the USSR's acquisition of the atcmic bkomb in 1949,
The United States feared that, with atcmic capabkility, the
Soviet Unicn would further aggrandize in a piecemeal
fashion., It therefore decided to cppese Communism by
military means whenever and wherever it intruded. crea was
the first demcnstration cf this policy. MacDonald, Kcrea:
The War Before Vietnam (New York: Free Press, 1986): 18-27.
While MacDcnald's argument is relevant tc the Korean war, it
does nct adequately explain the United States' reluctance tc
intervene militarily in Vietnam until 1964.




123

CHAPTER ONE

i"Warning to Russia", New York Times [hereafter
referred to as NYT], 13 March 1947, 26.

2gtatement cof 13 May 1947. Public Papers of the
President: Harry S Truman, 1947 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1963), 238. [Hereafter referred
to as PPP: HST, 19--.1

3Adler and Paterscn, "Red Fascism".

4Gecrge F. Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Opinicn,
1935 - 1971, Veclume 1, 1935 - 1948. (New ¥Ycrk: Random Hcuse,
1972), 639-640,

SFor an analysis cf how the Munich Syndrcme impaired
the thinking of American diplomats, see Goran Rystad's
Priscners c¢f the Past?

®May, "Lessons" cf the Past, 50.

“Walter Millis, ed., The Fcrrestal Diaries (New Ycrk:
Viking, 1951), 127-128.

8May, "Lessons" of the Past, 50; Neustadt and May,
Thinking in Time, 2% - 36; Harry S Truman, Memcirg: 1946-
1982: Years cf Trial and Hope (Garden City, New Ycork:
Doubleday, 1956), 332. Truman was applying the Munich
Syndrome in this case to the American decision to send
trocps into Kcrea in 1980.

°Nikita Khrushchev, Khrushchev Rememkers, trans.
Strcbe Talbott (Bosten: Little, Brown, 1970), 417. The idea
cf a Soviet dcominoc thecry is briefly ncted in Gregery, "The
Dominc Theory".

19Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr., ed., The Private Papers
of Senator Vandenberg (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 19852), 161.

i1Gallup, Volume 1, 581-2,

12Joseph M. Jones, The Fifteen Weeks (New York:
Viking, 19%E8), 3-13; Walter LaFeker, America, Russia, and
the Cold War, 1945 - 1980. Fourth edition. (New York: Wiley,
1980), 52.

13Text of Truman Doctrine Speech, 12 March 1947.
PPP: HST, 1947, 176-180,




124

i14Truman, Years of Trial and Hope, 106.

+51bid, 101.

18Kennan's telegram had great impact on Truman's,
Fcrrestal's, and Secretary of State James Byrnes' thinking,
acccrding tc both Kennan and John Lewis Gaddis. Gaddis, The
United States and the Origins of the Ccld War, 1941 - 1947
(New York: Cclumbia University Press, 1972) 3202-404; Kennan,
Memoirs: 1925 - 1950 (New York: Pantheon, [¢.1967]), 294-
295,

17Moscow Embassy telegram #511, "The Long Telegram”,
22 February 1946. Reprinted in Jchn Lewis Gaddis, ed.,
Cocntainment: Documents on American Foreign Pclicy and
Strategy, 1945 - 1980 (New Ycrk: Columbia University Press),
51-53.

181bid., 54.
201bid., 63.
2tpdward M. Mark, "Allied Relaticns in Iran, 1941 -

1947: The Origins of a Cold War Crisis.” Wiscconsin Magazine
of Histcocry 59:1 (1975): 851.

22Gary R. Hess, "The Iranian Crisis cf 194% - 46 and
the Cold War." Political Science Quarterly 89:1 (1974):
119,

23Note of 16 August 1943. FRUS, 1943, 1V, 377-79.
24FRUS, 1946, VII, 1-5.

25LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War, 36.

26FRUS, 1946, VII, 829,
271bid., 840-842,
281bid., 841.

2°Ibid.

39LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War, 27.

31Truman, Years cf Trial and Hope, 98.




32l,awrence S. Wittner, American Interventicn in
Greece, 1943 - 1949 (New York: Cclumbia University Press,
1982), 2-3; Idem., "The Truman Doctrine and the Defense cf
Freedom.”" Diplomatic Histery 4:2 (1980): 161-162.

33LalFeber, America, Russia, and the Cocld War, £53.

347ruman, Years cof Trial and Hope, 98.

35Wittner, American Interventiocn in Greece, 7.

388tate Department Daily Staff Summary, 3 January, 15
January, 10 February, 24 February 1947. Naticnal Archives
[hereafter referred to as NAl, Reccrd Group 59. As quoted
in LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Ccld War, 50, Wittner,
American Interventicn in Greece, 7.

37Telegram, 15 October 1946, FRUS, 1946, VvII, 23%B-

(18]
(€8]
~J

38Truman, Years of Trial and Hope, 99; LaFeber,
America, Russia, and the Cold War, 53.

39Truman, Years cf Trial and Hope, 99.

401bid., 102.
411bid., 108.

42Truman, Years of Trial and Hope, 101.

43Gallup, Vclume I, 534.

44ppp, HST: 1947, 178.

451bid., 179.

46Telegram of 8 January 1947. FRUS, 1947, v, 2.
481bid., 3.

49Telegram cf 20 January 1947. FRUS, 1947, v, 8-9.
5°Telegram of 21 January 1947. FRUS, 1947, v, 10.

51pthridge tc Byrnes, 17 February 1947. FRUS, 1947,



v, 26.

1947,

1947,

v, 44.

aid to
47.

Marsha

521bid., 24.

53Tbid.

54Gallman toc Marshall, 19 February 1947. FRUS, 1947,

551bid.

56gthridge to Marshall, 17 February 1947. FRUS,
v, 24.

571bid.
581bid.

59Ethridge tc Marshall, 21 Febkruary 1947. FRUS,
v, 38.

€°1bid.
€t1bid.

2Jcnes, Fifteen Weeks, 5-7.

€3Acheson to Marshall, 24 February 1947, FRUS, 1947,

¢4Ibid.

s5Minutes of meeting cf Special Committee tc study
Grece and Turkey, 24 February 1947. FRUS, 1947, V,

66See above, p.26, n.32, and the minutes of
11's, Patterson's, and Forrestal's meeting of 26

February 1947. FRUS, 1947, v, 56-7.

1947,

Presen

$7Marshall to Congressional Leaders, 27 February
FRUS, 1947, v, 61,

8Acheson, Present at the Creaticn, 219.

621bid.
70o1bid.

71Truman, Years cof Trial and Hope, 103; Acheson,
t at the Creaticn, 219; Vandenberg, Private Papers cf

Senato

r Vandenberqg, 240.




