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ABSTRACT 

This study provides additional context for unacknowledged but 

sustained Russian and Iranian hot wars against the United States that 

unfolded and became normalized in the 2010s.  It examines key 

events through four constructs: balance of power, containment, NATO 

enlargement, and post-9/11 counterterrorism policies and statecraft 

practices as they pertained to the long-unresolved Eastern Question.  

To the extent that history rhymes, cyclical patterns emerge stemming 

back to the Eastern Question that highlight three variables US 

policymakers and statecraft practitioners can expect to encounter.   

First, the United States and its multilateral and bilateral alliances 

can expect to confront Russia and Iran – not just contain, sanction, 

and isolate them.  Confrontation not need mean war, but history 

suggests that war and the threat of war cannot be eliminated as a 

legitimate instrument of power.  Russia and Iran have no tradition of 

waging wars for the sake of peace, prosperity, and democracy.  

Russia’s invasions of South Ossetia in 2008 and Ukraine in 2014, 

annexation of Crimea in 2014, and placement of air, land, sea, and 

cyber capabilities in Syria in 2015 aimed to curb NATO enlargement 

and military capabilities along the Black Sea and Turkey’s southeastern 

border.  These Russian actions all but guarantee the use of military 

force against the United States and its allies.  Iran’s incorporation of 

Hizballah into military operations in Iraq, Syria, Yemen, Lebanon, and 

Afghanistan also all but guarantee the continued use of military force 

against the United States and its allies.   



 8 

It is not in America’s short- or long-term interests to be involved 

in unacknowledged but sustained hot wars with Russia and Iran.  US 

and allied troops have died at their hands and the American public has 

a right to know that her men and women are not just battling 

terrorism; they are confronting nation states that have or aspire to 

have nuclear weapons.  This study finds that new confrontation 

policies, like Cold War containment policy, must label the threats and 

threat actors without ambiguity or sophistry.  They must set clear 

unified strategies to confront the threats and threat actors as a whole 

– not as discrete and fragmented Russian and Iranian parts.   

Second, if the United States and allies do not accelerate efforts 

to become energy independent and energy secure, they will remain 

dependent upon sustaining cordial relations with the world’s leading 

undemocratic, corrupt, and intolerant governance practices by leaders 

and kleptocrats in Russia, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq.  Every time the 

United States cozies up to these nations’ practices in the name of 

energy security, the tarnish thickens on American promotion of 

democratic principles, the rule of law, and the bold notion that all 

people are born free.  America’s projection of military, economic, 

diplomatic, and intelligence powers needs an equal commitment to 

liberty, freedom, and human dignity.  This means a willingness to 

withhold military sales, favorable loans, and intelligence from nations 

like Russia, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq that repeatedly work to 

undermine American goals towards peace, prosperity and democracy. 

Third, the geostrategic gateway between Russian and Iranian 

hot wars against the United States and allies will continue to run 
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through Turkey.  As this study came to an end in mid-2020, there 

were many reasons for caution with respect to Turkey’s place in the 

NATO alliance.  Internally, its governance style had turned more 

undemocratic than some prior cycles, and there were mounting 

concerns about corruption.  Externally, Ankara had entered into a 

dangerous series of harmful agreements with Russia and diplomatic 

engagements with Iran.   

If historic trends rhyme, however, the United States and Turkey 

will need each other even more as both nations and other NATO 

partners confront hot wars with Russia and Iran while also striving for 

energy independence and security from Russia, Iran, Iraq, and Saudi 

Arabia.  On a positive note, this study shows that overcoming 

challenges has been an enduring hallmark of the bilateral US-Turkish 

alliance.  By extension, as the US has overcome various challenges 

with Ankara, so, too, has the broader NATO alliance. 

The US-led war in Iraq forever changed the region and Turkey’s 

ability to protect its southeastern border.  Having taken the actions 

that unleashed great forces and grievances across the Levant, this 

study argues that the US needs a new umbrella policy and an 

integrated set of national strategies for the vast East. Beyond 

confronting Russia and Iran, the umbrella policy needs to assure 

Ankara that it will not be left to fight Russia, Iran, and terrorism on its 

own.  This assurance should have no conditions – because confronting 

Russia, Iran, and terrorism is the alliance’s interest.  If and when 

Ankara restores an independent judiciary and embraces the rule of law 

and foundational freedoms of speech, assembly, and petition, a new 
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umbrella policy should commit to establishing broader US diplomatic, 

economic, military, and intelligence relations with Ankara.  

The way forward must first confront and stop Russia and Iran, 

however, and reassure allies that the United States and NATO are 

equipped and willing to stand by their collective defense agreements in 

the cause of peace, prosperity, and democratic principles.  Future 

National Security Strategies will continue to require the United States 

to place interoperable military and intelligence capabilities as close as 

possible to the most potent threat actors.  For the foreseeable future, 

this means working with Turkey to overcome its serious transgressions 

with Russia and Iran and doubling down on measures that will protect 

and defend it and other littoral Black Sea nations from Russian 

aggression.   

This course of action need not be viewed as a capitulation or a 

“reward” for bad Turkish behavior, but rather as a clear and 

unambiguous signal to Moscow and Tehran that Turkey has a 

prominent home in the NATO alliance and that the US will fight 

scrappily to keep it on side.  It means also understanding that Ankara 

is not able to confront the Bear and the Lion without allied support.  If 

history rhymes, it means that when pressured to choose, the cornered 

Wolf will embrace democratic principles, the rule of law, and human 

rights before surrendering its proud identity and hard-won freedoms to 

the likes of Russia or Iran.  Alliances are hard work; Turkey is worth it. 
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PREFACE 

Confronting America’s 21st Century Hot Wars against Russia 
and Iran 

 
 

“It isn’t enough to talk about peace.  One must believe in it.  And it isn’t enough to believe in 
it.  One must work at it.” 

Eleanor Roosevelt speaking on a Voice of America broadcast,  
11 November 1951 

 
 

While holding senior intelligence positions for the Central 

Intelligence Agency and the Office Director of National Intelligence, I 

worked with talented teams who tracked Russian actions along the 

Black Sea and Levant1 with increasing concern and urgency between 

9/11 and the 2010s.  The Russian Bear was busy establishing an 

unambiguous track record of threatening, attacking, propagandizing, 

and invading weaker Black Sea states; repositioning key air, land, 

cyber, and sea capabilities from Russia to Crimea and Syria; and 

dangling attractive energy deals and arms sales with Turkey while 

aggressively prowling along its northern coastline and unstable 

southeastern frontier.   

Beyond hunting, the Bear feasted on opportunities to drive 

wedges between Washington and world capitals and to harm America’s 

image, prestige, and credibility.  Despite its modest economy, corrupt 

practices, and narrow set of allies, Russian actions placed American 

 
1 Most narrowly, the Levant is equivalent to present-day Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Israel, and 
the Palestinian territories.  More broadly, the Levant includes all littoral states along the 
Eastern Mediterranean, extending from present-day Greece to Cyrenaica in Libya. This study 
uses the broader definition.   
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leaders under considerable stress and financial strain throughout the 

2010s.   

US policymakers sought quick answers regarding tactical events 

and deeper insights into Moscow’s motivations, plans, and intentions.  

They worked across the national security establishment and select 

allies to develop cohesive strategies that had two primary objectives.  

First, protect US and allied interests against Russian aggression and 

second, accelerate collective security arrangements for targets of 

Russian aggression along the Black Sea and Levant.   

The tactical answers came quickly and focused on time-sensitive 

events; from my various front-row seats, they tended to lack 

important historical and cultural contexts.  National-level strategies 

took longer to issue and fell short in two areas throughout the 2010s.  

First, they tended to focus narrowly on Russia instead of the broader 

regions where it was acting and the alliances it was building, and 

second, they did not address the extent to which Russia had tapped 

into and was manipulating nationalism as manifested through ethnic, 

religious, and societal grievances – to include those that were 

emerging in the United States.  

Further to the south, 3,481 US combat personnel had died in 

action between 2003 and 2010 during Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF). 

Another thirty-one armed forces lost their lives to combat in Iraq and 

the broader region during Operation New Dawn (OND, between 2010 

and 2011); twenty-one more perished during Operation Inherent 
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Resolve (OIR, between 2014 and April 2020).2  Several of them were 

my dear friends who now rest at Arlington Cemetery.   

While OIF intended to disarm Saddam Husayn and fight al-Qa’ida 

in Iraq (AQI),3 and OND aimed to stabilize Iraq,4 and OIR set out to 

destroy and dismantle AQI and the Islamic State (ISIS),5 sustained 

combat and sectarian violence had yielded three much more difficult 

challenges for US national security professionals.  First, the elected 

officials and governance structures that emerged in Iraq remained 

unstable and struggled to deliver basic electricity, water, food 

distribution, and medical needs to Iraqis – regardless of their religious 

affiliations or ethnic identities.  Second, the longer US and allied 

combat forces and military advisors remained in Iraq, the easier it 

became for everyday Iraqis and elected officials to blame governance 

failures on the United States.  Third, when the US reduced or 

completely removed troops and advisors from various sectors of Iraq, 

disaffected remnants of terrorist organizations regrouped, reinforced, 

and reemerged to threaten Iraq and the broader region.   

After Saddam fell, the US sought to build a stable, peaceful, and 

reliable ally in Baghdad – one that thrived under a constitution that 

 
2 US Department of Defense, Casualty Status, last updated on 13 April 2020.  See 
https://www.defense.gov/casualty.pdf  Accessed on 14 April 2020. The Pentagon confirmed in 
April 2019 that Tehran and its proxies had killed more than 600 US troops in and near Iraq 
since 2003. 
3 Catherine Dale, Congressional Research Service, Operation Iraqi Freedom:  Strategies, 
Approaches, Results and Issues for Congress, 2 April 2009. See 
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL34387.pdf  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
4 US Army, Operation New Dawn, 31 August 2010.  See 
https://www.army.mil/article/44526/operation_new_dawn  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
5 US Central Command, Operation Inherent Resolve, date not available.  See 
https://www.centcom.mil/OPERATIONS-AND-EXERCISES/OPERATION-INHERENT-RESOLVE/  
Access on 18 March 2018. 



 17 

demanded free and fair democratic elections, the rule of law, and 

respect for foundational freedoms of speech, assembly, and religion.  

These laudable policy goals got lost in dense habūbs (sandstorms) of 

unbridled sectarian violence, deep ethnic grievances, poor Iraqi 

governance, and costly US-led wars and counterterrorism operations.   

Beyond these immediate challenges, Iran, Hizballah, and other 

Iranian proxies by 2006 emerged as the primary risk to US troops and 

policy objectives.  The Pentagon assessed that Iran and its proxies 

were responsible for one-in-six US combat troops who died in Iraq and 

the region, a ratio that stayed fairly consistent through 2019.67   

President George W. Bush was so concerned by events in Iraq 

that he commissioned the Iraq Study Group (ISG) in 2006.  Co-led by 

former Secretary of State James Baker and former Congressman Lee 

Hamilton, the ISG publicly announced in late 2006 that Iran was the 

leading source of US casualties in Iraq.  Tehran, they argued, posed 

the greatest long-term threat to peace and stability in Iraq – not al-

Qa’ida or its affiliates, disaffected Sunnis and Iraqi Kurds, or weak 

governance structures and personnel in Baghdad.8   

As a result of the ISG’s findings and recommendations, DCIA 

Michael Hayden established the CIA’s Iran Operation Division, and I 

 
6 Kyle Rempfer, Iran Killed More US Troops in Iraq than Previously Know, Pentagon Says, 4 
April 2019, militarytimes.com.  See https://www.militarytimes.com/news/your-
military/2019/04/04/iran-killed-more-us-troops-in-iraq-than-previously-known-pentagon-
says/  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
7 Donald J. Trump, Remarks by President Trump on the Killing of Qasem Soleimani, The White 
House, 3 January 2020.  See https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-
president-trump-killing-qasem-soleimani/  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
8 James A. Baker III and Lee H. Hamilton, Co-Chairs, The Iraq Study Group Report, 
(Washington, D.C., 6 December 2006). For the full text of the report, see 
https://www.bakerinstitute.org/media/files/Research/88085bb4/iraqstudygroup_findings.pdf  
Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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became its first Chief of Operations.  Throughout that assignment and 

others, the ISG’s assessments remained valid.  Iran established bases 

in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Syria and deepened relationships with and 

support to Shi’a-led governments in Baghdad, Damascus, Beirut, and 

Sanaa.   

Iran had two primary motives for these actions.  First, the 

Supreme Leader aimed to pressure Washington to remove US forces 

from Muslim-majority regions of the Middle East.  In this context, he 

shared al-Qa’ida’s top priority.  Second, the Ayatollah aimed to extend 

his religious authority and influence over large Shi’a population centers 

in “Greater Persia” or “Greater Iran.”  This term was a loaded one that 

over time had many definitions.  This study uses Iran’s definition of 

the term in the 2010s, which impacted nations flatly rejected.  Iran’s 

view of “Greater Persia” is depicted in the map below. 

 

 
For the purposes of this study, Greater Persia includes the entire  

Iranian plateau and its bordering plains from Eastern Anatolia, Mesopotamia  
and the South Caucasus in the west to the Indus River in the east,  

and from the Oxus River in the north to the Persian Gulf and  
Sea of Oman in the south. 

