Explain the main principles underpinning the Truman Doctrine. How did this policy impact upon US-Soviet relations?
The Truman Doctrine was announced by President Harry Truman in March of 1947 (Jones, 2019). It outlined American post-WW2 foreign policy against the spread of communism, establishing the United States as a major player in global politics a role which prior to the war, America had been reluctant to take on (Wilde, 2018). The basic principle of the Truman Doctrine was for America to provide support to European countries attempting to prevent communist parties seizing power which would leave them vulnerable to Soviet influence (Jones, 2019) and later became a part of US worldwide policy for example, the Truman Doctrine influenced American involvement in the Vietnam civil war. The Truman doctrine announced to the rest of the world that the United States was anti-communism therefore is likely to have damaged America’s relationship with wartime ally the Soviet Union whose society valued Marxist ideas of communism. 
Post-World War 2 European states were in economic turmoil due to the destruction of their cities, factories, agriculture and transport links during the war (Wilde, 2019). Former world powers such as Great Britain were close to bankruptcy and others such as France and Italy were plagued by overwhelming inflation. As a result, European nations had to cut or redirect funding away from international aid to help sustain their own economies. It is the lack of funding for international aid from previously prosperous nations in Europe, specifically Great Britain, which ultimately triggered the creation of the Truman Doctrine and ended America’s isolationism for good (Wilde, 2018). 
During the war, Great Britain had taken over occupation of Greece when Nazi troops retreated in 1944 (Jones, 2019). After the war ended in 1945, Greece’s economy was crushed which had created political instability within the nation. This political instability produced an opportunity for the Communist Party of Greece to seize power within the Greek government (Triandafillidis, 2022). As a result, Great Britain who still occupied Greece post-war, were forced to deploy troops to Greece to ensure it stayed democratic and did not become a communist nation (Jones, 2019). However, Britain could not sustain its involvement in Greek politics because the British economy was struggling to recover from the second world war. This meant Britain had to withdraw troops from Greece in 1947 as they could no longer financially sustain operations in Greece (Bostdorff, 2008). 
Similar to Great Britain, the United States wanted a democratic Europe which opposed the Soviet Union’s desire to spread communist throughout Europe (Wilde, 2017). The spread of communism in Europe was seen as a threat because the West feared the creation of an Eastern bloc (O’Neil, 2022). This was because communist countries within the Eastern bloc followed the ‘Soviet Model’ which influenced their economies, giving the Soviet Union power and economic control by centring international trade of communist nations around themselves. Furthermore, it could be argued that Soviet Premier, Stalin’s desire to spread communism was motivated by self-preservation of the ruling elite within the Soviet Union because safeguarding Marxist policies and USSR borders would allow him to rule without external or internal interference. 
Therefore, the removal of British troops from Greece was not ideal for the United States because it left Greece vulnerable to becoming a part of the Eastern bloc if Communist Party of Greece were allowed to gain power within government. If this happened it could mean the Soviet Union could widen their power over Europe by asserting their influence over a newly communised Greek state. As a result, this could give Stalin’s ruling elite more freedom to make inconsequential political decisions within their government regarding internal and external policy which would be more likely to go unchecked by other nations because the Soviets increased power through potential influence on Greek society would identify the USSR as a growing global super power making it less likely that other nations would attempt to counter Soviet policies.
Due to its location away from the heart of WW2 conflict, the United States did not suffer the same devastating post-war economic impacts as most European countries including Great Britain (Goss, 2020). Therefore, America’s economic advantage allowed it to provide support for European countries to rebuild their economic and political stability which President Truman believed would prevent there becoming more communist states within Europe because it would be more difficult for communist parties throughout Europe to gain power within stable governmental and social systems. If political stability was not restored throughout Europe this would be a disadvantage for the United States because it would cause more European countries to be susceptible to Soviet influence if communism ideologies were permitted to gain public support. 
The Truman Doctrine, announced in 1947, aimed to contain Soviet-style revolutionary communism by providing funding to European countries to stabilise their political systems and rebuild their nations (Jones, 2019). This laid out the intention of the United States foreign policy which until this point America had been reluctant to do so due to their isolationism which President Truman ended with Truman Doctrine (Wilde, 2018). Longley (2022) commented that the emerging threat of communism from the Soviet Union which lead to the Truman Doctrine is what ultimately ‘lowered the curtain on the golden age of American isolationism’. It is perhaps America’s more active involvement in global affairs due to the Truman Doctrine which has made the US-Soviet relationship so important as there became two global superpowers with contrasting ideologies, democracy against communism, were actively trying to influence global politics simultaneously. 