127

72Loy Henderson, Draft cof Truman Doctrine Speech,
undated, 1. Box 1, Joserh M. Jones Papers, Harry S Truman
Library, Independence, Missouri. I am grateful tc the
Naticnal Archives and Records Administration for previding
me with a copy <f this draft.

731bido, 6—70

74"policy: Britain's Crisis: America'’s New Role.”
Newsweek, 10 March 1947, 23.

7SErnest K. Lindley, "Washingtcn Tides: Significance:

The Greatest Crisis Since the War." Newsweek, 10 March
1947, 24.
761bid.

77"Greece: O Aghelastus." Time, 24 February 1947,

(€]
(8]
i
w
O

78"The Rustle of History.” Time, 10 March 1947, 17.
79"The Beach Heads." Time, 17 March 1947, 19.

80"pgplicy: 'Ceontainment' cf Communism." Newsweek 17
March 1947, 27,

81"The Presidency." Time, 24 March 1947, 17-18; "New
Werld.” Ibid., 25; "The Unicn: America's Date With
Destiny.” Time, 24 March 1947, 23-24.

82"Confusion Confounded.” Newsweek, 21 March 1947,
21-22; "Washingtcn Tides: What Will The Truman Doctrine
Cost?" Newsweek, 31 March 1947, 31.

83NYT, 13 March 1947, 26,

84"gaving Greece." NYT, 11 March 1947, 26.

85"Implicaticons of Greek Aid Worry Truman's
Advisers." NYT, 12 March 1947, 4.

86"Mr., Truman Gces to Congress."” NYT, 12 March 1947,
24,

87"Excerpts from American Editorial Comment cn
President Truman's Message." NYT, 13 March 1947, 4.

88flenry Wallace, "The Fight For Peace Begins." New
Repuklic, CXVI, 24 March 1947, 12-13,.



128

89Henry Wallace, "Constructive Alternatives." New
Republic, CXVI, 19 May 1947, 11-12. Richard H.Pells, The
Liberal Mind in a Conservative Age: American Intellectuals
in the 1940s and 1950s. (New Ycrk: Harper and Row, 1985),
66-67.

90"pewidered Congress Faces World Leadership
Decision.™ NYT 14 March 1947, 2.

®1pclicy Planning Staff Paper #8, 18 September 1947,
7. NA, Record Group 39.
CHAPTER TWO

1gucted in Alexander DeConde, A History cof American

Fcreign Pclicy. Veclume I: Growth to Werld Power Third
Edition. (New Ycrk:Scrikner's, 1978), 130, 3851-352.

2Reinhcld Niebuhr, The Ircny of American History
{New Ycrk:Scribner's, 1982), 3.

3policy Planning Staff Paper #26. "To Establish U.S.
Pclicy Regarding Anti-Ccmmunist Measures Which Cculd Be
Planned and Carried Out Within The Inter-American System."”
22 March 1948, 9. NA, Record Group 59.

4The twce standard accounts cf Operaticn PBSUCCESS are
Richard H. Immerman, The CIA in Cuatemala: The Foreign
Pclicy of Intervention (Austin: University of Texas Press,
1982); and the more pcpular study by Stephen Schlesinger and
Stephen Kinzer, Bitter Fruit: The Untcld Story of the
American Ccup in Guatemala (Garden City, New Ycrk: Anchor
Books, 1982). Schlesinger and Kinzer examine the ccup as an
American attempt tc pretect United Fruit, while Immerman's
analysis concentrates on the anti-Communism of PBSUCCESS.

5Schlesinger and Kinzer, Bitter Fruit, 65-77; Stephen

E. Ambrcse, Eisenhower: The President (New York: Touchstcne,
1984), 192,

SArévalc's pclitical philoscphy was abstract. He
defined "spiritual socialism” in terms cf what it was nct,
namely, materialistic. Although he wanted tc feed his
people and give them the right tc vete, he alsc wanted to
"likeratlel men psychclcgically and spiritually.”
Distinguishing his socialism from the brcader philcsophy,
Arévalc said: "'We call this post-war sccialism 'spiritual’
because in the world as now in Guatemala, there is a
fundamental change in human values. The materialistic
concept has become a tocl in the hands of tctalitarian



129

forces. Communism, fascism, and Nazism have alsc been
sccialistic. But that is a soccialism which gives fcod with
the left hand while with the right it mutilates the moral
and civic values of man.'” Qucted in Schlesinger and Kinzer,
Bitter Fruit, 39-40.

?Jim Handy, Gift c¢f the Devil: A Histcry cf Guatemala
(Torcnto: Between the Lines, 1984), 985-106.

8Lcng to Secretary ¢f State Cordell Hull, 14 July
1944. FRUS, 1944, VvII, 1129,

°The most notcrious example of this is the United
States' 45 year relationship with the Somcza family of
Nicaragua. Walter LaFeber examines the phencmencn in
Inevitakle Revocluticns: The United States in Central
America. Expanded editicn. (New Ycrk: Necrten, 1984).,

19Tmmerman, The CIA in Guatemala, 8¢6.

11NSC-68: "United States Objectives and Prcgrams for

National Seccurity.” 14 April, 1950. FRUS, 1980, I, 237-
292, -

127bid.

131bid.

1471bid.

1571bid.

16l,aFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War, 98.

17NSC-68, FRUS, 1950, I, 237-292,

18Handy, Gift of the Devil, 106-110.

19Cited in Ibid., 111.
2071bjid., 127-131,

21Gchlesinger and Kinzer, Bitter Fruit, £6-£7; Handy,
Gift of the Devil, 20,

22Arbenz made this pecint in a speech gquocted in Rcbert
Alexander, Communism in Latin America (New Brunswick, N.J.:
Rutgers University Press, 1957), 360.

23Cole Blasier, The Hovering Giant: U.S. Respcnses to
Revoluticnary Change in Latin America (Pittsburgh: Univer-




sity of Pittsburgh Press, 1976), 155-157.

240IR Repcrt #5123, "Guatemala: Ccommunist Influence."
23 Octcber 19850, 1-2. NA, Reccrd Group 59.

(€8]

2s1bid., 23, 46.

261bid.,

(€8]
w

271bid., 34.

281bid., 309.

29Tkid., 33.

2o1bid., 34.

3171bid., 33.

32NIE-62. "Present Pclitical Situaticn in Guatemala
and Pcssible Develcpments During 1952." 11 March 1952, FRUS,
1952-1954, 1V, 1033.

331bid., 1022-1037.

34"NSC Guatemala." Draft Pclicy Paper, 19 August
1952, FRUS, 1952-19%4, IV, 1074.