(Map provided courtesy of Encyclopedia Iranica.) 
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The ISG’s report offered an exceptionally candid, productive, and 

achievable set of recommendations.  It helped practitioners brace for 

more violence against US-led coalition operations in areas well beyond 

Iraq.  Bureaucratically, it invited national security teams that 

otherwise worked only on Iraq, or only on counterterrorism, or only on 

Iran to treat the Levant as a whole.  The recommendations became 

even more important as Russia invaded Ukraine and repositioned 

military bases and forces in Crimea and Syria. 

As I prepared to retire in late 2016 after nearly 32 years of 

service, it was increasingly clear that Russia and Iran were involved in 

sustained hot wars against the United States.  While careful 

sophistry in Washington, Moscow, and Tehran avoided this 

characterization in public, US statecraft practitioners and warfighters 

experienced these realities up close.  Questions from US and allied 

policymakers and warfighters grew increasingly sober as the stakes 

and consequences kept rising.   

Were Moscow’s external military actions in Ukraine and Syria 

temporary or long-ranging?  Did Russia plan to extend military 

operations beyond these theaters?  Were US-led Joint Comprehensive 

Plan of Action (JCPOA) nuclear negotiations with Iran helping or 

undermining US national security, collective defense obligations, and 

warfighters in South Asia, the Levant, and Arabian Peninsula?  Would 

embattled NATO ally, Turkey, be strong and motivated enough to 

contain encircling Russian forces on its southeastern border and Black 

Sea shores while simultaneously fighting off cross-border incursions 

and terrorism threats generated by Russia and Iran from Syria and 
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Iraq?  Did Tehran and Moscow sense American weakness in the Black 

Sea and Levant?  If so, what policy adjustments would reestablish 

America’s image, credibility, and legitimacy? 

As leading US experts examined Russian actions in the Black Sea 

and Syria, most judged that its behaviors reflected deep hostility 

towards Washington’s post-Cold War NATO enlargement and missile 

defense efforts in Eastern Europe.  Other analysts and scholars 

agreed, but they cautioned that Russian President Vladimir Putin’s 

actions more closely resembled Czarist statecraft practices that 

blended geostrategic objectives with inflammatory assertions that the 

Motherland had moral and religious obligations to protect ethnic Slavic, 

Russian, and Orthodox Christian communities.  They explained that 

Catherine the Great had codified these assertions in peace treaties 

each time she defeated the Ottoman Empire or offered a preemptive 

peace treaty with Black Sea states and khanates.  In response, the 

British Empire labeled the Black Sea region, the Balkans, and the vast 

Ottoman-controlled Eastern Mediterranean the Eastern Question.9   

In order to assess and counter Russia’s latest expansionist 

ambitions, these analysts and scholars urged US policymakers and 

statecraft practitioners to become familiar with Imperial Russian and 

Ottoman conflicts and behaviors between 1774 and the Crimean War 

(1853-1856), and Anglo-Persian-Russian dynamics that played out 

during the Great Game.  The US needed to identify and apply their 

 
9 Beyond US and allied government counterparts, see, for example, Soner Cagaptay. The New 
Sultan:  Erdoğan and the Crisis of Modern Turkey. (London & NYC: IB Tauris. 2017) and 
Steven Lee Myers. The New Tsar: The Rise and Reign of Vladimir Putin. (NYC: Vintage. 2016). 
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lessons to the 21st century and then adapt US policies, strategies, and 

statecraft methods accordingly.   

As opposing analytic camps debated, Russia blatantly interfered 

in the 2016 US presidential election.  US policymakers and 

practitioners raced from one crisis to another.  Few had time for 

history lessons; they wanted and needed to solve the urgent problems 

of the day.   

This study offers several case studies in which other generations 

of American statesmen and statecraft practitioners took similar paths. 

The case studies examine key US policy goals and statecraft practices 

before WWI, during the Cold War, and after the Soviet Union 

collapsed.  While America did a great many things to promote 

democracy, the rule of law, and sound human rights practices, even 

the best policymakers and statecraft practitioners tended to focus on 

near-term objectives and military instruments of power without 

knowing enough about foreign cultures, languages, geography, the 

root causes of deep grievances, and enemy combatants’ willingness to 

fight, sacrifice, and die.  On this point, history does in fact rhyme.   

Ignorance of these variables rarely served America well.  The 

consequences all too often cost the lives of untold civilians and US and 

allied troops -– and did not generate enduring peace deals.  This study 

captures cyclical lessons that emerged between 1774 and 2020 across 

the vast East and offers pragmatic courses of action for use by future 

generations of busy policymakers and statecraft practitioners.   
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Expert Sources  

Historical US and allied governmental archives, along with  

authoritative research by Ottoman scholars David Fromkin,10 

Andrew Mango,11 and William Hale;12 Persia and Iran authorities  

Kenneth Pollack,13 Elaine Sciolino,14 and Robin Wright;15 and Imperial 

Russia experts Robert Massie,16 Andrew Kahn, and Kelsey Rubin-

Detlev17 illuminated the periodicity with which European, Ottoman, and 

Persian Empires fought for influence and control over geostrategic 

waterways along the Black Sea and strategic overland trade routes 

between the Far East and Europe.  

The same studies examined the extent to which rival empires 

fought over the Balkans, the Dardanelles, and the Levant.  The 

Ottoman and Persian Empires fought back, but each lost when they 

fought Russia alone after 1774.  The Ottoman Calif and the Qājār Shah 

needed allies to keep the belligerent Bear in check. 

From 1774 through WWI, Russia and the Soviet Union fought 

wars against the Ottoman Empire and Turkey, signed various treaties, 

 
10 David Fromkin, A Peace to End all Peace, The Fall of the Ottoman Empire and the Creation 
of the Modern Middle East, (NYC: Henry Holt and Company, 1989).  
11 Andrew Mango, Atatürk: The Biography of the Founder of Modern Turkey, (NYC: Overlook 
Press, 2002) pp. 5-37, 164, 214, 394, 367, 391-392, 401-419, 478, 501, 510, 526, 536. 
12 William Hale, Turkish Foreign Policy since 1774, (London and NYC:  Routledge, 3rd ed. 
2013). 
13 Kenneth Pollack, The Persian Puzzle: The Conflict Between Iran and America, (NYC: Random 
House, 2004). 
14 Elaine Sciolino, Persian Mirrors: The Elusive Face of Iran, (New York: The Free Press, 2000). 
15 Robin Wright, Dreams and Shadows: The Future of the Middle East, (NYC: Penguin Press, 
2008). 
16 Robert K. Massie, Catherine the Great: Portrait of a Woman, (NYC: Random House Trade 
Paperbooks, 2012). 
17 Catherine II, Catherine the Great: Selected Letters (Oxford World Classics) as translated by 
Andrew Kahn and Kelsey Rubin-Detlev, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018). 
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and formed tangled webs of pragmatic alliances designed to gain and 

keep unfettered access to and control over the Black Sea, the 

Dardanelles, the Balkans, Transcaucasia, and parts of the Levant.  

They courted religious and ethnic minorities when it suited their policy 

and military objectives and abandoned them when the Bear deemed 

them to be nonessential.  The Persian Qājār and Pahlavi Dynasties, 

meanwhile, played cameo roles in the Eastern Question and outsized 

roles in the Great Game.   

The Structure of this Study 

Between 2015 and 2020, the US and NATO were playing catch-

up with respect to Iranian and Russian ambitions that extended from 

the Black Sea through Turkey to Syria, Iraq, and Yemen.  Their actions 

prompted a few experts and scholars reexamine the Eastern Question.  

What might policymakers and statecraft practitioners learn from a 

deep dive into authoritative archives about the Eastern Question and 

its intersections with early American statecraft, Great Game strategies, 

Cold War Containment Policy, NATO enlargement efforts, and post-

9/11 policies and statecraft methods with littoral Black Sea states, the 

Eastern Mediterranean, Levant, and Iran?  If the past rhymes – and if 

the observations above prove to be sound – the US must confidently 

and accurately reframe policy objectives, re-order national priorities, 

and tailor statecraft methods in ways that restore American 

leadership, credibility, influence, and prestige in the vast “East.”  

This study aims to explain the extent to which US foreign policies 

and national strategies from the early days of the Republic through 
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2020 considered or ignored the Eastern Question as a priority.  It 

examines seminal world events, policy formulations, and statecraft 

lessons that emerged.   

Chapter one explains why it remained worthwhile in 2020 to 

examine 2015 events through the lens of the Eastern Question.  It 

provides insights into Russian and Iranian decisions to mount 

sustained but unacknowledged hot wars against US and coalition 

forces and to actively drive wedges between Turkey and the NATO 

alliance.  It also offers key questions policymakers asked throughout 

the 2010s.  Chapter two frames and fleshes out the seeds of Eastern 

Question and the Great Game. 

Chapter three examines imperial balance of power policies and 

their influence on US statecraft between 1770 and 1815.  Chapter four 

explains how the new United States highlighted First Amendment 

language on freedom of religion in treaties around the world.  First 

Amendment language pertaining to the establishment clause into 

treaties. 

 Chapter five pays tribute to John Quincy Adams, who served as 

the senior US Minister/Envoy to Holland, Russia, Prussia, and Britain 

before becoming the US Secretary of State and then President.  Under 

his leadership, the US formalized is most enduring treaties, doctrines, 

and statecraft practices.  Chapter six delves into the motivations 

behind the Monroe Doctrine and chapter seven evaluates its 

effectiveness as a statecraft tool against the Russian Empire through 

1871.   



 25 

Chapters eight and nine examine US statecraft practices as 

applied to the Ottoman Empire and the Caliph, respectively.  These 

chapters show cyclical rhythms that ebbed and flowed over time 

through the lens of the Eastern Question and demonstrate how events 

as far away as the Philippines impacted US statecraft methods and 

relations with the Ottoman Caliph.   

Chapter ten describes challenges the US faced as it entered WWI 

and WWII, leaving behind forever all notions that two massive oceans, 

economic wealth, and the Monroe Doctrine would protect it from 

foreign threats and devastating wars.  It explains the convoluted way 

rival European empires carved up the Ottoman Empire after WWI and 

how Atatürk led multiple wars of independence that established 

Turkey’s modern borders.  It examines how the new Turkish Republic 

and the Soviet Union approached each other between WWI and WWII, 

and Turkey’s ultimate decision to tilt in NATO’s direction in 1952.   

Chapter eleven explores the roles of Islam and secularism, 

Islam’s impact on multiple Turkish hard and soft coup attempts 

between 1960 and 2016, and factors that propelled Recep Tayyip 

Erdoğan to power first in Istanbul, and then in Ankara.  Chapter twelve 

examines key events that unfolded between the Bear, the Brits, and 

the Shah during the Great Game; evolving US relations with the Shah; 

the rise of Ayatollah Khomeini; and the emergence of Turkey as the 

key gatekeeper in the “East.”    

Chapters thirteen through sixteen examine four case studies that 

relied heavily upon Cold War Containment Policy between 1962 and 

1985.  Chapter thirteen explores containment policy’s impact on US-
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Turkish and US-Soviet relations before, during and after the Cuban 

Missile Crisis.  Chapter fourteen looks at the policy’s impacts on 

Washington’s approach to Cypriot independence talks and agreements.  

Chapter fifteen examines Containment Policy as applied to bicommunal 

violence in Cyprus in 1964 and two Turkish interventions in 1974.  No 

evaluation of Containment Policy could be complete without some 

mention of arms control and nuclear disarmament efforts.  Chapter 

sixteen critiques Containment Policy and its impact on arms control 

discussions at the Geneva Summit in 1985. 

Chapter seventeen reinforces the costs of underestimating 

Russia after the collapse of the Soviet Union, and chapter eighteen 

describes the unintended consequences of the US government’s 

increasingly fragmented national security strategies after 9/11.   

Chapter nineteen provides a summary of this study’s conclusions 

and recommendations.  It illuminates elements that have been 

missing, misunderstood, or minimized in the formulation of American 

foreign policies and national strategies, and in the implementation of 

statecraft methods.  The findings and recommendations come from a 

practitioners’ view of policy and statecraft, although it is hoped that 

they add to the body of academic research on these topics. 

But first, we begin with a prologue that sets the scene and 

reinforces why it is worth our time to dust off the Eastern Question 

and the Great Game with 21st century eyes.  As always, the story 

begins with the Russian Bear, the Ottoman Wolf, and the Persian Lion.   
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PROLOGUE:  ON THE ROAD TO WAR AND DEBT, NOT 
PEACE, PROSPERITY, AND DEMOCRACY 

 
 
 
 

"We have no desire to be the world's policeman. But America  
does want to be the world's peacemaker." 18 

--President Jimmy Carter 
 
 

“Freedom is never more than one generation away from extinction. We didn’t pass 
 it to our children in the bloodstream.  It must be fought for, protected,  

and handed on for them to do the same, or one day we will spend  
our sunset years telling our children and our children’s children  

what it was once like in the United States where men were free.” 19   
--Ronald Reagan 

 
 

Russian and Iranian Hot Wars in the 2010s Reignited the 
Eastern Question and Great Game  

Thinking about the Eastern Question and the Great Game as one 

integrated “ecosystem” in the 2010s was an instructive exercise.  

While the US had not played a significant role in either region between 

1774 and WWI, balance of power practices that dominated 

international relations for nearly two centuries played prominently in 

US-led Cold War Containment policies, strategies, and statecraft 

practices.   