It could be argued that the Truman Doctrine was a turning point in American foreign affairs. This is shown by the contrasting actions taken by the US in each of the world wars when it came to their continued involvement in global affairs after each of the end of the war. After the first world war, the United States immediately returned to its isolationist roots (Longley, 2022). Whereas, after the second world war this precedent was not followed due to fear of an Eastern bloc forming in Europe. This sudden change in precedent could show how important it was for the United States to halt the spread of the Soviet influence implying that the only way to effectively safeguard Europe from falling to the Soviet Union was for America to take unprecedented action against their war-time ally. As a result, this led to Europe being divided into the communist East lead by the Soviet Union and the democratic West lead by the United States putting the two global superpowers on opposite sides of history (Porter, 2019).  
Furthermore, the significance of the Truman Doctrine was a monumental moment for American history because foreign aid had never been offered on this scale before by the United States (Apodaca, 2017). This clearly showed the Soviet Union that America, did not agree with how their nations were being run because it was offering European countries gargantuan amounts of money to steer them away from becoming communist nations. A mere declaration of American disapproval for Soviet communism would likely have been enough to endorse friction within US-Soviet relations. However, this disapproval was taken one step further by the Truman Doctrine which outlined exactly how the United States would become actively involved in preventing communism spreading throughout Europe. It could be argued that the Truman Doctrine was the United States signalling to the Soviet Union that their war-time ally had become their enemy. 
Foreign aid was provided to European countries who accepted it through the European Recovery Programme (ERP), more commonly known as the Marshall Plan (Apodaca, 2017). The Marshall plan was set up by secretary of state George Marshall to turn the Truman Doctrine from theory to reality. Its initiation marked the beginning of the ‘first and most successful contemporary foreign aid initiative’ (Apodaca, 2017). The aid mission provided over $13 million to 17 countries over 4 years (Goss, 2020) and the aim of the Marshall Plan followed sentiments laid out on the Truman Doctrine.
It could be argued that the Marshall Plan was motivated by ‘humanitarian concern’ (Apodaca, 2017) for European countries struggling to rebuild after WW2. If this was the motivation, then the Marshall Plan may not have intended to have had a big impact on US-Soviet relations because humanitarian missions act autonomously from political agendas. Therefore, potential political friction between the US and the Soviet Union caused by the Marshall Plan would have been collateral damage as a result of America’s humanitarian concern for the countries of Europe. 
However, the Truman Doctrine which provided the guiding principles for the Marshall Plan did not describe the provision of funding to European countries to help rebuild their nations as a humanitarian mission, suggesting there was ulterior motives behind the Truman Doctrine which led to the Marshall Plan strategically benefitting the America and purposefully harming the Soviet Union agenda. For example, the Marshall Plan benefitted the US economy by increasing US exports and creating jobs for American workers (Apodaca, 2017). On the other hand, post-war Soviet influence in Europe was halted by successful restabilising of political systems within Europe which reduced the power of European communist parties. For example, communist members of the French coalition government were removed (Wilde, 2017).
Furthermore, such admirable humanitarian concern for the wellbeing of other nations was abnormal for the US government. For example, America’s reluctance to become involved in the world wars until their own nation was threatened shows US priorities lie solely within their own prosperity and protection. Therefore, it is likely that America was aware that the Marshall Plan would hold direct benefits for itself, even if the plan was designed to appear as if motivated by humanitarian concern to reduce Soviet retaliation and maintain civil US-Soviet relations. This idea is supported by Steil (2018) who accounts that Truman was warned by one of his advisors who visited Europe post-WW2 that the greatest danger to the security of the United States was the possible economic collapse in Europe which could lead to communist assertion of power. This knowledge is perhaps what made the Truman Doctrine necessary to avoid a communist Europe which would threaten the security of the United States if the Soviet Union was to seize control of potential new communist countries. 
However, potential Soviet influence in Europe may not have been a focal point of the Truman Doctrine because it was triggered by the Greek civil war (Jones, 2019) which the Soviet Union did not play an active role in. The Communist Party of Greece, whose power the United States sought to reduce via the Marshall Plan, was not supported by the Soviets (Triandafillidis, 2022). Therefore, the Truman Doctrine which stimulated active US involvement in the Greek civil war may not have been initially damaging to US-Soviet relations because the first conflict it aimed to resolve did not directing involve the USSR. Furthermore, it was Soviet Union enemy, Yugoslavia, another communist state which was not apart of the Eastern bloc, that was financially supporting the Communist Party of Greece throughout the civil war. It could be argued that by preventing communism seizing power during the civil war, that the United States was helping the Soviet Union who wanted the conflict in Greece to end (Triandafillidis, 2022) and likely did not want their enemy to take control of Greece. 