3sTbid.

2*s1bid., 107S.

381bid., 1075-1077.

39Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs Mann to Dulles, 3 Octcher 1982. FRUS,
1952-1954, 1V, 1042.

4oTbid., 1043.

4*Ibid.

42gmith tc Bruce, 12 December 1952, FRUS, 1952-1954,
Iv, 1056,

43Department cf State, Office of Intelligence Re-
search. Intelligence Report #6185: "Guatemalan Suppcrt of
Sukversion and Ccmmunist Objectives (1950-1952)." 30
Octcker 1953. NA, Record Group 59.



1231

441bid., ii.
+51kid,
461bid.

47NSC~144/1 "United States Objectives and Ccurses cf
Action with Respect to Latin America.”" 18 March 1952. FRUS,
1952-1954, 1v, 7-9.

48Mann, Memc cf conversaticn with Figueres, Hazera,
and Dangc, 21 May 19%232. Central Decimal File c¢f the
Department of State, NA 714.,001/5-2153 [Hereafter referred
tc as NA 714.001/...1, 2.

49Memcrandum cn Substance cf Discussicns at a
Department of State - Joint Chiefs of Staff Meeting, Held in
the Pentagon, 11 AM, 22 May 1953. FRUS, 1952-1954, 1v, 151.

so1bid.

S5inespatch from American Embassy in Asuncicn, 6
August 1953. NA 714.001/8-653.

52Leddy tc S.W. Steincamp, 14 August 1983. NA
714.001/8~1452,

S3gtalker tc Ferguscn, 14 Ncvember 19853, NA
714.001/11-1453.

S4Assistant Secretary cf State Thrusten B. Mcrten tc
Ferguson, 2% Ncvember 1953. NA 714.001/11-18533.

5%A.L. Bump tc K.H. Raymend, 21 January 19%84. NA
714.001/1-2654.

SeMorgan tc Dulles, 20 February 1954, NA 714.001/2-
2054.

S7"peclaraticn cof Caracas.”"” Department cf State
Bulletin [Hereafter referred tc as DSB] 30 (22 March 1954):
420, Fecr a statement linking Guatemala's vcte against the
declaration to its stature as a Ccmmunist state, sec the
State Department press release of 2% May 1954 in DSB 30 (7
June 1954): 872-874. Two cther "significant factors"
ccunting against Guatemala were its failure to sign the Rio
Pact in 1947 and its receipt, in April 1954, of arms frcm
Czecheslevakia,

58"News Conference Statemant cf John Foster Dulles,
16 March 1984." U.S. Department of State, Intcrvention cof




132

Internaticnal Communism in Guatemala. (Westport, CT.:
Greenwocd Press, 1976 [Washingtcn: G.P.O., 19%41) [Here-
after referred to as Interventicn of International
Communisml, 10-11,

52Fcr a gocd account cf the tangled Alfhem incident,
(sc-named for the ship which transpecrted the arms to
Guatemala) see Immerman, The CIA in Guatemala, 188-60.

609"The American Faith." NYT, 1 June 19854, 26; "Tcpics
cf the Times: The Mconrce Dectrine.” NYT, 6 June 19%4, E-10,
Si"Again the Big Stick." Naticn, 29 May 1954, 4532,

S2"Guatemala's Case Due Fcr Scrutiny.” NYT, 7 June
1984, 6.

¢3"Pext cf Address by Dulles in Seattle Redefining
Naticn's Foreign Policy.” NYT, 11 June 1954, 2.

64"U,.8. Seeking Right tc Search Ships 1n Gautemala
Bay." NYT, 18 June 1954, 1.

¢5Handy, Gift cf the Devil, 145.

s6"Guatemala Erupts." NYT, 20 June 1954, 4:1,2.

S7"0.N. Votes Ceasefire in Guatemala; Soviets Vetc
Hemisphere Action; U.S. Warns Russia to Keep Hands Off."
NYT, 21 June 1954, 1. "The Guatemalan Complaint Before the
U.N. Security Ccuncil”, Statement by Henry Cabct Lcodge, 20
June 1954, Interventicn cf Internaticnal Communism, 17.

¢8"ghadcw and Substance.™ NYT, 22 June 1954, 26.

S9"Warning tc Soviets on America Asked.” NYT, 23 June
1954, 1. "Senate Warns Reds tc Stay Out of the Americas."”
NYT 26 June 19%4, 1-2.

?oStatement by Henry Cabot Lcodge, 285 June 19%4,
Intervention of Internaticnal Ccmmunism, 20-21.

721bid., 23.

72"The Guatemalan Procklem Befcre the 0AS Council.”
Statement by John C. Dreier, U.S. Representative,
Interventicn of Internaticnal Ccmmunism, 25

73paniel James, Red Design on the Americas:
Guatemalan Prelude (New York: Jchn Day, 1954), 12.




133

741bid.

750.S. Department cf State, A Case Higtcry of
Communist Penetraticn:Guatemala (Washington: GPO, 1957), 2.

CHAPTER THREE

2Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days: Jehn F.
Kennedy in the White House (Boston: Houghtcen Mifflin, 1965),
£38.

2Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., "Remarks con Foreign

Policy, & March 1967." The Bitter Heritage: Vietnam and
American Demccracy, 1941-1956., (New York: Fawcett-Crest,
1967), ix.

2Stanley Karncw, Vietnam: A History (New York:
Viking, 1982), 148-183; Gecrge C. Herring, America's Longest
War: The United States and Vietnam, 1950 - 197% (New Yecrk:
Wiley, 1979), 36-41.

4Gecffrey Warner, "The United States and Vietnam,
1948 - 1965, Part I: 1945 - 1954." International Affairs
48:3 (July 1972): 385,

50IR Report #4909.5, "The Pctentials of Werld
Communism: The Far East. Part III: Indochina.”™ 1 August
1949, 1. NA, Reccrd Greup £9.

- SAchescn tc American Embassy in Manila, 7 January
1950, PRUS, 1950, VI, 692.

7NSC 48/1. "The Pcsition of the United States With
Respact to Asia.” 23 December 1949, U.S. Congress,
Ccmmittee con Armed Services, United States - Vietnam
Relaticng, 1945 ~ 1967: A Study Prepared by the Department
cf Defense (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1971)
fhereafter referred to as USVN], VIII, 248,

8"Repcrt by the NSC c¢n the Position c¢f the United
States with Respect to Asia." 320 December 1949, USVN, VIII,
267.

®Themas McCormick, "Crisis, Ccommitment, and
Counterrevcluticn: Introducticn.” In William Appleman
Williams, Thcmas McCormick, Lleyd Gardner, and Walter
LaFeber, eds., America in Vietnam: A Documentary History
(Garden City, N.Y.: Anchcr Press, 198%), 48.