 
18 Jimmy Carter, Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 1977-1981: Jimmy 
Carter), (Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office, 1979), Book 1, Volume 5, page 
106.   
19 Ronald Reagan, Address to the Annual Meeting of the Phoenix Chamber of Commerce, Mar. 
30, 1967. See  http://www.notable-
quotes.com/r/reagan_ronald_ii.html#6pl76VMhhX0AJvxP.99  Accessed on 2 December 2019. 
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As Eastern Europe and the Balkans fell under post-WWII Soviet 

control, the competition for Turkey, Greece, and Iran went full throttle.  

President Truman in 1952 issued the Truman Doctrine and invited 

Athens and Ankara to join NATO.  Great Game statecraft came into 

play soon thereafter when Washington and London worked to keep 

Tehran – and its oil – tied to the West.   

During the Cold War, whether practitioners served in Germany, 

Southeast Asia, or Central America, global US foreign policy and 

national security decisions depended on assessments of Soviet power, 

plans, and intentions in each region.  While Containment Policy was 

clear and elegant in its simplicity – and certainly contributed to the 

collapse of the Soviet Union, its downsides were costly.  The policy 

proliferated Domino Theory assertions about Soviet hegemony that 

justified the misguided US-led war in Vietnam and Southeast Asia and 

the ill-advised overthrow leftist governments in Guatemala, Chile, and 

Iran.  It took precedent over US efforts to resolve deadly ethnic and 

religious tensions, wars, and terrorist attacks in Cyprus, Turkey, Israel, 

Lebanon, Syria, the Sinai, and Egypt.  It did not examine signposts 

indicating that the Soviet economy was collapsing.    

The Iranian Revolution also posed threats and challenges that 

did not fit into Soviet-focused Containment Policy.  The theocracy in 

Tehran fueled the long sectarian Iran-Iraq war, established Hizballah 

as its official terrorist arm, and destabilized world oil markets.  US 

presidents from 1980 to 2020 set separate foreign policies, national 

security strategies, and statecraft practices to deal with Iran and the 
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Soviet Union/Russia, thus breaking tradition with 200 years of balance 

of power strategies that had linked the Eastern Question and Persia.   

The side-by-side maps on the next page show contours of each 

region at the turn of the 20th century.  When looking at them with 

2020 eyes, one can see how Iran and Turkey played and will continue 

to play central geostrategic roles in the 21st century’s power struggles 

between the US and Russia. 

  
  The Eastern Question 1807-1924                    Persia and the Great Game in 1900 

       
        (Courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica.)                 (Historical Atlas of Georges Duby, p. 211, map C.) 

 

Russian actions in the Black Sea and Syria in the 2010s re-linked  

and redefined the terms of the Eastern Question and the Great Game.  

Iran’s statecraft practices extended the Supreme Leader’s reach and 

influence in three outward directions: from Tehran to Beirut and 

Damascus, from Kermanshah to Baghdad to Sanaa, and from Mashhad 

to Herat and Kabul.  They, too, re-linked and redefined the stakes 

pertaining to the Eastern Question and the Great Game.   
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Turkey, meanwhile, played an outsized role as the gatekeeper in 

a new Great Game between NATO, Russia, the Eastern Mediterranean, 

Iran, and – because of joint counterterrorism cooperation – South Asia 

and the Arabian Peninsula.  This study suggests that Turkey, more 

than any other, is positioned to be the key dealmaker in brokering and 

enforcing peace and security in the East – but only if it stays on side 

with the United States and NATO.   

By all measures, the US needed an internally consistent Grand 

Strategy that spelled out America’s national interests, priorities, and 

statecraft means by which the United States would confront threats 

and challenges and leverage opportunities across this highly 

interconnected region.  After decades of treating Iran separately from 

Russia, the Black Sea, and the Levant, however, were US policymaking 

and national security communities equipped to think differently about 

the Eastern Question?  

The short answer in early 2020 was – no, not yet.  The reasons 

had little to do with events on the ground; US and allied statecraft 

practitioners in Iraq and Syria knew they were confronting lethal 

attacks from Russia, Iran, and terrorists along the border with Turkey, 

through Raqqa and closer to Baghdad. US and allied practitioners in 

Ukraine knew that they were confronting Russia.  In Washington, 

however, policymaking architectures were rooted in bureaucratic 

structures that were designed for a tidier world and strong bipartisan 

approaches to foreign policy priorities and national security threats. 
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++++++++++ 

US National Security Strategies Did Not Address Merging 
Strategic Threats  

The White House, State Department, the Pentagon, and the US 

Intelligence Community (USIC) had promulgated and used National 

Security Strategies (NSS) since 1987.20  The Reagan and George H.W. 

Bush documents provided context, policy guidance, and strategies to 

support and defend the national and economic security of the United 

States and allies. 2122  The Clinton strategies were long, descriptive, 

and aspirational.2324 The George W. Bush strategy was heavily focused 

on counterterrorism and counterproliferation.25   

 
20 Ronald Reagan, National Security Strategy of the United States, January 1987.  See 
https://history.defense.gov/Portals/70/Documents/nss/nss1987.pdf?ver=2014-06-25-
121104-753  Accessed on 11 December 2019.    
21 Ronald Reagan, National Security Strategy of the United States, January 1988.  See 
https://history.defense.gov/Portals/70/Documents/nss/nss1988.pdf?ver=2014-06-25-
121129-393  Accessed on 11 December 2019.    
22 George H.W. Bush, National Security Strategy of the United States, January 1993. See 
https://history.defense.gov/Portals/70/Documents/nss/nss1993.pdf?ver=2014-06-25-
121210-297  Accessed 11 December 2019. 
23 William J. Clinton, National Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement, February 
1995.  See https://history.defense.gov/Portals/70/Documents/nss/nss1995.pdf?ver=2014-06-
25-121226-437  Accessed on 11 December 2019 and   
24 William J. Clinton, National Security Strategy for a New Century, October 1998.  See 
https://history.defense.gov/Portals/70/Documents/nss/nss1998.pdf?ver=2014-06-25-
121250-857  Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
25 George W. Bush, National Security Strategy of the United States, March 2006.  See 
https://history.defense.gov/Portals/70/Documents/nss/nss2006.pdf?ver=2014-06-25-
121325-543  Accessed on 11 December 2019.   
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By 2010, the NSS documents had had evolved into lists of 

discrete Tier 1, 2, and 3 level threats and intentions to confront 

them.  They were silent on which Tier 1 threats outranked others.2627   

For example, when Russia, Iran, and Hizballah repositioned 

military assets in Syria and began shelling US and allied personnel and 

facilities, which US policy and Tier 1 target trumped the others?  Was 

it firing back at Russian and Iranian sites?  Was it pressing Russia and 

Iran to stay out of Syria and Iraq?  Was anyone still working on the 

Russian Reset?  Was it more important to pressure Syrian President 

Bashar al-Assad to leave Syria or fight ISIS?  Was it time to put JCPOA 

negotiations on hold or tie them to Iranian aggression?  Was it 

necessary to set new courses of action with Turkey and Jordan?  Were 

all Tier 1 threats to the United States equally important?  If so, which 

departments and agencies had the resident expertise, experience, and 

judgment to develop, coordinate, synchronize, and finalize courses of 

action for the President’s approval?   

Beyond overarching policy questions, US departments and 

agencies who supported the White House were organized by 

geographic regions of the world and by transnational topics such as 

counterterrorism, counterproliferation, counterintelligence, and cyber-

based information operations.  The post 9/11 era yielded matrixed 

management frameworks that deepened expertise within programs, 

 
26 Barack Obama, National Security Strategy of the United States, February 2015. See 
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2015_national_security_strate
gy_2.pdf  Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
27 Donald Trump, National Security Strategy of the United States, December 2017.  See 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NSS-Final-12-18-2017-0905.pdf  
Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
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but not across programs.  An unintended but unavoidable consequence 

was that the management structures encouraged competition between 

programs for resources; this outcome did not help departments and 

agencies prioritize simultaneous cross-program threats and improve 

cross-program analyses.   

As Russia, Iran, and ISIS took actions that impacted the vast 

East US national security meetings grew larger in size and scope so 

that analysts and managers could answer questions specific to their 

narrow areas of expertise.  Briefings often ended without agreement or 

cohesive analytic judgments, thus leaving senior policymakers to come 

to widely disparate conclusions.   

Meanwhile – Russia and Iran prowled and pounced without 

meaningful resistance and leadership from the United States.  National 

security meetings on Russia, Turkey, and Iran between 2013 and 2016 

were inclusive but exceptionally disjointed.  Fractured and delayed US 

policy statements confused allies; emboldened Russia, Iran, al-Qa’ida, 

and ISIS; and placed American troops and statecraft practitioners in 

harm’s way for prolonged periods – especially in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

 

++++++++++ 

If History Rhymes…Expect Four Enduring Themes  

By 2015 is was becoming clear that Russia, Iran, and Turkey had 

shifted their statecraft practices and the United States was playing 

catch up.  If Putin and Supreme Leader Khamenei were modernizing 

Czarist and Persian imperial policies and statecraft techniques to 
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justify their respective expansionist ambitions, and if Turkish President 

Recip Tayyip Erdoğan was adopting Neo-Ottoman practices, how could 

the United States quickly and correctly adjust?  What themes would 

emerge over time when examining the Eastern Question and Great 

Game?  What elements were missing in US policies and national 

strategies towards the “East?”    

Most officials, I included, who looked at these questions had 

entered government service during the Cold War.  We were well 

versed in the Kremlin’s geopolitical ambitions and actions after WWII.  

We worked for senior leaders who had helped the Kennedy 

administration manage the Cuban Missile Crisis with Soviet Premier 

Nikita Khrushchev.  We led or supported seminal arms control 

agreements.  We witnessed Soviet Premier Mikhail Gorbachev’s efforts 

at economic reforms (perestroika) and press freedoms (glasnost), the 

fall of the Berlin Wall, and the collapse of the Soviet Union.  We 

managed multiple rounds of the Middle East Peace Process (MEPP) and 

knew the national security significance of access to world oil markets.  

We were less familiar, however, with Imperial Russian, Ottoman, 

and Persian history as we tried to make sense of geostrategic shifts in 

Ukraine and Syria and offer productive recommendations.  While not 

an excuse, the crushing pace and diversity of world event throughout 

the 2010s left little time for experts and executive level managers to 

step back and identify key drivers and root causes behind flashpoints 

and alliances that bent the arc of history one way or the other.  Even 

leading scholars and think tanks at the time focused on unfolding 

events, not their historical roots and significance.  
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After three years of broad research and interviews, I can offer 

with high confidence that there is no one “magic formula” to solve the 

wide range of Eastern Question challenges in a region that extends 

from the Black Sea to the Balkans, the Levant, and Iran.  That said, 

there are compelling reasons to approach the East as a single 

ecosystem into which multiple nuclear powers have rival interests. 

There are enduring variables that lend themselves to courses of action 

Washington could take to improve relations and protect American 

interests.  I offer three enduring themes and observations.   

• First, Russia and Iran have no incentive to abandon their 

extraterritorial ambitions.  In addition, cyclical wars in the vast 

East after WWII – especially those that involved nuclear 

weapons and long-range missiles – invariably posed immediate, 

enduring, and unacceptable threats to the security interests of 

the United States, NATO, and allies across globe.  The potential 

for nuclear brinksmanship remains a frightening factor going 

forward.   

o Russia and Iran have been involved in sustained but 

unacknowledged hot wars against the United States and 

allies since 2014 – and have paid no significant 

consequences.  They expect and know how to weather 

sanctions Absent commensurate military responses to the hot 

wars, we can expect to see more aggressive behaviors from 

Moscow and Tehran.   

o Russia is well positioned to reestablish a much larger Black 

Sea Fleet in Crimea, and Moscow and Tehran can keep 
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deploying, resupplying, and maintaining diverse military 

capabilities directly next to NATO’s southern flank.  Both can 

assert protectorate roles and responsibilities over their 

respective Orthodox and Shi’a brothers and sisters and ethnic 

kin to stir passions and perpetuate more violence.  These 

actions will place growing pressures on the United States and 

NATO to take coordinated actions.   

o Littoral Black Sea states and Transcaucasian, Levant, and 

Arabian Peninsula nations lack the means to defend their 

sovereign borders and to protect their citizens from Russian 

and Iranian propaganda and interference in domestic affairs. 

While NATO can and should do more to build capabilities and 

capacity where states are threatened, Washington might look 

to create a new East alliance that confronts aggressors that 

act against sovereign states along the Black Sea, Balkans, 

Levant, and Arabian Peninsula.  Such an alliance would work 

to identify and resolve the key sources of ethnic and religious 

conflict, violence, and war.   

o Moscow and Tehran have steadily positioned themselves to 

realize extraterritorial geopolitical and protectorate ambitions 

through sustained military, humanitarian, and propaganda 

operations.  They have feigned interest in but have not taken 

serious US-led “reset efforts” or nuclear negotiations.  Russia 

and Iran aim to project power beyond their borders, control 

oil prices, and command prestige and status on the world 

stage. 
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o Russia took additional steps as it prowled around Turkey’s 

frontiers and offered Ankara deep discounts on S-400 anti-

NATO aircraft missile defensive systems and oil agreements.  