On the other hand, the intention behind US involvement in the war was clearly to prevent Greece falling to communism regardless of where the Communist Party of Greece was receiving funding from because it could be argued that any communist country would have been at risk of Soviet influence showing the fundamental intention behind the execution of the Marshall Plan in Greece still undermined Soviet communist ideals. Therefore, it could be argued that the Greek civil war was a microcosm for the Cold War as it was the Democratic Army of Greece fighting the Communist Part of Greece (Porter, 2019) which echoed the state of post-war Europe, a democratic west against a communist east. As a result, US support of the Democratic Army of Greece could have been viewed by the Soviet Union as American declaration of their stance against communism within Europe which positioned America in opposition to the USSR. These conflicting views on communism and democracy tainted US-Soviet relations leading up to the Cold War. 
The height of the Cold War was the Cuban Missile Crisis 1962 (Longley, 2019). This crisis was triggered by multiple unsuccessful attempts by America to overthrow Cuban dictator Fidel Castro who had implemented a communist regime within Cuba, making it the only communist country within the Western Hemisphere (Rosenburg, 2019). In response to American invasions of Cuba, the Soviet Union began stock piling nuclear weapons in Cuba to prevent future invasions (Longley, 2019). When the US warned the Soviet Union to stop this stock piling and they continued, the Cuban Missile Crisis began. 
It could be argued that unsuccessful American attempts to free Cuba from communism were results of the Truman Doctrine because they were anticommunism invasions against Cuba and their ally, the USSR. This would show that the Truman Doctrine led to the height of US-Soviet hostilities. However, Cuba was already a communist country during the Bay of Pigs invasion 1961 and Operation Mongoose 1962, both of which sought to overthrow Castro (Longley, 2019). Therefore, unlike the Truman Doctrine these attempts did not aim to contain the spread of communism, instead they aimed to reduce the number of communist nations so could have been operating autonomously from the Truman Doctrine. On the other hand, the Truman Doctrine focused on economic aid to help halt the spread of communism. Similarly, the Bay of Pigs invasion saw the US funding a group of Cuban exiles to overthrow Castro. Therefore, although there was a hostile focus to the invasion, there was only indirect American involvement in this through financial aid which reflected American involvement in the Greek civil war where training and supplies were provided for the Greek army which, as previously discussed, was prompted by the Truman Doctrine. 
Regardless, the Cuban Missile Crisis and Truman Doctrine were triggered by American anti-communist attitudes in the mid-20th century. Therefore, because the Truman Doctrine predated the Cuban Missile Crisis and was a significant step forward in American foreign policy, it is reasonable infer that it impacted US involvement in Cuba as without the Truman Doctrine the United States may have prolonged its isolationism. As a result, it could be said that the 13-day nuclear standoff between the Soviet Union and America was triggered by the Truman Doctrine. 
Although the Cuban Missile Crisis created hostility in US-Soviet relations during the 13 days it was occurring, it triggered a period of détente between the two nations after the crisis. It could be said that the short-term rift the crisis created between America and the Soviet Union was outweighed by the long-term benefits of installing the US-Soviet hotline (Longley, 2019) which aimed to improve communication between the two global superpowers, reducing the risk of nuclear war following the communication difficulties faced during the Cuban Missile Crisis. The improvement of the US-Soviet diplomatic relationship during this period also allowed nuclear arms talks and treaties such as the Antiballistic Missile Treaty 1972 to be negotiated (Longley, 2022). 
Overall, the Truman Doctrine announced the United States stepping onto the global stage after a history of reluctance to do so (Jones, 2019). This connotes the importance of the Truman Doctrine and its contents because its declaration of American involvement in foreign policy was unprecedented (Longley, 2022). President Truman’s publicising Americas aim to halt the spread of communism within Europe presented US foreign policy in opposition to the Soviet Union who had recently been America’s war-time ally. This quick from ally to opposition between the two nations created hostility within their diplomatic relationship (Jones, 2019). 
It could be argued that if the Truman Doctrine has been a standalone event in American foreign policy regarding the spread of communism that US-Soviet relations would not have been massively impacted by it because the Truman Doctrine only laid out Americas view on communism. However, when coupling it with practical anti-communist moves such as the Marshall Plan and the Cuban Missile Crisis, the Truman Doctrine seems to be the premise which paved the way for future encounters between the US and Soviet. As a result, the Truman Doctrine triggered destabilization US-Soviet relations, leading to the Cold War. 
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