134

19Kinder, Hermann and Werner Hilgemann, The Penquin
Atlas of Werld History. Volume II: Frcm the French
Revolutiocn tc the Present. Trans. Ernest A. Menze
(Harmondswerth, Middlesex: Penguin, 1978), 236,

iimhe econcmic implications of Southeast Asia's
cocllapse are discussed in Pacne, "The Afrc-Asian Ocean
Heartland”, 20-26.

12Jchn Dcwer, "The Superdcminc in Postwar Asia: Japan
In and Out cf the Pentagcn Papers.” In Ncam Chomzky and
Howard Zinn eds., Pentagcn Papers, Vclume § (Bestcon: Beaccn
Press, 1972), 101-138. See alsc Michael Schaller, The
American Occupaticn of Japan: The Origins cof the Ccld War in
Asia (MNew York: Oxford University Press, 198%),

13NSC-48/1, USVN, VIII, 239.
141kbid., 254.
133CS to Burns, 10 April 1950, The Pentagon Papers:

The Senatcr Gravel Edition (Boston: Beacon Press, 1972) I,
364,

16prchlem Paper Prepared by a Werking Group in the
Department cf State: "Military Aid for Indochina." 1
Febkruary 1980, FRUS, 1920, VI, 7132,

171bid., 714.

i181bid., 715.

19Gravel, I, 83.

20NSC-64. "The Positicn cf the United States With
Respect to Indechina."” 27 Febkruary 1950. FRUS, 1950, VI,
745,

221bid., 747.

22Merchant tc Butterworth, 7 March 1950. FRUS, 1950,
vi, 750.

23Herring, America's Lcngest War, 24-36,

24pppP:DDE, 1954, 383; "Remarks made by Under
Secretary Smith in Answer tc Questicns Preparad fcr Use on
'"The American Week' Over the CBS Televisicn Netwerk, 11
April 1934, on the Impcrtance of Indecchina." DSB, 19 April
1984, 589,




25pPP: DDE, 1954, 473.

26Text cf Scutheast Asia Treaty Organizaticn Treaty.
In Williams et al, America in Vietnam, 174-175.

271bid., 175-176.
281bid., 177-178.

29"The Falling Dominces."” Newsweek 74 (27 Octocbker
19€69): 24,

39Dpepartment cf State. Press Release 492, 6
September 1952, 1In Williams et al, America in Vietnam, 172.

31gchlesinger, A Thousand Days, 322,

32Herring, America's Longest War, 73.

33p0.8. Ccngress, Ccngressicnal Reccrd lhereafter
referred tc as CR1, 29 February 1960, 32582,

34gtatement cf 21 September 1960, gucted in
Washington Daily News, 22 September 1960. In Gravel, I,
799,

35Text of NBC-TV interview, 9 September 1963. 1In
Williams et al, America in Vietnam, 200.

38"Memcrandum by Clark Clifford to Lynden B. Jchnscn,
29 September 1967, Regarding Confarence on 19 January 1961
Between President Eisenhower and President-Elect Kennedy on
the Subject c¢f Laos." Cravel, II, €35-637,

37pivine, Foreign Policy and U.S. Presidential
Electicns, 233.

38gpeech befcre the American Scriety cf Newspaper
Editors, 20 April 19€61. Public Papers of the Presidents:
Jchn F. Kennedy, 1961 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1962)
[Hereafter referred to as PPP: JFK, 196-1, 205-306.

321bid., 306.

4%9Rusk and McNamara to Kennedy, 11 Ncvember 1961.
USVN, II, B, 125,

41J3CSM-32-62. JCS Memorandum to the Secretary cof
Defense Re: The Strategic Impcrtance cf the Scoutheast Asia
Mainland. 13 January 1962. Gravel, I, 663,



136

421bid., 663.

431bid., €64.

41bid.

45public Papers cf the Presidents: Lyndcn B. Jchnscn,

1963 - 64 (Washingten, D.C.: GPO, 1965) [Herecafter referred
tc as PPP: LBJ, 196-1, I, 9.

46Herring, America's Longest War, 108.

47yUSVN, 2B, 53-57.

483CS Memcrandum fcor the Secretary cf Defense, 22
January 1964. CGravel, III, 496-499,.

42Tchnson tc Sevareid, 15 March 1964, PPP: LBJ,
1962-64, 370.

50pckert S. McNamara, "United States Pclicy in
Vietnam." 26 March 1964, DSB (12 April 1964): 8562,

SiMcNamara tc Jcehnscn, 16 March 1964, Gravel, IIT,
499 -~ 500.

5271bid., 500,
54"0.8. Calls fer Frentier Patrcl tc Help Prevent
Border Incidents, Cambkcdia and Vietnam." Adlail Stevenson to

Security Ccuncil, 21 May 1964, DSB (8 June 1964): 908,

55"The Defense cf the Free Werld." DSB (8 June 1964):
895,

56"pregsident Outlines Three Basic Themes of U.S.
Pzlicy in Scutheast Asia." News Conference, 2 June 1964. DSB
(22 June 1964): 9853,

57The Pentagcn Papers, as published by The New York
Times (New York: Bantam Books, 1971), 254.

S8Memc for Chairman, NSC Werking Group con Scutheast
Asia, from L.M. Mustin (Vice Admiral, USN), JCS Staff, re:
Comments cn draft for Part II, "U.S. Objectives and Stakes
in South Vietnam and Scutheat Asia", 10 November 1964,
Gravel, III, 626,



soTbid.

so1hid.

¢1*1bid., 626.

¢21bid., 627-628.

63Bundy, William, and Jchn McNaughtcon. "Summary:
Courses of Action in Southeast Asia."” (Revised) 26 Novemker
1964, Gravel, IIXI, 657-658.

s41bid., 658.

ss1bid., 657,

S6Bundy tc Rusk, 6 January 196%. Gravel, III, 684-
686.

87"Bundy Discusses Vietnam Situaticon." 7 February
1965, DSB (8 March 196%5): 292.

88gpeech at Johns Hepkins University, 7 April 19€°%,
PPP: LBJ, 1965, 294-399,

69Ball tc Rusk, McNamara, Bundy, Bundy, McNaughtcn,
and Unger. 29 June 1965, Cravel, IV, 609-610.

7%Bundy, William. "Memc: Holding On in Scuth
Vietnam." 20 June 196%5. Gravel, IV, 610-~615,

72Acccunt of 21 and 22 July 19€%5 meetings ky Jack
Valenti. In Williams et al, America in Vietnam, 2%1.

72McNaughten tc McNamara, 24 March 1965, Gravel, III,
694-702.