For the first time since the Cold War, Russia and Iran took 

simultaneous actions that eroded US leadership, alliances, 

prestige, and credibility in the “East.”    

o A US Grand Strategy for the East must confront these issues 

and reassure US allies around the globe that the United 

States and NATO stand by their collective defense 

agreements.  For now, at least, this means looking past 

Turkey’s serious transgressions with Russia and doubling 

down on measures that will protect and defend it and other 

littoral Black Sea nations from Russian aggression.  This 

course of action does not need to be viewed as a capitulation 

or a “reward” for bad Turkish behavior, but rather as a clear 

and unambiguous signal to Moscow and Tehran that Turkey is 

and remains a key US and NATO ally.  It means also 

understanding that Ankara fears confronting the Bear without 

allied support while managing newly empowered Shi’a 

populations along its southeastern borders with Syria, Iraq, 

and Iran.  Shi’a populations along these borders now 

outnumber Turkey’s population of 82 million, 88 percent of 

whom are Sunni.28 

 
28 Michael Lipka, The Sunni-Shia Divide: Where They Live, What They Believe, and How They 
View Each Other, Pew Research Center, 18 June 2014. See 
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2014/06/18/the-sunni-shia-divide-where-they-live-
what-they-believe-and-how-they-view-each-other/  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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o As Russian and Iranian forces take up long-term residences in 

Syria, they are bound to collide for at least four reasons. 

First, they do not share a common view about the future of 

Iraq, Syria, or Turkey (see chapter one).  Second, neither is 

prepared to house, feed, educate, train, and care for millions 

of refugees who want to return to Syria, or millions of 

displaced and homeless persons in war-torn Syria.  Third, 

they compete for some of the same oil and natural gas 

trading partners.  Fourth, both are involved in sustained but 

unacknowledged hot wars with the United States.  Moscow 

and Tehran must prepare for a time when one or both nations 

cross a line and Washington will strike one or both nations’ 

troops that are stationed in Syria.  These four variables open 

a wide variety of courses of action that Washington and 

Brussels policymakers, statecraft practitioners, and 

warfighters may consider.  

• Second, the US must recalibrate its relationships with oil-producers 

and transporters.   

o If history rhymes – even in a digital age, the East will remain 

prone to repeated cycles of violent wars, nuclear 

brinksmanship, and rival claims over unique oil and natural 

gas reserves, geostrategic seaports, rivers, straits, overland 

routes, and mountain passes.  The region’s unresolved ethnic 

minority grievances and religious rivalries are likely to 

intensify, not dissipate.  Cyber-based information operations 
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will help Russia and Iran fuel violence, divisiveness, and anti-

American sentiments. 

o The United States, Saudi Arabia, Russia, Iraq, and Iran were 

among the world’s top ten crude oil producers between 2016 

and 2019, and the United States consumed slightly more oil 

than it produced.29  Unless and until the United States is 

energy-independent and energy secure, the American 

economy will need multiple unimpeded and reliable sources of 

oil.  Russia, Iran, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia do not fit both 

requirements. 

o As the world’s leading democracy, the United States must do 

more persuade its energy trading partners to adopt 

democratic principles; the rule of law; and strong records on 

human rights, ethnic and religious tolerance, and foundational 

freedoms of speech, assembly, religion, and petition.  For too 

long, the United States has tarnished her own democratic 

principles, prestige, and credibility by engaging with oil-

producing and transporting nations that have not lived up to 

their governing responsibilities.  Looking ahead, the United 

States should limit foreign energy agreements to nations that 

meet America’s high standards – while becoming energy 

independent and energy secure.      

• Third, events in the East tend to put unique stresses on the Turkish 

Republic that do not always coincide with American national 

 
29 US Energy Information Administration, What Countries are the Top Producers and 
Consumers of Oil?” See https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=709&t=6  Accessed on 19 
November 2019. 
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security priorities or points of view.  Washington and Ankara 

therefore should expect and welcome – not resist - frequent 

reviews of the terms of the bilateral relationship.   

o The bilateral relationship was born of mutual necessity after 

1952 when Turkey and the Soviet Union shared a common 

border.  Ankara was bankrupt, joined NATO for its collective 

defense protections, and became a formidable US ally in 

containing the Soviet Union, fighting alongside the US in 

Korea, Somalia, the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq.  

Relations adapted during the 1990-91 Gulf War and as NATO 

expanded, but they grew increasingly strained as the US-led 

war in Iraq set off events that persistently threatened 

Turkey’s sovereignty.  As of 2020, a strategic – not 

transactional – review was well overdue. 

o Whether relations between Washington and Ankara were 

smooth or rocky between 1952 and 2020, Turkey was the 

only NATO ally that could protect the alliance’s highly 

unstable southeastern flank.  In good times and in bad, 

Ankara was sandwiched between unfriendly Russian and 

Iranian powers; encircled by ethnic Kurdish autonomy 

movements in Iraq, Syria and Turkey; saddled with highly 

porous and unstable frontiers; and inclined towards harsh 

authoritarian and nationalistic governing styles.   

o As of 2020, Ankara was reassessing which of its alliance 

partner(s) would protect its sovereignty and prestige, assist 

with its massive refugee challenges, and avoid criticizing its 
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management of human rights, ethnic minorities, and 

corruption.   

o No alliance is perfect, but Turkey has the ideal geographic 

location from which the United States can project military 

power and intelligence capabilities against Russia and Iran.   

The US-Turkish alliance has been a scrappy one by 

geographic necessity for nearly 70 years; there are no data to 

suggest it will change. 

 

 

+++++++++++ 

Weighing the Cost of Sustained Hot Wars with Russia and Iran  

The persistently unresolved nature of the Eastern Question 

between the 1870s and WWI led British, French, Prussian, Russian, 

and Austrian empires to form tangled webs of inconsistent secret and 

overt alliances.  Their statecraft practices yielded faster cycles of high 

tension and hot wars between France and Prussia, Greece and the 

Ottoman, Italy and the Ottoman, and rival empires that backed 

various ethnic groups across the Balkans.  The world came to expect 

and support these cycles until the death of a little-known Archduke in 

faraway Serbia sparked WWI.  Tens of millions of deaths later, world 

leaders could not underestimate the power of unresolved ethnic and 

religious grievances in the Balkans while Great Power rivals were 

prowling.  

 During the Cold War and post-Soviet era, I worked on aspects 

of the Middle East Peace Process, Iran’s nuclear weapons ambitions, 
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and Russian plans and intentions in both regions.  I learned that no 

thinking soul should underestimate the power of unresolved ethnic and 

religious grievances across the broad Levant – especially when Great 

Power rivals in the East were prowling.   

I learned also that no negotiator should approach Iran’s nuclear 

ambitions without knowing its proud Persian heritage, its unwanted 

role as a cat’s paw in the Great Game, the foolishness of US and 

British interference in 1953, and other key sources of its enmity 

towards Washington and London.  Finally, I learned that while Great 

Powers could and did supply powerful arms, economic aid packages, 

and clout to negotiations in the “East,” tools associated with raw 

projections of power had not resolved or healed centuries of ethnic and 

religious grievances, and they were no substitute for the mounting 

sedimented layers of mistrust.   

The costs of kicking the Eastern Question to the curb for future 

generations to solve are no longer contained to tangled webs of 

regional competitions and unresolved ethnic and religious grievances 

and disputes while Great Power rivals prowled around and exploited 

smaller and weaker neighbors.  The real costs between 2015 and 2020 

were threefold.   

First, direct US involvement in multiple sustained but 

unacknowledged hot wars with Russia and Iran had not brought 

peace in any single region of the “East;” they harmed American 

credibility and taken valuable time and energy away from other 

national security challenges.   
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Second, millions of civilian casualties, refugees, and permanently 

displaced persons were in hopeless situations.  These conditions bred 

future deep grievances against the United States for generations to 

come.   

Third, the cost of US-led wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria 

between 2001 and 2019 had topped $1.6 trillion.30  Sustained but 

unacknowledged hot wars against Russia and Iran had brought no 

enduring prospects for peace, no solutions for refugees and displaced 

person, and no debt relief.  There must be a better way; this study 

offers a deep examination in that quest.  

 

  

 
30 US Department of Defense, Office of the Comptroller, Estimated Cost to Each US Taxpayer 
of Each of the Wars in Afghanistan, Iraq and Syria.  March 2019.  See 
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/documents/Section1090Reports/Section_1090_FY
17_NDAA_Cost_of_Wars_to_Per_Taxpayer-March_2019.pdf   
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PART ONE 
 
 
 
 
  

Why Examine the Eastern Question in 
2020?  

  



 45 

1 THE BEAR, THE LION, AND THE WOLF, 2000-2020 

 

 
“When I want to understand what is happening today or try to decide what will happen 

tomorrow, I look back.” 
--Persian Poet, Scientist, and Mathematician Omar Khayyám, 

during Seljuk Ottoman conquests in Eastern Persia, (1048-1131) 
  
 

“We can best separate appearance from the reality, the transient from the permanent, the 
significant from the episodic, by looking backward whenever we look forward. There is no 

great mystery why this should be…successive generations…tend to face the same recurrent 
problems and react to them in more or less habitual ways.” 31 

--Cold War Correspondent and Writer, Walter Lippmann, 
1943 

 

The Russian Bear and Persian Lion Provoked and Prowled 

When Russia invaded Ukraine, annexed Crimea, and shot down a 

commercial Malaysian aircraft in 2014, American-led alliances along 

the Black Sea, Western Europe, and Southeast Asia immediately 

condemned Moscow, called for investigations, and insisted on a full 

withdrawal of Russian troops.32  Before resolving these issues, Putin 

announced that Russia would reposition air, land, sea, and cyber 

assets in Syria in order to fight al-Dawlah al-Islamīya fī al-‘Irāq wa al-

Sham, or Da’ish, also commonly known as the Islamic State in Syria 

 
31 Walter Lippmann, US Foreign Policy: Shield of the Republic (Boston: Little Brown, 1943), p. 
138.  See also Walter Lippmann, The Cold War: A Study in US Foreign Policy (NYC: Harper, 
1947), pages 29-31, 35, 37-39.   
32 Council on Foreign Relations, Global Conflict Tracker: Conflict in Ukraine, last updated 31 
March 2019.  See https://www.cfr.org/interactive/global-conflict-tracker/conflict/conflict-
ukraine  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
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(ISIS). By mid-2015, American allies along the Eastern Mediterranean 

and Arab Peninsula were under considerable stress.33   

Adding further complexities to the mix, Iran deepened 

relationships and alliances with proxies and governments in Baghdad 

and Damascus throughout the 2010s in ways that directly challenged 

and undermined US policy and military objectives US-led coalition 

operations in the region.  The sudden rise of Da’ish and the raw 

violence it fomented from territories it held in Iraq and Syria – 

combined with a lack of clear policy direction and muscular response 

from Washington – propelled Iraqi and Syrian governments to seek 

help from Iran, Hizballah, and Russia.  By 2016, Baghdad and 

Damascus had authorized Tehran and Lebanese-based Hizballah to 

establish military bases in Iraq and Syria from which they coordinated 

and mounted lethal operations against ISIS and US-led coalition 

forces.   

Capping off the most important and urgent challenges of the 

2010s, the Syrian Civil War by June 2016 had produced nearly 2.7 

million registered Syrian refugees in Turkey.34  According to the United 

Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNHCR), another 1.175 million 

registered Syrian refugees resided in Lebanon as of June 201635 and 

 
33 Elliott Abrams, Putin in Syria, 2 September 2015, Council on Foreign Relations. See 
https://www.cfr.org/blog/putin-syria  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
34 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, “Syria Regional Refugee Response—
Turkey,” UNHCR Syria Regional Refugee Response, January 31, 
2018,  https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situations/syria/location/113  Accessed on 1 March 2019. 
35 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, “Syria Regional Refugee Response—
Lebanon,” UNHCR Syria Regional Refugee Response, January 31, 
2018, data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/country.php?id=122.  Access on 1 March 2019. 
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655,000 Syrian refugees had registered in Jordan.36  By March 2020, 

the numbers had swelled to 3.6 million in Turkey, 910,000 in Lebanon, 

and 656,000 in Jordan.37  

These simultaneous developments placed enormous pressures 

on Turkey’s Black Sea and southern frontiers and its weakening 

economy.  Internally, President Recip Tayyip Erdoğan’s government, 

became increasingly authoritarian.  Following in the footsteps of other 

authoritarian Turkish governments (see chapters eleven and twelve), 

Erdoğan ordered the arrests of tens of thousands of journalists, 

academics, and human rights activists.   

From 1952 through the 2010s, the US and the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO) counted on Turkey to defend the alliance’s 

unstable southeastern flank and the Dardanelles, a narrow strategic 

passage between the Black and Mediterranean Seas (see chapters 

thirteen to fifteen).  These arrangements were becoming strained 

before a failed coup attempt against Erdoğan in July 2016.  They were 

on intermittent life support for the rest of the 2010s. 

 

++++++++++ 

Confronting the Key Questions 

How did Moscow, Tehran, and Hizballah so quickly outmaneuver 

Washington and NATO?  How could the US and allies persuade Russia 

to withdraw from Syria and Ukraine, and push Iran and Hizballah to 

 
36 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, “Syrian Regional Refugee Response—
Jordan,” United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, March 9, 
2018, http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/country.php?id=107. Accessed on 1 March 2019. 
37 Ibid, UNHCR, Turkey, Lebanon, and Jordan.  Accessed again on 20 March 2020. 
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withdraw from Syria and Iraq?  What would become of Turkey’s role in 

NATO, the Black Sea, and the Levant? 38 

The answers to the last two questions would play out over time.   

Estimates between 2014 and 2016 varied widely.  In my experience, a 

growing number of policymakers and statecraft practitioners saw 

Russian, Turkish, and Iranian behaviors through myopic 

counterterrorism lenses – not by factoring in the nature of their 

cyclical wars, diplomatic disagreements, resentments, and espionage 

efforts.39  As Tehran and Moscow expanded their areas of operations, 

Washington underestimated their strategic ambitions, motivations, 

capabilities, and willingness to sacrifice their own people.   

The first question was less rhetorical, and experts and analysts 

gathered data in support of various points of view.  One common but 

incomplete answer came from three discrete but interrelated events in 

2008.  The first two, as explained below, appeared to impact only 

NATO, Russia, and Georgia.  Within a short three weeks, however, it 

became increasingly clear that US-led ballistic missile defense 

agreements with newer NATO members had ignited strong and 

enduring responses from both Moscow and Tehran.   

The first event occurred at the NATO Summit on 3 April 2008, 

when leaders “welcome[d] Ukraine’s and Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic 

 
38 Webster’s dictionary defines the Levant as, “the countries bordering on the eastern 
Mediterranean Sea —often thought of as extending from Greece to Egypt.” The Oxford 
dictionary defines the term in two ways.  Most narrowly, the Levant is equivalent to present-
day Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Israel, and the Palestinian territories.  More broadly, the Levant 
includes all littoral states along the Eastern Mediterranean, extending from present-day 
Greece to Cyrenaica in Libya. This study uses the broader definition.   
39 The author worked on these and related topics throughout most of her 32-year career at the 
State Department, the Central Intelligence Agency, and the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence. 
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aspirations for membership in NATO…[and] agreed…that these 

countries [would] become members of NATO.”40  Russia objected 

immediately and quietly set about planning a military strike.  

The second event unfolded incrementally.  Russia initiated cyber 

warfare operations in mid-July 2008 that denied and disrupted 

Georgian communications networks and defaced websites for Russian  

 

 
  Inset shows South Ossetia in relation to Georgia and Russia. 

(Courtesy of mapsof.net.) 
 

propaganda purposes.  These efforts prepared the physical battlefield 

for its five-day invasion of South Ossetia from 5-12 August (see the 

map above).41   

Russia’s statecraft methods before invading Georgia were 

instructive on two levels.  First, Moscow used public diplomacy and 

propaganda to insinuate that Georgia presented a threat to Russia’s 

sovereignty.  While these efforts were underway, the Kremlin 

 
40 NATO website: Bucharest Summit Declaration, 3 April 2008.  See 
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_8443.htm  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
41 Armed Forces Communications & Electronics Association (AFCEA), Committee on Cyber, The 
Russo-Georgian War 2008: The Role of the Cyber Attacks in the Conflict, 24 May 2012, p. 6.  
See https://www.afcea.org/committees/cyber/documents/therusso-georgianwar2008.pdf  
Access on 18 March 2018.  
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authorized cyber warfare tactics that targeted and disabled critical 

infrastructures in Georgia so that the physical invasion would go more 

smoothly.  NATO observed and objected to these acts of aggression 

but did not anticipate, prevent, or degrade either.   

Second, while the cyber tactics and invasion met with strong 

global condemnation, Moscow shrugged off the criticism and 

characterized its actions as necessary and defensive.  Moscow 

considered worldwide condemnation and economic sanctions small 

prices to pay if Tbilisi did not join NATO.      

Bellicose actions against Georgia, while the US and NATO were 

focused on fighting wars in Iraq and South Asia, made clear the 

enduring nature of Moscow’s national interests in the Black Sea.  

Moscow’s relationship with Brussels over events in Georgia grew 

strained in 2008, and they did not markedly recover by 2019.42   

The third event took place when Poland and the US signed a 

Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) agreement on 20 August 2008.  The 

Bush and Polish administrations had been working on final terms for 

several months, and their public announcements reinforced that the 

BMD program intended to protect NATO members and Levant partners 

from Iranian missile attacks.  That said, however, the timing came on 

the immediate heels of Moscow’s withdrawal from South Ossetia.43  

The BMD announcement sent unambiguous signals to Moscow and 

Tehran.   

 
42 NATO website:  Relations with Russia, last updated on 5 August 2019.  See 
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_50090.htm  Accessed on 2 March 2020. 
43 US Department of State, Milestones 2001-2009. Ballistic Missile Defense Agreement 
between the US and Republic of Poland, signed on 20 August 2008.   See https://2001-
2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2008/aug/108659.htm  Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
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US policies, strategies, and statecraft methods that had been 

organized into four discrete sets of tailored goals and objectives 

pertaining to Russia, the Black Sea, the Levant, and Iran had suddenly 

and unambiguously converged.  In August 2008, it felt like the US 

national security apparatus had sailed four huge aircraft carriers into 

battle with highly specialized orders and found themselves in one 

massive and disorientating patch of dense thick fog.  Which ship 

captain was in charge?  Which orders took precedence?  Adding to the 

mix, 2008 was an election year; bipartisan agreements on matters of 

national security were becoming unicorns. 

 

++++++++++ 

Examining the Impacts of NATO Enlargement  

From August 2008 forward, US and NATO policymakers and 

strategists periodically assessed how far Russia would go in preventing 

Ukraine from attaining full NATO membership.  By way of background, 

Ukraine had declared independence in August 1991, four months 

before the formal collapse of the Soviet Union.  Kyiv joined the North 

Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) that year and the Partnership for 

Peace (PfP) in 1994.44  Russia also joined the NACC in 1991 and the 

PfP in 1994 and co-led the NATO-Russia Council beginning in 2002.  

That said, for at least 240 years Russian and Soviet foreign policies, 

military objectives, and statecraft methods had focused on controlling 

Ukraine. 

 
44 NATO website: Relations with Ukraine, last updated on 4 November 2019.   See 
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_37750.htm  Accessed on 1 March 2020.  
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NATO enlargement policies built upon familiar balance of power 

and Containment Policy themes.  Washington and NATO sought 

unfettered access to strategic oil reserves, seaways, airfields, and land 

bases; promoted trade agreements that offered free and fair market 

access; and helped former Soviet and Warsaw Pact nations develop 

constitutional democracies and sound human rights records.   

These efforts also aimed to contain and closely control the 

Russian Federation’s nuclear weapons, influence over its former 

satellite states, and its penchant for destructive active measures.  

Under no circumstances were the US, UK, France, and Germany willing 

to cede hard-won freedoms and wealth to a nation that still rejected 

democracy and retained enough nuclear weapons to hold the world 

hostage.  Further to the south, the US and NATO managed Iran 

through a policy of containment also, but with a heavy emphasis on 

counterproliferation, counterterrorism, and punishing sanctions.   

By the time I retired, there was a growing unease that 

Washington’s central focus on NATO enlargement after the Soviet 

Union collapsed, coupled with resource-intensive counterterrorism and 

the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, had motivated and enabled a 

resurgent Russia.  Was this observation speculative or were there 

supporting data points?  This question is worth a brief examination.   

NATO had embraced a reunified Germany in 1990 and set 

conditions for Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic to join in  

March 1999.  Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, 

and Slovenia met NATO criteria and joined the alliance in March 2004.  
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Albania and Croatia followed in 2009.  Montenegro entered in 2017. 45  

 
(Map courtesy of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and  

The Council on Foreign Relations.)46 
 

Following 9/11, US policies, national security strategies, and 

statecraft methods focused on heavily on counterterrorism, not on  

NATO Enlargement.  The US increasingly came to measure the value of 

nearly every ally and “frenemy” through the lens of each one’s 

counterterrorism capacity, capability, and cooperation.  

NATO expansion criteria and membership debates in Tbilisi and 

Kyiv, meanwhile, continued apace, but left both to fend off Russian 

military aggression without the benefits of NATO’s collective defense 

arrangements.47  Moscow proved willing to shut off energy supplies in 

the winter months of 2006 (e.g., the Russo-Georgia and first Russo-

 
45 NATO: Enlargement over the Years, last updated in 2017.  See  
https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2017_11/20171130_1711-factsheet-
enlargement-eng.pdf  Accessed on 1 January 2020. 
46 The original map was provided courtesy of NATO. The Council on Foreign Relations adapted 
it in this article: https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/north-atlantic-treaty-organization-nato, 
last updated on December 3, 2019. 
47 NATO:  Relations with Ukraine, last updated in 2019.  See 
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_37750.htm.  Accessed on 1 January 2020. 
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Ukrainian dispute)48 and 2009 (e.g., the second Russo-Ukraine 

Crisis).49 Adding further complexity, NATO members Turkey and 

Germany signed energy pipeline deals with Moscow that contravened 

US sanctions against Russia.5051  From 1991 through 2008, Moscow 

raised strong diplomatic objections to NATO Enlargement; between 

2008 and 2020, it used a wide range of traditional and cyber-based 

statecraft methods to act upon them.   

  

 

++++++++++ 

Post 9/11 Counterterrorism Policies and US-Led Wars 

As US policymakers and statecraft practitioners monitored and 

assessed Russian actions in the Black Sea and Syria, subject matter 

experts were gathering a consensus after 2015 that the sustained US 

focus on counterterrorism and wars in South Asia, the Levant, and the 

Arabian Peninsula after 9/11 had offered Moscow ample windows of 

opportunity to impose its own will on strategic areas of interest in the 

 
48 Background by Leonil Beehner, Russia’s Energy Disputes, Council on Foreign Relations. Last 
updated on 3 February 2010.  See https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/russias-energy-disputes  
Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
49 Simon Pirani, Jonathan Stern and Katja Yafimava, The Russo-Ukrainian Energy Crisis of 
January 2009: A Comprehensive Assessment, Oxford Institute for Energy Studies, February 
2009.  See https://www.oxfordenergy.org/wpcms/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/NG27-
TheRussoUkrainianGasDisputeofJanuary2009AComprehensiveAssessment-
JonathanSternSimonPiraniKatjaYafimava-2009.pdf  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
50 Steven Pifer, Heading for (another) Ukraine-Russia Gas Fight, Brookings, last updated on 30 
August 2019. See https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2019/08/30/heading-
for-another-ukraine-russia-gas-fight/  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
51 Daniel Fried, Russia Gas Pipeline Sanctions Legislation (PEES Act): A Way Ahead, The 
Atlantic Council, last updated on 17 December 2019.  See 
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/new-atlanticist/russia-gas-pipeline-sanctions-legislation-
pees-act-a-way-ahead/  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
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vast “East.”  Furthermore, the prolonged wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, 

and Syria had intensified Tehran’s efforts to expand military operations 

against US-led coalition forces from Afghanistan to Iraq and the shores 

of the Eastern Mediterranean.  A continued US combat presence in the 

Black Sea and Levant would provoke Russia and Iran to act. 

Evidence supporting these claims showed that Russia and Iran 

had been “testing the waters” incrementally.  Their actions over time 

projected military power well beyond their sovereign borders, and both 

were waging sustained but unacknowledged hot wars against the 

US.  The respective playbooks from Moscow and Tehran are 

instructive.   

The Russian Federation, beginning in the 1990s, destroyed 

Muslim-majority areas in Chechnya by labeling them terrorists.  Seeing 

no substantive resistance from Washington or European capitals, it 

conducted cyber warfare operations against Georgia and deployed 

troops to South Ossetian areas by alleging Tbilisi’s poor treatment of 

ethnic Russian minorities.  Facing no substantial confrontations with 

the West, Russian troops invaded and occupied eastern Ukraine and 

annexed Crimea using the same rationale.  Shortly thereafter Putin 

accepted Assad’s invitation to position Russian military and intelligence 

capabilities along NATO’s highly unstable and volatile southern flank. 

An unacknowledged war, through a series of increasingly bold 

Russian military actions – not stately announcements, proclamations, 

or speeches – simply emerged between the US and Russia.  By 2016, 

it had gone from simmering to hot.  The dénouement emerged 
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between June and November 2016, when it became increasingly clear 

that Russia was directly interfering in the US Presidential election. 

Iran’s playbook took different paths but ended in hot wars 

against the United States as well.  Historical context here is 

instructive.   

Iran scholar Kenneth Pollack in 2004 observed that the US 

withdrawal from Vietnam in 1975 and the hostage crisis in Tehran 

“made the United States look weak in the eyes of the world, and 

weakness invite[d] challenge;”52 the 1983 bombings of the US 

embassy and US Marine barracks in Beirut were early indicators of 

Iran’s rejection of American power and presence in the Middle East.  

When the US placed Iran on the state-sponsored terrorism list in 

January 1984, 53 Tehran scoffed at the label and blamed the “Great 

Satan” for overthrowing Prime Minister Mohammad Mosaddegh, 

supporting Shah Reza Pahlavi and his highly-authoritarian 

government, and imposing sanctions that harmed the lives and 

livelihoods of the people of Iran.  By the time Ayatollah Sayyid 

Ruhollah Khomeini died in June 1989, he had established, trained, 

funded, equipped, and deployed Hizballah as a proxy force against US 

and Israeli interests in the Middle East.  It would soon be tested. 

In April 1996 and Israel and Hizballah engaged in a 16-day war 

Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) called Operation Grapes of Wrath that 

 
52 Kenneth M. Pollack, The Persian Puzzle (NYC: Random House Trade Paperback Edition, 
2005), p. 176. 
53 US Department of State, State Sponsors of Terrorism, last updated in 2020. See 
https://www.state.gov/state-sponsors-of-terrorism/  Accessed on 18 March 2020. 
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ended in a United Nations ceasefire.  The IDF unambiguously won this 

war.   