73Rusk te Scali, "Issues and Answers", ABC-Radio and
TV, 11 July 19€5. DSB (2 August 1965): 188.

7“White House News Ccnference, 28 July 1965. DSB (16
August 196%): 262,

7SLBJ at U.S.-South Vietnam Leaders Meeting,
Honclulu, 6 February 1966. DSB (28 February 1966): 3203.

763, William Fulbright, "The Arrcgance cf Power." 1In
Thcmas G. Patterscn, ed., Major Precklems in American Fcreiqn
Policy. Veolume II: Since 1914, (Lexingtcn, MA: D.C. Heath,
1989): 581-582,




77Karncw, Vietnam, 679-681.

78Melvin Small, Jchnscn, Nixen, and the Dcves (New
Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1988), 76.
Gecorge Brcown Tindall, America: A Narrative Histcry, Vclume
II. Second Editicn. (New York: Nortcn, 1988), 1378.

72Small provides a strong analysis of the anti-war
movenent's progress from 1966 through Tet, and Jchnscn's
respcnse to it, in Jchnscn, Nixcn, and the Doves, 61-1€1.
Accrding tc Small, LBJ expended much Intelligence effort in
an attempted tc prove that the anti-war movement was a
sukversive crganization, "[Ilf the president and his aides
could convince themselves that the antiwar mcovement was
subversive, they might be able tc dismiss it as

unrepresentative of American opinicn.™ Ibkbid., 105.
80"The Press: Sizing Up Victnam."” Time (19 Fekruary
1965): EO.

81Lippmann tc Elizabeth Farmer, 15-1€ March 1965;
"Tocday and Tcommorow”, 20 March 1965. Qucted in Rcnald Steel,
Walter Lippmann and the American Century (Bocstcn: Little,
Breown, 1980), S€0-561.

82William Pfaff, "Vietnam and Reality."” Ccmmonweal
81 (28 February 1965): 685-686,

83"Vietnam: The Right War at the Right Time." Time
85 (14 May 19€5): 30.

84"Vietnam and U.S. Pclicy Continuity." Saturday
Review 48 (20 November 1965): 22.

85William Pfaff, "China and Nazi Germany."
Commonwesal 24 (8 April 1966): 70-71.

88"Hung Up On Vietnam." New Republic 155 (10
December 1966): 5.

e71kid., 6.

88"why Stay In Vietnam?" New Republic 156 (11
February 1967): 9.

82Kenneth Crawfcrd, "Clarity of Hindsight." Newsweek
69 (13 February 1967): 40.

29Rcbert Christopher, "Why Are We in Vietnam?"
Newsweek 70 (27 November 1967): 26-41.



®1gmall, Jchnscn, Nixcn, and the Doves, 93, 138.

CONCLUSION

1Lynden B. Johnscon, The Vantage Pcint: Perspectives
on the Presidency, 1963 - 1969 (New Ycrk: Hcelt, Rinehart,
and Winston, 19€69), 8131,

2gucted in Paterscn, "Histcrical Memcry", 2.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

PRIMARY SOURCES

UNPUBLISHED GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS

Henderscn, Loy. "Draft of Truman Doctrine Speech."™ Box 1,
Joseph M. Jones Papers, Harry S. Truman Library,
Independence, Missouri.

Record Group 59: Central Decimal File of the Department of
State. National Archives of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

Record Group 59: General Records of the Department of State.
Trade and Intelligence Repcrts, 1941 - 1961.
National Archives of the United States, Washington,
D.C.

PUBLISHED GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS

[Clifford, Clark.] T"American Relaticns with the Scviet
Unicn: Report to the President by the Special
Counsel to the President, September 24, 1946." 1In
Arthur Krock, Memoirs: Sixty Years on the Firing
Line. ©New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1968. 419-482.

Etzold, Thomas H., and John Lewis Gaddis, eds. Containment:
Documents on American Pclitics and Strategy, 1945 -
1950. New York: Columbia University Press, 1978.

Fulbright, J. William, ed. The Vietnam Hearings. New York:
Random House, 1966,

The Pentagon Papers: The Senator Gravel Edition. Five
volumes. Beston: Beaccen Press, 1971.

U.S8. Congress. Congressional Reccrd. Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1947 -- 1968.

U.S. Cocngress. Committee cn Armed Services. United States -
Vietnam Relations, 1945 - 1967: A Study Prepared by

140



141

the Department of Defense. Twelve volumes.
Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1971.

U.S. Department cf State. Aggressicn from the North: The
Record of North Vietnam's Campaign to Conguer Scuth
Vietnam. DOS pub. 7839, Far Eastern series 130.
Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1965.

. A Case History of Ccmmunist Penetraticn:
Guatemala. Washington, D.C.: GPO, 19857,

. Department of State Bulletin. Washington, D.C.:
GPOI 1947"".

. Fcreign Relations of the United States.
Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1946--.

.« Intervention of International Ccocmmunism in
Guatemala. [Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1954}
Westport, CT.: Greenwced, 1976.

. Penetraticn of the Pclitical Instatuticns of
Guatemala by the Internaticnal Ccmmunist Movement.
Washington, D.C.: GPO, 19354,

. A Threat to Peace: North Vietnam's Effcrt to
Ccngquer Scuth Vietnam. DOS pub. 7308, Far Eastern
Series 110. Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1961.

U.S. President. Public Papers cf the Presidents of the
United States. Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1960--.

U.S. Senate. Committee cn Fcreign Relations. Situaticn in
Vietnam, Hearings, 1959. Washington, D.C.: GPO,
1989,

Williams, William Appleman, Themas McCormick, Lloyd C.
Gardner, and Walter LaFeber. America In Vietnam: A
Decumentary Higtcry. Garden City, N.Y.: Dcubleday,
1985,

AUTOBIOGRAPHIES, MEMOIRS AND PRIMARY ACCOUNTS

Achescn, Dean. Present at the Creaticon. New York: Ncrtcn,
19€9.

Arévalo, Juan Jcosé. The Shark and the Sardines. New York:
Lyle Stewart, 1961.




142

Ball, Gecrge W. The Past Has Ancther Pattern: Memoirs. New
York: Nortcn, 1982,

Eisenhower, Dwight D. The White House Years: Mandate for
Change, 1953 - 1956. Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday,
1963.

. The White House Years: Waging Peace, 1956 - 1961.

Garden City, N.Y., 1966,

Eisenhower, Miltcen. The Wine is Bitter. Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 1963.

Gallup, Gecrge F. The Gallup Pgcll: Public Opinicn, 1935 -
1971. 3 vclumes. New York: Randem House, 1972,

James, Daniel. Red Design For The Americag: The Guatemalan
Prelude. New York: John Day, 19%84.

Johnscon, Lyndon B. The Vantage Point: Perspectives cn the
Presidency, 1963 - 1969. New Ycrk: Helt, Rinehart
and Winston, 1969.

Jones,Jcocseph M. The Fifteen Weeks. New York: Viking, 195%5.

Kennan, Gecrge F. Memcirs, 1925 - 1950. New Ycork:
Panthecon, [c.19671.

. Memcirs, 1950 - 1963. New York: Pantheon,
[c.1968].

Khrushchev, Nikita. Khrushchev Remembers. Translated by
Strobe Talbkett. Beston: Little, Brown, 1970.

Martz, Jochn D. Communist Infiltraticn of Guatemala. New
York, 1956,

McNamara, Robkert S. The Essence cof Security: Reflecticns in
Office. New York: Harper and Row, 1968,

Millis, Walter, ed., The Forrestal Diaries. New York:
Viking, 19%1.

Truman, Harry S. Memoirs: 1945, Year cf Decisions. Garden
City, New York: Doukleday, 1955,

. Memcirs: 1986 - 1982, Years of Trial and Hope.
New York: Da Capo, [c.19%56]




142

Vandenberg, Arthur H., Jr., The Private Papars cf senator
Vandenkerg. Beston: Hcughtcon Mifflin, 1952,

NEWSPAPERS AND PERIODICALS

America.

Bowles, Chester. "A Fresh Lock at Free Asia."™ Foreaign
Affairs 33: (Octaober, 1954) 54 - 71. 1954) 38 - 40.

Ccmmenweal .
Dulles, Jchn Fecster, "Challenge and Respcnse in United
States Pclicy." Foreign Affairs 36:1 (Octohker,

1957) 25 - 43,

."Pclicy for Security and Peace." Fgreign Affairs
32:3 (April, 19%4) 3252 - 364,

Foritune.

Grant, Dcnald. "Guatemala and U.S. Foreign Pclicy.”
Journal of Internaticnal Affairs 9 (1955) 64 - 72,

Naticn

New Republic

New York Times

Newsweek

Pacne, Rccce M. "The Afrc-Asian Ocean Heartland: A Study."
Marine Corps Gazette E50:1 (1966) 20 - 26,

Pike, Frederick B. "Guatemala, the United States, and
Communism in the Americas.™ Review cof Pclitics 17
(April, 195%) 232 - 261,

Saturday Evening Post

Saturday Review

Senizsr Scholastic

Time



144

U.S. News and World Repcrt

SECONDARY SOURCES

BOOKS

Alexander, Charles C. Heclding the Line: the Eisenhcwer Era,
1952 - 1961. Bloomingtcn: Indiana University Press,
1975.

Alexander, Reokert., Ccommunism in Latin America. New

Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press,
1987.

Alpercvitz, Gar. Atcmic Diplcemacy: Hircshima and Pctsdam.
Expanded and Updated Editicn. New York: Elisaketh
Syton Becks/ Panguin, 198%5.

Amkrcse, Stephen E. Eisanhower: The President. New Ycrk:
Simcn and Schuster, 1982,

.Rigse to Glckalism: American Feoreign Policy Since
1938. Baltimore;}?enggin, 1971.

Anschel, Eugene, ed. American Appraisals cof Soviet Russia,
1917-1977., Metuchen, N.J.: Scar=crocw Press, 19783.

Arévalc, Juan José. Anti-FKommunism in Latin America. New
York: Lyle Stuart, 1963,

Arcn, Raymcnd. The Imperial Republic: The United States and
the Weorld, 1945 - 1972, FEnglewcecd Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice - Hall, 1974.

Barnet, Richard J. Interventicn and Revcluticn: The United
States in the Third Wcrld., Cleveland: Werld, 19¢8,

Bartlett, C.J. The Rise and Fall of the Pax Americana.
London: Paul Elek, 1974.

Blasier, Ccle. The Heovering Giant: United States Regponses
tc Revcluticnary Change in Latin America.
Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1976,

Blaufark, Dcuglas S. The Csunter-insurgency Era: U.S.
Dcetrine and Performance, 1950 to the Present. New
York: Free Press, 1977.




145

Blum, Rcbert M. Drawing the Line: The Origin cf the American
Ccntainment Pclicy in East Asia. New York: Nerten,
1982,

Brands, H.W., Jr. Ccld Warricrs: Eisenhcwer's Generaticn
and American Foreign Pclicy. New Yeork: Coclumkia
University Press, 1988,

Brown, George Tindall. America: A Narrative Histcry, Vclume
II. Second Editicn. New York: Ncrton, 1988,

Brcewn, Seyom. The Fagces c¢f Power: Ccnstancy and Change in
United States Fcreign Pclicy frem Truman to Jchnsen.
New Yecrk: Cclumbia University Press, 1982,

Buhite, Russell D. Scviet - American Relaticns in Asia,
1945 - 1954, Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma
Press, 1982,

Campbell, Jchn €. Defense cof the Middle East: Prchkblems of
American Pclicy. New York: Praeger, 1940,

Capitanchik, David. The Eisenhcwer Presidency and American
creign Pclicy. Lzndon: Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1969,

Cchen, Bernard €. The Press and Fecreign Pclicy Princeton,
New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1963,

Cchen, Warren I. ean Rusk. New Ycrk: Ccoper Square, 1980.

Cock, Blanche Wiesen. The Declassified Eiszcnhower: A
Divided Legacy cf Peace and Political Warfare.
Garden City, New York: Dcubleday, 1981,

Deccnde, Alexander. A Histcry of American Foreign Policy.
Volume 1: Growth tc World Power. Third Editicon. New
York: Scrikner's, 1978.

Demcsthenes. Translated by J.H. Vince. London:W.H.
Heinneman, 1930.

Divine, Rcbert. Eisenhower and the Ccld War. New York:
Oxfcrd University Press, 1981.

cnelan, Michael. The Ideas cf American Foreign Pclicy.
Londen: Chapman, 1963,

Draper, Theodcre. Present Histcry: On Nuclear War, Détente,
and Other Ccntroversies. New York: Vintage, 1984,




Dull, James. The Politics of American Foreign Policy.
Englewceod Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice - Hall, 1985,

FPifield, Russell H. Americans in Scutheast Asia: The Rocots
cf Ccmmitment., New York: Thcomas Y. Crowell, 1973,

FitzSimons, Louise. The Kennedy Doctrine. New York: Randcm
House, 1972.