For 34 days in the summer of 2006, Hizballah and Israel went to 

war again.  This time, the outcome was more nuanced.  “It was often 

said during the Vietnam War that if the [Viet Nam Cong San] did not 

lose, they had won; and if the US did not win, it had lost.  During the 

Lebanon war [of 2006] neither side lost, nor won.”54  Hizballah leader 

Hassan Nasrallah announced that his organization had achieved a 

“divine victory” over Israel and boasted that he still had 20,000 

rockers and missiles in a hidden arsenal.55   

Secretary Baker and his Iraqi Survey Group reported in 

December 2006 that Hizballah, the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Force 

(IRGC), and Iran’s special operations Qods Forces (QF) were launching 

persistent lethal operations against US and coalition forces in Iraq and 

Afghanistan and that Iran posed the greatest threat to Iraqi security.  

Throughout the 2010s, Iranian forces projected coordinated attacks 

against US and coalition combat forces in Iraq, Syria, Afghanistan, and 

Yemen.  It was clear that Tehran had built strong capabilities and 

capacities to conduct sustained hot wars well outside of its borders. 

 
 
  

 
54 Marvin Kalb and Carol Saivetz, The Israeli-Hezbollah War of 2006: The Media as a Weapon 
in Assymetric Warfare, Brookings Institute, April 2007. See https://www.brookings.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2012/04/2007islamforum_israel-hezb-war.pdf  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
55 Anthony Shadid, “Hezbollah Chief Still Defiant at Huge Rally,” The Washington Post, 
September 23, 2006.  
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++++++++++ 
 

Iran’s Nuclear Ambitions Raised the Stakes 
 

As the Soviet Union collapsed, Iran actively pursued a Russian 

gas centrifuge facility and tried to recruit Russian nuclear scientists to 

resettle in Iran.56  Iranian policies and statecraft at the time were not 

based on shared ideologies and world views with Moscow.  The 

Supreme Leader wanted his own nuclear weapons program for at least 

four reasons.  First, to his east, India had tested a nuclear weapon in 

1974 and Pakistan was building a weapons program.   

Second, to his immediate west, the Iran-Iraq War throughout 

the 1980s was brutal.  Iraqi president Saddam Husayn established the 

Osirak nuclear reactor near Baghdad, which the Israeli Air Force 

destroyed in 1981.57  Saddam boasted throughout the 1990s and early 

2000s that he had rebuilt a nuclear weapons program to defend 

himself against Iran and Israel.  While the US-led war in Iraq proved 

that Saddam did not have nuclear weapons, his public rhetoric fueled 

Iran’s decisions to move forward.   

Third, “in 1974 [Israel] appeared to have 20 nuclear bombs, and 

by the late 1990s the estimate had grown to 75-130 nuclear 

warheads.”58  Tel Aviv also hinted at its capabilities after bombing the 

Osirak facility near Baghdad.  Israel’s public diplomacy persuaded the 

 
56 Ibid, p. 361-362. 
57 Council on Foreign Relations, Iraq:  Weapons of Mass Destruction, 3 February 2005.  See 
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/iraq-weapons-mass-destruction  Accessed on 1 March 
2020.l 
58 World Nuclear Association, Nuclear Proliferation Case Studies” March 2019.  See 
https://www.world-nuclear.org/information-library/safety-and-security/non-
proliferation/appendices/nuclear-proliferation-case-studies.aspx  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
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Supreme Leader that Iran was surrounded by nuclear weapons 

powers.  Finally, the Supreme Leader sought a higher level of national 

prestige that nuclear weapons states appeared to command.59 

The Clinton administration throughout the 1990s worked with 

Moscow to persuade it to forego the gas centrifuge sale and to prevent 

Russian scientists from emigrating to Iran.60  The US and Russia 

signed multiple agreements that aimed to prevent the proliferation of 

the latter’s Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) stockpiles and safely store, 

transport, and destroy several thousand nuclear weapons.61  The 

interests of Russian scientists and profiteers were harder to control. 

On 14 August 2002, the National   of Resistance (NCR), the 

political arm of the Mujahideen-e-Khalk (MEK), announced that Iran 

had built two secret facilities to produce fissile materials for nuclear 

weapons.  The NCR claimed that Iran had a “clandestine gas centrifuge 

plant at Natantz (to enrich uranium) and a heavy-water production 

facility at Arak (to extract [sic] plutonium).”62 

By December 2003, the US had landed troops in Afghanistan and 

Iraq, captured Saddam Husayn, and persuaded Libyan President 

Qadhafi to renounce his WMD programs.  According to a National 

Intelligence Estimate (NIE) published in November 2007, the CIA 

assessed with high confidence that Iran halted its nuclear weapons 

program in the Fall of 2003, but that it retained the expertise and 

 
59 Pollack, pp. 361-379, 416-422. 
60 Ibid, pp. 361-362. 
61 US House of Representatives, 50 USC Ch. 40:  Defense against Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, 27 June 1996. See  
 https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?path=/prelim@title50/chapter40&edition=prelim  
Accessed on 20 March 2018.  
62 Ibid, p. 361. 
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means by which to restart the program on short notice.63  While the 

same Agency’s 2003 NIE wrongly judged that Saddam Husayn had 

nuclear weapons, the 2007 NIE’s key judgments on Iran’s nuclear 

programs proved to be accurate and valid as this study concluded in 

2020. 

In FY 2002, 5,200 US troops were in Afghanistan and Iraq.  

“Between FY2003 and FY2005, average monthly [US] troop levels 

doubled from 78,100 to 162,900, reflecting increases in both 

Afghanistan and Iraq.”64  From Tehran’s optic, it was one thing to 

project lethal force against relatively small US facilities and personnel 

in places like Lebanon and Saudi Arabia; it was quite another to 

confront 163,000 highly-trained, equipped, and mobile US combat 

troops along its eastern and western borders.   

Between 2003 and 2005, Supreme Leader ‘Ali Khamenei and 

President Mohammad Khatami did not wish to invite a US invasion or 

sustained attacks from neighboring Iraq and Afghanistan.  They 

mothballed their nuclear weapons program – leaving the facilities and 

equipment intact.  Militarily, they proceeded cautiously, beginning with 

modest cross-border operations inside Iraq and Afghanistan.  Over 

time, Iran funneled lethal materiel to proxy forces in Iraq, the most 

deadly and effective were explosively formed projectiles (EFPs). 

 
63 Central Intelligence Agency Lessons Learned Program, Support to Policymakers: The 2007 
NIE on Iran’s Nuclear Intentions and Capabilities, May 2013. See 
https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/books-and-
monographs/csi-intelligence-and-policy-monographs/pdfs/support-to-policymakers-2007-
nie.pdf  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
64 Amy Belesco, Troop Levels in the Afghan and Iraq Wars, FY 2001- FY2012: Cost and Other 
Potential Issues, US Congressional Research Service, 2 July 2009, p. 8.  See 
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R40682.pdf  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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In this context, the Iraq Study Group recommended a troop 

surge in Iraq.65  Its report called Iran the main threat to stability in 

Iraq, and it must have appeared from Tehran’s perch that US forces 

would remain in the region for the foreseeable future.  

The Supreme Leader, newly elected President Mahmood 

Ahmadinejad, and other hardliners asserted their sovereign right to 

develop nuclear technologies and acknowledged feeling increasingly 

threatened by foreign troops positioned to their east and their west.66  

The Supreme Leader authorized additional lethal military operations 

against US and allied troops.  As he ratcheted up the pace, he directed 

his senior military commanders to train and equip Hizballah and other 

Shi’a proxy forces to carry out attacks against US and coalition forces.   

By 2009, Tehran was working with Kabul to stabilize relations 

with Afghanistan’s Hazara Shi’a populations in central and northern 

Afghanistan.  While these actions aligned with US policy goals, Tehran 

also was funneling money and materiel to the Taliban – hedging its 

bets on the future of Afghanistan and undermining desired US 

outcomes.67 

 
65James A. Baker III and Lee H. Hamilton, Co-Chairs, The Iraq Study Group Report, 
(Washington, DC, 6 December 2006). For the full text of the report, see 
https://www.bakerinstitute.org/media/files/Research/88085bb4/iraqstudygroup_findings.pdf  
Accessed on 18 March 2018.  
66 Dr. Mahmood Ahmadinejad, Address before the Sixtieth Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly, New York, 17 September 2005.  See 
https://www.un.org/webcast/ga/60/statements/iran050917eng.pdf  Access on 1 March 2020. 
67  Stanley A. McChrystal, “COMISAF’S Initial Assessment, Secretary of Defense Memorandum 
June 2009, Initial United States Forces – Afghanistan (USFOR-A) Assessment,” Headquarters, 
International Security Assistance Force, Afghanistan, August 30, 2009. He said, “Iran plays an 
ambiguous role in Afghanistan, providing developmental assistance and political support to 
GIRoA while the Iranian Qods Force is reportedly training fighters for certain Taliban groups 
and providing other forms of military assistance to insurgents. Iran’s current policies and 
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These strategies bought Iranian hardliners two outcomes.  First, 

it showed his domestic audience and immediate neighbors that Iran 

was willing and able to confront US military operations near Iran’s 

border.  Second, proxies gave Tehran a veneer of plausible deniability, 

which complicated Washington’s ability to prove Iranian complicity and 

galvanize allied support to attack Iran.  Both strategies, for the most 

part, worked between 2005 and 2020.   

Throughout the 2010s, the Persian Lion prowled well beyond its 

borders.  As Neo-Ottoman and Neo-Czarist statecraft practices 

resurged in Russia and Turkey, the Supreme Leader talked about 

“Greater Persia.”  This term tapped into grievances among repressed 

minority Shi’a faithful that stretched from Kabul to Damascus.  The 

term – and the Ayatollah’s lethal attacks against US-led coalition 

troops – reassured Shi’a populations that Tehran would defend them 

from invading infidels and Sunni leaders who repressed them.   

The term was a gamble, too, because memories of “Greater 

Persia” came with stark reminders about territorial losses in 

Transcaucasia, Afghanistan, Iraq, and the Levant.  Ayatollah Khamenei 

aimed to assure Shi’adom that he would not lose an inch of territory.  

On the contrary, Tehran re-ignited ancestral ambitions to exert 

religious, political, and economic influence and control over Shi’a 

populations from Yemen and Iraq to Lebanon and Syria.  In contrast 

with Persia’s role in the Great Game, Iran’s allies this time would not 

 
actions do not pose a short-term threat to the mission, but Iran has the capability to threaten 
the mission in the future.” 
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be rival infidel European empires; they would be fully funded, trained, 

and operated Shi’a proxies. 

 

++++++++++ 

The Eastern Question Re-emerged as a Red-Hot Cauldron 

Every generation of leaders I served between 1985 and 2016 

believed the United States had never faced so many challenges, and 

each time I agreed.  That said, protecting and defending the national 

security of the United States and its allies in the 2010s, was especially 

daunting.  Rival powers pounced from the Black Sea to Syria and the 

Arabian Peninsula, new terrorists emerged fasted than established 

ones eroded, the Arab Spring sprouted ever-growing pockets of 

violence, the largest foreign oil producing nations remained bad actors, 

and the Middle East Peace Process crumbled.  The Eastern Question 

was back – and it was red hot. 

Amid mounting changes and challenges around the globe, Putin 

capitalized on the election of pro-Russian Ukrainian president, Viktor 

Yanukovich.  They signed an agreement in Moscow in December 2013 

that provided Kyiv with a $15 billion bailout loan and discounted 

Russian gas.68 

Putin also exploited two massive leaks of US classified 

information.  The first came from Army PfC Chelsea Manning and 

WikiLeaks in 2010; the second and more damaging unauthorized 

 
68 See https://www.voanews.com/europe/russia-promises-ukraine-cheaper-gas-15-billion-
loan.  Accessed on 1 March 2020.  
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disclosures came from National Security Agency contractor, Edward 

Snowden in 2013.  While not related to events that were unfolding in 

the Black Sea and the Levant, both prompted enemies and allies alike 

to learn about, adapt to, and question certain US diplomatic and 

espionage practices around the world.  When Snowden sprinted off to 

hide in Russia in June 2013, Moscow held – or had high potential to 

hold - the world’s greatest repository of US and NATO secrets.69  As a 

former KGB officer, Putin wasted no time using his private treasure 

trove to promote propaganda themes that aimed to unsettle US 

alliances and stir up American public opinion.70  

Building upon these dynamics, in April 2014, Moscow made 

known that its long-game objective in the Black Sea was Ukraine.  The 

Kremlin asserted that pro-Russian populations in eastern-Ukraine and 

Crimea wanted Mother Russia to intervene.  This ruse scarcely 

concealed Moscow’s contempt for Kyiv’s efforts to join NATO.  Putin 

watched as the US and NATO reacted to his public statements.  

Neither Washington nor Brussels took actions that prevented or 

dissuaded Russian forces from invading Ukraine.  

 

 
69 James R. Clapper, Current and Future Worldwide Threats to the National Security of the 
United States, delivered to the US Senate Armed Services Committee on 11 February 2014. 
See 
https://www.dni.gov/files/documents/WWTA%20Opening%20Remarks%20as%20Delivered%
20to%20SASC_11_Feb_2014.pdf  Accessed on 2 March 2020. 
70 Ibid. 
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(Map courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica.) 

 

By mid-2014, eastern Ukraine, the Azov Sea, Crimea, and 

Sevastopol were once again under the care, control and custody of 

Mother Russia (see the map above).  Despite global condemnation, 

new rounds of sanctions against Russia, and US and NATO assistance 

to Kyiv and Tbilisi, Ukraine and Georgia had not joint NATO as of mid-

2020.  By any measure, Putin achieved his chief policy goals along the 

Black Sea between 2008 and 2020: NATO’s sphere of influence ended 

at the water’s western and southern shores. 