Fcster, W. Schuller. Activism Replaces Isclaticnism: U.S.
Public Attitudes, 1940-197%. Washingten, D.C.:
Fecxhall Press, 1983,

Fulbright, J. William. The Arrcgance cf Pcwer. New Ycrk:
Random House, 1966,

Gaddis, Jchn Lewis. Strategies of Ccntainment: A Critical
Appraisal cf Pestwar American Naticnal Security
Pclicy. New York: Oxford University Press, 1982,

.The United States and the Origins of the Ccld War,
1941 - 1947. ©New Ycork: Columkia University Press,
1972,

Gardner, Llcyd C., Apprcaching Vietnam: From Werld War II
Thrzsugh Dienkienphu. New York: Nerten, 1988,

.,2d. Redefining thes Past: Essays in Diplcmatic
Histcry in Heonor cof William Appleman Williams.
Corvallis, Oregen: Oragen State University Press,
198¢.

Gerscn, Lcoculs L. Jchn Peoster Dulles. New Ycork: Cooper
Square, 1968,

Geyelin, Philip L. Lyndcn B. Johnscn and the Werld., New
Ycrk: Praeger, 1966,

Green, David. The Containment cof Latin America. Chicago:
Quadrangle, 1971.

Gurtov, Melvin. Rocots of Failure: United States Pclicy in
the Third Werld. Westpcort, Ct.: Greenwccd Press,
1984,

. The United States Against the Third World: Anti-
naticnalism and Intervecntion. New York: Praeger,
1974,




147

Halberstam, David. The Best and the Brightest.
Harmcndswcrth, MX.: Penguin, 1987.

. The Making cf a Quagmire. New York: Random Hcuse,
1964.

Hamby, Alcnze L. The Imperial Years: Th_ U,S. Since 1939,
New York: Weybright and Talley, 197¢.

. Liberalism and Its Challengers, FDR tc Reagan.
New York: coxfcrd University press, 1985,

Handy, Jim. Gift of the Devil: A Histcry cf Guatcmala.
Toronte: Betwzen the Lines, 19824.

an . . .
Heath, Jim F. pecade of Disillusicnment: The Kennedy -
scn _Years. Blcocomingtcon: Indiana University
Press, 197%.

t

Unit te

lay, 1

w

]

Herring, Gecrge C. America'

Lcngest War: The
and Vietnam, 19590 78, New York: Wi

d
97

‘.OUJ

19

Heccopes, Tcwnsend. The Devil and Jchn Fester Dulles. Bostoen:
Little, Brown, 1972.

. The Limits of Interventicn. New Ycrk: David
McKay, 19£9.

Hcrowitz, David. The Free World Ccolessus: A Critique of
American Foreiqn Pﬁllizfln the Cold War. Revised
aditicn. New York: Hill and Wang, 1971.

Hcughten, N.D., ed. Struggle Against Histcory: U.S. For
Pclicy in an Age of Revsoluticn., New Yerk: Simeon and
Schuster, 19£8,

- Hunt, Michael H. Ideclogy and U.S. Fcreign Pclicy. New
Haven, CT.: Yale University Press, 1997.

Immerman, Richard H. The C.I.A. in Guatemala: The Fcreign
Policy ¢f Interventicn. Austin: University cf
Texas, 1982,

Isaacscn, Walter, and Thomas, Evan. The Wise Men: Six
Friends and tha World They Made., MNew Yeork: Simon
and Schuster, 1986.

Karncw, Stanley. Vietnam: A Hisgstcry. New York: Viking,
lq&./d .




148

Kannan, Gecrge F. The Nuclear Delusicn: Soviet - American
Relaticns in the Atcmic Age. New Ycrk: Panthecn,
1983,

Kisrnan, Barnard P. The United States, Communism, and the
Emergent Werld. Blocmington: Indiana University
Press, 1972,

Kinder, Hermann and Walter Hilgemann. The Penguin Atlas cf
World History. Vclume II: From the French
Revcluticn to the Present. Translated by Ernest A.
Menzea. Harmcndswerth, Middlesex: Penguin, 1978.

Kclkso, Gabriel. Anatcmy of a War: Vietnam and the Mcdern
Histcrical Experienze. New York: Panthecn, 19285,

. Ccnfronting the Third Werld. New York: Panthecn,

198¢.
Kolko, Joyce, and Cabkriel Keclko. The Limits of Power: The
Werld and United States Foreign Policy, 1945 - 1954,

New York: Harper and Row, 1972,

Kunihclm, Bruce. R. The Origins of the Cold War in the Near
Fast: Great Power Ccnflict and Diplomacy in Iran,
Turkey, and Greece. Princeton, N.J.: Princetcn
University Press, 1980,

LaFeaber, Walter. America, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945 -
1980. Fourth editicn., New Ycork: Wiley, 1980,

. Inevitable Revcluticns: The United States in
Central America. New Yocrk: Nortcn, 1984.

Langley, Lester D. The United States and the Carikbean in
the Twentieth Century. Athens: University of
Gecorgia Press, 19280,

Levering, Ralph B. The Public and American Fcreign Policy,
1918 - 1978. New York: Morrew, 1978,

Lippmann, Walter. Public Opinicn and Foreign Peclicy in the
United States. Lcndon: Gecrge Allen and Unwin,
1982,

MacDcnald, Callum A. Xgrea: The War Before Vietnam. New
York: Free Press, 1986,

May, Ernest R. "Lesscns" of the Past: The Use and Misuse ¢
History in American Foreign Pclicy. New York: Oxford




149

University Press, 1973.

Mecham, J. Lloyd. The United States and Inter-American
Security, 1889 - 1960, Austin: University cf Texas
Press, 1961,

Miller, Lynn H., and Pruessen, Rcnald W., eds. Reflecticns
on the Cold War: A Quarter Century of American
Fereign Pclicy., Philadelphia: Temple University
Press, 1974,

Neustadt, Richard E., and May, Ernest R. Thinking in Time:
The Uses of History for Decisicn Makers., New Ycork:
Free Press, 1986,

Niebuhr, Reinhcld. The Ircny cf American History. New
Yerk: viking, 1952,

znd the American Crusades.

Parmet, Herbert S. Eisenhcowe
New York: McoMil 1

Ccntainment and the Ccld War: American

Paterscn, Thcomas G.
licy since 19485, Reading, Mass.: Addiscn
A
& -

Foreign P
Wesley, 1

. Majcr Prcklems in American Foreign Poli veolune

Y.
II: Since 1914, Lexingtcn, MA: Heath, 1989.

. On Every Front: The Making cf tha Czld War. New
Yocrk: Ncrten, 1979,

. Scviet-American Confreontaticn: Postwar
Reccnstructicn and the Making of the Ccld War.
Baltimcra: The Jchns Hepkins University Press, 197

(v

Pells, Richard H. The Likeral Mind in a Conservative Age:
Likeral Intellectuals in the 1940s and 1950s. New
York: Harper and Row, 198E.