Further to the south, there were no easy days in the Levant after 

the Syrian Day of Rage protests in March 2011 and the formation of 

the Free Syria Army in July that kicked off what would become the 

Syrian Civil War.71  Among the most odious forms of statecraft, Syrian 

President Bashar al-Assad used chemical weapons against large 

 
71 Joseph Holliday, Middle East Security Report 3: Syria’s Armed Opposition, Institute for the 
Study of War, March 2012. 
https://web.archive.org/web/20120512145439/http://www.understandingwar.org/sites/defaul
t/files/Syrias_Armed_Opposition.pdf  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
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population centers beginning in 2012.7273  The United Nations urged 

the international community to protect innocent civilians and massive 

refugee flows. 

Despite Obama’s “red line” threat, Washington and Brussels did 

not intervene when Assad repeatedly used chemical weapons between 

2014 and 2015.74  The United States and United Nations worked 

instead to remove as many chemical weapons as they could find.  

Assad did not cooperate, and his chemical attacks on civilians 

continued.75  

As millions of Syrian refugees poured into Turkey, Jordan, and 

Lebanon, and tens of thousands sought asylum in the European Union 

and the United States, a violent terrorist group emerged in 2013 in 

Raqqah, Syria, claiming to have established a Caliphate.  The terrorists 

were remnants of al-Qa’ida in Iraq and called themselves al-Dawlah al-

Islamīya fī al-‘Irāq wa al-Sham (Da’ish), also known as ISIS.  While 

US-led coalition forces coordinated and launched dangerous 

counterterrorism efforts in the region, diplomats from the US, UK, 

 
72 Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW), Fact Finding Mission in Syria, 
last updated 1 March 2019, See https://www.opcw.org/fact-finding-mission  Accessed on 20 
December 2019 and Alicia Sanders-Zakre, Arms Control Association, Timeline of Syrian 
Chemical Weapons Activity, 2012-2019. Last reviewed in March 2019.  See 
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/Timeline-of-Syrian-Chemical-Weapons-Activity  
Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
73 Ben Rhodes, Inside the White House during the Syrian Red Line Crisis, The Atlantic, 3 June 
2018.  See https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2018/06/inside-the-white-
house-during-the-syrian-red-line-crisis/561887/  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
74 Ibid, Rhodes. 
75 Carla E. Humud, Christopher M. Blancard, and Mary Beth D. Nikitin, Congressional Research 
Service, Armed Conflict in Syria: Overview and US Response, updated on 25 March 2019.  See 
https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/20190325_RL33487_cce2d1be100ec5c59003b217b38c8
64f74ada880.pdf  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
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France, Turkey, Jordan, and elsewhere discussed ways to speed 

Assad’s ouster and promote an acceptable replacement.   

US foreign policy and national security decisions take place in 

the context of domestic affairs.  The policymaking community at that 

time was focused on reducing budget deficits through a mind-bending 

sequester process and ending America’s involvement in foreign wars. 

Assad’s persistent use of chemical weapons, however, changed minds 

and national security priorities.  In a rare showing of bipartisan 

support during the Obama administration, the Congress in September 

2014 overwhelmingly passed legislation that funded Syrian opposition 

groups.76  

 In 2015, US national security and statecraft practitioners were 

focused on counterterrorism operations, managing the flow of millions 

of refugees, monitoring and warning of Assad’s repeated use of 

chemical agents, and leading complicated negotiations regarding Iran’s 

break-out nuclear weapons capabilities.77  In this multiple-crisis 

context, the Bear was prowling and ready to strike again.   

Building upon its relatively unchecked aggression along the Black 

Sea – compounded by prolonged periods of US indecision and 

ineffective actions in Syria78 – Putin cited imminent threats from Da’ish 

and violent instability in Iraq and Libya as reasons to back the Bashar 

 
76 Patricia Zengerle and David Lawder, US Congress Approves Funding Syrian Rebels, Funding 
Government, 18 September 2014, Reuters.  See https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iraq-
crisis-congress-vote/u-s-congress-approves-arming-syrian-rebels-funding-government-
idUSKBN0HD2P820140918  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
77 The scope of this study is limited to the Eastern Question and Great Game – it does not 
comment on events of equal importance that were unfolding in other parts of the globe. 
78 Ibid, Rhodes. 
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al-Assad regime in Damascus.79  In August, Moscow and Damascus 

signed an agreement that allowed Russia to establish Hmeimim 

airbase in Latakia province, Syria.  

Putin quickly deployed ground troops, fighter aircraft, naval 

warships, anti-aircraft defenses, and intelligence capabilities to Syria.  

On 3 and 4 October, Russian military aircraft violated Turkish airspace, 

resulting in a condemnation from NATO.80  Shortly thereafter, Russian 

and Iranian forces in Syria attacked anti-regime civilians and US-led 

allied personnel, opposition forces, and facilities.  

The Duma ratified the Hmeimim airbase agreement on 12 

October 2016.  The airbase is located near Latakia on the map below.   

 

 
(The map is courtesy of the  

Central Intelligence Agency’s World Factbook.) 
 

The agreement allowed Russia “to maintain and hold sovereignty over 

the territory [for 49 years] as well as hold up to eleven warships 

 
79 Remarks by Russian President Vladimir Putin at the 70th United Nations General Assembly 
held on 28 September 2015.  See 
https://gadebate.un.org/sites/default/files/gastatements/70/70_RU_EN.pdf  Accessed on 11 
December 2019. 
80 Mark Rivett-Carnac, NATO Condemns Russia’s Violation of Turkish Airspace, Time Magazine, 
6 October 2015.  See https://time.com/4062400/nato-russia-syria-turkey-conflict-airstrike/  
Accessed on 29 December 2019. 
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including nuclear-powered ships…[it gave Russia an] option to extend 

it for another 25 years.”81    

Putin’s true intentions for backing Assad became clear in 2016.  

Between January and September 2016 Russian airstrikes targeted ISIS 

only 17 to 26 percent of the time.  The other strikes aimed at US-

backed Syrian opposition groups.  Adding fuel to Russia’s hot war 

exchanges against US-led coalition operations, in January 2017 Assad 

agreed that Russia could expand its presence at the Tartus naval  

center (see the map above).  By then, he had asked the IRGG, Qods 

Force, and Hizballah to help him defend Syria’s sovereignty and fight 

Da’ish. 

The loose “alliance” that evolved between Russia and Iran in 

Syria was a pragmatic one.  It was not born of shared goals regarding 

the future of Syria or mutual sympathies for Assad’s fight for survival.  

While Putin, Supreme Leader Khamenei, and Assad each vigorously 

monitored threats to their respective regimes between 2010 and 2020, 

Iran aimed to exert and expand Shi’a influence and military control 

from Tehran through Iraq to Damascus.82  Moscow’s goals included a 

more secular outcome in Syria, a strategic arrangement to deploy 

naval capabilities at Latakia’s deep harbor, and closer access to Syria’s 

 
81 Joseph Daher, Three Years Later: The Evolution of Russia’s Military Intervention in Syria, 
The Atlantic Council. 27 September 2018.  See 
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/syriasource/three-years-later-the-evolution-of-russia-s-
military-intervention-in-syria/  Accessed on 26 February 2020. 
82 Mahmoud Pargoo, How Assad/s Tehran Trip Exposed Political Rifts in Iran, The Lowy 
Institute, Sydney, Australia, 1 March 2019.  See https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-
interpreter/how-assad-s-tehran-trip-exposed-political-rifts-iran  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
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phosphate resources.  The Assad regime, meanwhile, knew it could not 

survive without the support of Moscow, Tehran, or both.83   

By way of comparison, Soviet warships and submarines during 

the Cold War periodically were present along the Syrian coast, but no 

Russian Imperial or Soviet leader had gained such permanent naval 

and military base privileges in the Eastern Mediterranean.  

The sudden presence in 2015 of Russian military power and 

intelligence capabilities in Syria presented two immediate challenges to 

the United States and allies in the region.  First and foremost, it 

immediately raised obstacles for US-led coalition operations against 

Assad and ISIS.  Second, it drove deep wedges between Turkey and 

fellow NATO partners.  

It was increasingly clear through the dense fog of simultaneous 

national security crises in between 2015 and 2020 that Russian and 

Iranian foreign policies and statecraft practices had evolved.  Once 

ensconced safely in Iraq and Syria, IRGC and Qods Force teams 

overtly partnered with Hizballah, positioned effective hot war 

capabilities in both host nations, and used them against US forces and 

allies.  Likewise, once solidifying Russia’s Black Sea Fleet in Sevastopol 

and building out its new airbase in Hmeimim and a new naval base in 

Tartus, Syria, Moscow re-positioned a wide range of hot war 

capabilities in all three locations.  Russian forces used them to 

 
83 US Ambassador Michael Duclos, Russia and Iran in Syria – A Random Partnership or an 
Enduring Alliance, An Interim Report, The Atlantic Council. June 2019. See 
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/06/Russia_and_Iran_in_Syria_a_Random_Partnership_or_an_Enduring
_Alliance.pdf. Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
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monitor, target, and kill anti-Assad regime forces, to include those led 

by US, NATO, and other coalition forces.   

President Trump took a different approach to Iran than his two 

immediate predecessors.  He issued strong and unambiguous public 

statements about Iran’s direct support for terrorism and lethal military 

activities outside its borders.  He withdrew from the multinational Joint 

Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) with Iran on 8 May 2018 and 

announced that the US would tie future negotiations and sanctions to 

Iran’s state-sponsored terrorism activities, military action outside its 

borders, and nuclear ambitions.84  Following a spike in Iran-backed 

attacks against US-led coalition forces in Iraq, the Pentagon in April 

2019 formally acknowledged that 603 US servicemen had been killed 

in Iraq by Iranian-backed militias since 2003.85   

An attack that killed American and British forces north of 

Baghdad in December 2019 prompted the Trump administration to 

order an attack on 3 January 2020 that killed Iran’s senior military 

commander General Qasem Soleimani at his base camp in Iraq.86  The 

Supreme Leader called the attack an assassination, while the White 

House called Soleimani “the number one terrorist anywhere in the 

world.”87   

 
84 Donald J. Trump, President Donald J. Trump is Ending United States Participation in an 
Unacceptable Iran Deal, The White House, 8 May 2018.  See 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/president-donald-j-trump-ending-united-
states-participation-unacceptable-iran-deal/  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
85 Ibid, Rempfer. 
86 Donald J. Trump, Remarks by President Trump on the Killing of Qasem Soleimani, The White 
House, 3 January 2020.  See https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-
president-trump-killing-qasem-soleimani/  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
87 Ibid. 
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While America’s fifth year of hot wars with the Lion and the 

Bear remained unacknowledged as this study concluded, the trend 

lines suggested that the US government would need to clarify the real 

state of warfare with the American people.  Once public, the US would 

need a fresh set of policies, strategies, and statecraft methods to deal 

with both enemies simultaneously across the vast “East.” 

 

+++++++++++ 

The Turkish Wolf Hemmed and Hawed   

Turkey in the 2010s faced a future in which highly trained and 

experienced Russian, IRGC, Qods Force, and Hizballah warfighters 

could deploy forces from fortified military bases in Syria and Iraq.  It 

was not an ideal neighborhood to fight without allies.  Washington and 

Brussels needed to decide whether NATO would shore up collective 

defenses in Turkey to monitor and confront enemy beachheads in Iraq, 

Syria, and Libya – or find another alliance partner that could and 

would do so.   

If Ottoman and Turkish behaviors before, during, and after WWI, 

WWII, the Cold War, and the first Gulf War were reliable indicators, 

the United States could expect Ankara to remain cautious.  US 

statecraft practitioners could expect to “drink a lot of tea” with Turks 

while the latter assessed evolving threats, tested Washington’s 

authenticity and resolve, waited for the best possible arms deals and 

economic assistance packages, and were forced to take a position.  If 

it chose a losing side in the modern Eastern Question, history also 
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suggested that the Turks would fight to the death to protect and 

defend the republic and their deep sense of honor. 

As of early 2020, NATO’s realistic options were limited. Turkey 

offered an ideal geographic location, a war-tested military, several 

operational bases, counterterrorism experience, and the grit and 

motivation to fight.  It also had abominable cyclical records on human 

rights, democratic principles, and the rule of law.  Ideal geography and 

strong democratic institutions and traditions did not always neatly 

coincide in the “East.”  Absent a clear signal from Washington and 

Brussels about protecting Turkey, Ankara flirted dangerously in the 

2010s with Russia and Iran.  Doing so placed sensitive NATO weapons 

systems and operational tactics at risk.  The East did not lend itself to 

easy solutions or unconditional friendships.  

 
 

+++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

This chapter provided details that supported the views of experts 

who argued that Putin’s policy justifications and statecraft tactics 

against Georgia in 2008, Ukraine and Crimea between 2014 and 2020, 

and Syria between 2015 and 2020 incorporated ethnic, religious, and 

military expansionist themes that Catherine the Great and her heirs 

employed between 1774 and WWI (details follow in chapters two 

through seven).  The implications were that the US needed a better 

understanding of the human geography of ethnic and religious 

affiliations in Europe, the Black Sea, and other areas of interest to 
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Russia.  The US also needed to discern the factors NATO could 

leverage among affected populations to promote peace and keep 

incentivizing democracy, the rule of law, and collective defense of 

these principles. 