Perkins, Dexter. A Histcry of the Mcnrce Doctrine. Boston:
Little, Brown, 1963,

Persky, Stan. America, the Last Dcmingc. Vancouver: New
Star, 1984.

Rake, Stephen G. Eisenhecwer and Latin America: The Fgreign
Pclicy cof Anti - Ccmmunism. Chapel Hill: University
cf North Carclina Press, 1088.




150

Rystad, Géran. Priscners cf the Past? The Munich Syndrome
and the Makers cf American Foreign Policy. Lund,
Swaden: CWK Gleerup, 1982,

Schaller, Michael. The American Occupaticn of Japan: The
Origins of the Ccld war in Asia. New York: Oxford
University Press, 198°%.

Schandler, EBerbert Y. The Unmaking of a Precsident: Lynden
Jchnsen and Vietnam. Princetcn: Princeton
University Prass, 1977.

Schell, Jonathan. The Time cf Illusicn. New Ycrk: Knepf,
197¢,

Schlesinger, Arthur M., Jr. The Bitter Heritage: Vietnam
and American Demczcracy, 1941 - 1966. New Ycrk:
Fawcett-Crest, 1967.

« The Cyzcles of American History Bestzon: Houghton
Mifflin, 198€,.

« A Theousand Days: Jchn F. Kennedy in the White
House. Boston: Houghteon Mifflin, 196€.

Schlesinger, Stephen, and Kinzer, Stephen. Bitter Fruit:
The Untcld Story of the American Coup in Guatemala.
Garden City, New York: Dcukleday, 1982,

Schecenbaum, Thcomas J. Waging Peace and War: Dean Rusk in
the Truman, Kennady and Jchnscn Years. New York:
Simcn and Schuster, 1988,

Schulzinger, Rckert D. American Diplcmacy in the Twentieth
Century. New York: Oxford, 1984.

Small, Melvin. Jchnscn, Nixcn, and the Deoves., New
Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1988.

Smith, Gaddis. Dean Achescn. New Ycrk: Coccper Sgquare, 1972,

Steele, Rcnald. Walter Lippmann and the American Century.
Bostcn: Little, Brcocwn, 1980,

Thucydides, The Pelcpcnnesian War. Translated by Rex Warner.
Harmendsworth, Middlesex: Pesnguin, 1987.

Walten, Richard. Ccld War and Ccunter-revcluticn: the
Fcreign Pclicy cf Jchn F. Kennedy. New York:
Viking, 1972,




151

Wittner, Laurance $. American Interventicn in Gresece, 1943
- 1949, Cclumbkia University Press, 1982,

Yergin, Daniel. Shattered Peace: The Origins cf the Ccld
War and the Naticnal Security State. osten:
Hcughten - Mifflin, 1977.

ARTICLES AND DISSERTATIONS

Adler, Les K., and Thomas G. Paterscn, "Red FPascism: the
Merger of Nazli Germany and Scoviet Russia 1in the
American Image cf Totalitarianism, 1920s - 1950s.,"
American Histcrical Review 75 (1970): 1046 -~ 1064,

Benjamin, Jules R. "The Framework cf U.S. Ralaticns with
Latin America in the Twentieth Century." Diplcmatic

Histery 11:2 (Spring 1987): 91 - 112,

Brcdie, Bernard. "The Dominc Theory.” General Militarv
Review 10 (1972): 468 - 478,

Chemsky, Ncam. "The United States: From Gresce te El
Salvadcr." In Ncam Chomsky, Jcnathan Steels, and
Jchn Gitting, Super Powers in Ccllisicn: The New
Ccld War of the 1980s. Second editicn.,
Harmcndsworth, Middlasex: Penguin, 1984.

Dennelly, Deorcthy Jeanne Carlscn. American Pclicy in
Vietnam, 1949 ~ 196%: A Perceptual Analysis cof the
Deming Thecory and Enemy Based zn the Pentagen
Papers. Ph.D. diss., University cf Pittsburgh, 1980.

Gaddis, Jchn Lewis. "Cocntainment: A Reassessment." Foreign
Affairs £58:4 (1977): 872 - 877.

. "Was the Truman Dcctrine a Real Turning Point?”

Fcreign Affairg 52:2 (1974): 286 - 402,

Gillin, Jchn, and K.H. Silvert, "Ambiguities in Guatemala."
Fcreign Affairs 24:2 (April, 1986): 4€9 - 482,

Gragery, Ross. "The Dominc Thecry.” In Alexander Deconde,
ed.,, Encylcpedia of American Foreign Policy. New
York: Scrikner's, 1972.

Greaen, David. "The Ccld War Ccmes to Latin Americza." In

Bartcn Bernstein, ed., Pclitics and Policies of the
Eisenhcwer Administraticn. Chicagc: Quadrangle,
1970,




Hess, Gary R. "The Iranian Crisis cf 1945-4€ and the Ccld
War." Pclitical Science Quarterly 89:1 (March 1974):
117-13€.

Izffman, Stanley; Huntingtcn, Samuel P.; May, Ernest R.;
Neugtadt, Richard N.: and Schelling, Thcmas C.
"Vietnam Reappraised." Internaticnal Security 6:1
(Summesr 1981): 2 - 26,

Paterscn, Themas G. "Fereign Aid Under Wraps: The Pocint Four
Program.” Wisconsin Magazine of History £6:2
(1972/19732): 119 - 126,

Mark, Edward M. "Allied Relaticns in Iran, 1941 - 1947: The
Origins cf a Ccld War C;iSia:“ Wiscconsin Magazine
of Histcry £9:1 (1975): 51-€32,

., "Histcrical Memory and Illusive Vi
and Central America."” Diplomatic Hi
(Winter, 1988): 1 - 18,

Rake, Stephen G. "Eisenhcower and Latin America: Arms and
Dictaters.” Pesace and Change 11 (Spring, 198%8): 49 -
£1.

+ "The Jchnscen (Eisenhcwer?): Doctrine for Latin
Kmerlya.' Diplomatic Histcry 92:1 (Winter, 1988):
95 - 100.

Ryan, Henry B., Jr. "The American Intellesctual Traditicn

Reflected in the Truman Dosctrine.” American Schelar

42:2 (1972 - 1973): 294 - 3207.

Slater, Jercome. "Docmincs in Central America: Will They
Fall? Dces it Matter?" Internaticnal Security
12:2 (Fall, 1987): 105 - 135,

Warner, Gecffrey. "The United States and Vietnam, 194%F -
€E." Internaticnal Affairs 48:2 (1972): 379 - 294;

48:4 (1972): EBO93 - €15,