Questions regarding Iran’s intentions and plans in the 2010s also 

called for a broader historical examination.  While Persia made only a 

few cameo appearances as Eastern Question events unfolded after 

1774, it played an outsized role throughout the 19th century in the 

Great Game.  After Iranian, Hizballah, and Russian forces came to 

Bashar al-Assad’s aid in 2015, US policies, strategies, and statecraft 

approaches had failed to integrate Iran’s ambitions, strengths, 

weaknesses, and fears with those of Russia, Syria, and Turkey.  The 

US-led NATO alliance had promoted peace through collective defense 

arrangements, diplomacy, and strong intelligence exchanges since the 

end of WWII.  The US needed a new and more integrated policy 

framework to manage Russia and Iran as they prowled, coordinated, 

and threatened weaker nations along the Black Sea and NATO’s fragile 

southeastern flank.  The stakes were high and rising. 

Let us now examine the roots of the Eastern Question – keeping 

in mind the ongoing and urgent consequences of sustained US 

involvement in hot wars against Russia and Iran.  If history rhymes, 

may its lessons echo loudly and clearly. 
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2  THE EASTERN QUESTION AND THE GREAT GAME, 
1774-1923 

 
 

“I agree with you that peace is a good thing, when it is reigned…Now that I have been at war 
for almost two years, I see that one can get used to anything. War really does have some 

pretty good moments too…I was used to thinking it impolite to hurt people. Today, however, I 
can console myself a bit by saying to Mustafa, ‘George Dandin, you asked for it.’”88 

--Catherine II writing to Voltaire,  
August 1770 

 
“My unswerving objective in policy is to make a triple alliance between myself, the Porte and 

Persia, aimed directly or indirectly against Russia... I do not want to partition the empire of 
Constantinople…I wish to strengthen and consolidate this great empire and to use it, as it 

stands, against Russia.”89 
--Napoleon to Ottoman Sultan Selim III,  

August 1806  
 

“…it seems that the Cannibals of Europe are going to eating [sic] one another again. [A] war 
between Russia and Turkey is like the battle of the kite and snake. [W]hichever destroys the 

other, leaves a destroyer the less for the world.” 90 
-- Letter from Thomas Jefferson to John Adams,  

1 June 1822 
 

 
The Bear Pounced, the Lion Purred; the Wolf Weakened, the 

Eagle Soared 
 

While America fought for its independence, expanded westward, 

and promoted the Monroe Doctrine, Catherine the Great seized 

 
88 Ibid, Kahn, Letter 53, pp 95-96.  Catherine II’s reference to ‘George Dandin, you asked for 
it,’ is from Molière’s comedy George Dandin, or The Confounded Husband (1668).  “You asked 
for it, you asked for it, George Dandin,” is a line at the end of the play’s first act.  According to 
Kahn, it was one of Catherine II’s favorite phrases. 
89 Alan Palmer, The Decline of the Ottoman Empire, (NYC: Fall River Press, 1992), p. 71. 
Napoleon presented a four-point strategy with the Sublime Porte. “All our negotiations must 
seek these points: (i) closure of the Bosporus against the Russians…; (ii) forbidding Greeks 
from sailing under the Russian flag; (iii) arming every fortification against the Russians; (iv) 
subduing rebels in Georgia and re-asserting the Porte’s absolute rule over Moldavia and 
Wallachia.” 
90 US National Archives: Letter from Thomas Jefferson to John Adams, dated 1 June 1822,  
Founders Online: See https://founders.archives.gov/documents/Jefferson/98-01-02-2840  
Accessed on 10 Novembe4 2019. 
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control over Crimea and the Rivers Danube, Dniester, and Dnieper in 

two wars against the Ottoman Empire. The first ended in 1774 and the 

other in 1792.91  Between the Ottoman wars, she offered a preemptive 

Treaty of Georgievsk in 1783 to King Erekle II that pushed the 

Persian Qājār Shah out of Western Georgia.92  It marked the first time 

Imperial Russia had gained access and control over the warm waters 

of the Black Sea.   

On the surface, the 1783 treaty was of little significance; 

Georgia was a small kingdom with no significant army, navy, or trade 

impact on Russia.  Catherine II’s actions in the Caucasus, however, 

put the Caliph-Sultan and western European monarchs on notice yet 

again that Catherine II aimed to conquer greater areas of the vast 

“East.”  For the Caliph-Sultan and the Shah, the treaty signaled her 

intent to threaten and control the Dardanelles and establish an 

overland route to the Caspian.  These actions evoked deep enmities. 

Ottoman Sultan-Caliph Süleiman the Magnificent and Persian 

Shah Tahmasp had signed the Treaty of Amasya93 in 1555 that 

placed Eastern (Savafid) Georgia under Persian rule.  This treaty 

 
91 The two wars were settled in the Treaty of Kutschuk-Kainardji [Küçüattk Kainardji], 
Being a Treaty of Peace between Catherine II, Tsarina of Russia, and Abdul-Hamid I, Sultan of 
the Ottoman Empire (21 July 1774), Volume 60 International Law Studies, US Naval War 
College, p7 (1979).  See https://digital-
commons.usnwc.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1880&context=ils  Accessed on 10 February 
2020.   
92 Ibid, Palmer, p. 56-57. 
93 Svanidze, Mikheil. The Amasya Peace Treaty between the Ottoman Empire and Iran (June 1, 
1955) and Georgia. December 2008. See 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/242286067_The_Amasya_Peace_Treaty_between_t
he_Ottoman_Empire_and_Iran_June_1_1555_and_Georgia/citations. Accessed on 1 March 
2018. 
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marked the first time the Ottoman and Safavid empires recognized 

each other as legitimate states.  

The Treaty of Amasya yielded two additional outcomes that 

impacted Ottoman-Persian balance of power dynamics, and one that 

repeatedly influenced Russian/Soviet ambitions with and against 

Georgia from 1783 to 2020.  First, it awarded the Sublime Porte all of 

Iraq, thus granting its first direct access to the Persian Gulf.  A vast 

majority of the people who lived in central and southern Iraq at that 

time were Shi’a, not Sunni Muslims.  Every Caliph-Sultan and Grand 

Vizier had to manage inter-Muslim faith disagreements carefully.  The 

Sublime Porte generally used three statecraft instruments during that 

timeframe: discriminatory tax structures, force, and diplomacy 

through local Shura councils.   

Second, the treaty demarcated sovereignty lines along the Trans 

Caucasus (see the map below, dated 1630).  Iran took possession of 

and control over eastern Armenia and eastern Georgia, North and 

South Azerbaijan with Tabriz, and eastern Kurdistan.  The Ottoman 

Empire took possession of and control over western Armenia, western 

Georgia, and western Kurdistan.  It gained control over Kars but could 

not restore fortresses and strongholds there.  
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The two empires invoked the Amasya Treaty to great effect 

through the 18th century.  When Catherine II gained a toehold in 

Crimea and formed an alliance with King of Georgia, however, she 

pushed aside the Ottoman and Persian empires in one fell swoop.    

Her heirs went on to further weaken the Ottoman Empire, thus 

pressuring the Sublime Porte and neighboring Persian Empire to steer 

clear of the northern and eastern Black Sea.   

While feasting on victories at Muslim expense, the Winter Palace 

issued broad moral and religious claims that Mother Russia needed to 

protect Russian Orthodox and Slavic populations in Europe, the 

Balkans, the Black Sea, and the Holy Land.  In doing so, Czarist Russia 

joined a long line of European, Ottoman, and Persian empires that 

invoked religious authorities and moral responsibilities to protect their 

respective ethnic kin.  Shortly after announcing the Treaty of 

Georgievsk, Catherine II encouraged Greek Orthodox churchmen to 

visit her Court at St Petersburg; incited unrest in Jassy (near 

Bucharest) and several Greek islands; and built a deeper port to 

handle Black Sea trade. 

Empire statecraft was rooted firmly in balance of power 

practices.  Russian gains in the Black Sea came at Ottoman and 

Persian expense – thus tipping power scales out of balance and 

prompting rival empires to “rebalance” them.  After 1774, monarchs 

and Caliphs whose empires had fought for centuries now signed secret 

and overt alliances and treaties to prevent Imperial Russia from 

gaining unilateral control over the Dardanelles, holy sites in and 
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around Jerusalem, and Eastern Mediterranean shipping and naval sea 

lanes.9495  

As the balance of power in the Black Sea tipped more 

permanently in Imperial Russia’s favor, British and European 

statesmen labeled the region the Eastern Question.96  The map below 

shows where the vast Ottoman Empire met Russia to the north and 

Persia (Iran) to the east.   

 

 
(Map provided courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica.) 

 

Monarchs and Caliphs were aware that balance of power 

practices were less effective when dealing with just one dominant 

Great Power.  Overt and secret alliances became common practical to 

force rebalancing goals.   

 
94 M.S. Anderson, The Eastern Question, 1774-1923: A Study in International Relations 
(London: Macmillan, 1966) and J.A.R. Marriott, The Eastern Question: An Historical Study in 
European Diplomacy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 4th edition, 1940). 
95 F.A.K. Yasamee, Ottoman Diplomacy: Abdülhamid II and the Great Powers, 1878-1888, 
(Istanbul: Isis, 1996) and Diplomacy and Statecraft, (Istanbul: Isis, 1993). 
96 Hale, pp. 15-30. 
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It is instructive here to review the rapid sequence of events that 

unfolded at the end of the 18th century.  They help to place into clear 

view the motivations behind George Washington’s warnings to avoid 

entanglements with warring European empires when he gave his 

Farewell Address.97 

 
+++++++++++ 

Confronting the Bear: Alliances Formed and Folded 

As Russia began winning successive Black Sea wars between 

1774 and 1800, Catherine II extracted unfettered military access to 

Crimea and the Sea of Azov.  She declared also that Mother Russia 

was the legitimate protectorate of Orthodox Christians and peoples of 

ethnic Russian and Slavic origin.98  Britain, France, and the Austro-

Hungarian Empire viewed these developments with concern.  For its 

part, the Austria’s Josef II swiftly and seized Bukovina in 1775 (map 

below). 

 
The orange area on the map depicts Bukovina, on the borders between modern-day  

northern Romania and Ukraine. 
(Courtesy of the GNU Free Documentation License) 

 
97 US National Archives: George Washington’s Farewell Address on 17 September 1796, 
Founders Online. See  https://founders.archives.gov/documents/Washington/99-01-02-
00963#max_view  Accessed on 11 November 2019. 
98 Ibid, Treaty of Kutschuk-Kainardji [Küçüattk Kainardji] and Ibid, Holland. 
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Meanwhile, Britain mounted military operations against the 

American colonies, France teetered under the growing weight of its 

own popular revolution, and Spain remained focused on Latin 

American conquests.  They posed no serious obstacles against Russian 

and Austrian actions.  If anything, the British, French, and Spanish 

empires were pleased to see Josef II exert military muscle closer to 

the Russian border.  In faraway colonial America, Revolutionary 

warriors and statesmen alike focused on defeating Britain, and in doing 

so, found a vital ally in France. 

While the United States and Great Britain were negotiating the 

terms of peace in Paris,99 Russia took aim twice at territories along the 

Black Sea.  In preparation for these actions, Catherine II and Austrian 

Emperor Josef II formalized an alliance in 1781.  

The French reaction was swift; Paris argued that the 1781 

alliance challenged the Treaty of 1756, as amended in 1757 and 

1758, which had established peace terms between the Austrian 

Empire and an alliance between France and Russia.100  Josef II assured 

Paris that his new Russian alliance would not impact peace with 

France.  It became clear over time, however, that Catherine II and 

Josef II had for some time agreed that they would a) recognize the 

established borders of Poland, b) consider partitioning the European 

 
99 The Paris Peace Treaty ending the American Revolution was signed on 3 September 1783. 
100 Anderson, M. S. "The Great Powers and the Russian Annexation of the Crimea, 1783-
4." The Slavonic and East European Review 37, no. 88 (1958): pp 17-41. Accessed February 
15, 2020. www.jstor.org/stable/4205010.  For the full text, see 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4205010?seq=2#metadata_info_tab_contents   
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areas of the Ottoman Empire, and c) try to weaken French trade 

dominance in Eastern Mediterranean Levant region.101   

The 1781 alliance also helped Josef II manage his own tensions 

with Prussia, while further frustrating relations between Britain and 

France in two ways. First, it propelled Britain – which lost the American 

colonies in October that year - to focus more attention on protecting 

interests in the Levant and India.  London did so by strengthening its 

alliances with Denmark, Sweden, and Russia.  Second, these shifts left 

only one Empire that had considerable interests in and relationships 

with the Sublime Porte and the Levant: France, where the seeds of its 

own revolution were sprouting.102  

Against these backdrops, Catherine II made a defining move in 

the Black Sea.  “On 8/19 April 1783, in a long manifesto, the empress 

[Catherine II] announced to the world the annexation by Russia of the 

Crimea, the Kuban, and the peninsula of Taman.”103  While she, her 

advisors, and most foreign leaders expected the Ottoman Empire 

would strike back, the Sublime Porte, “weak, isolated, and bewildered, 

had been forced to recognize the annexation in a formal agreement 

with Russia of 8 January 1784 (sometimes also referred to as the 

Convention of Ainali-Kavak.)104   

Catherine II struck again when, “after another war of 1787-92, 

[she] captured further territory between the rivers Dniester and 

 
101 These references can be found in letters that predated the 1781 alliance between Catherine 
II and Josef II.  Joseph II und Katharina von Russland.  Ihr Briefwechsel (Vienna, 1869), ed. A 
von Arneth, pp 72-90.  
102 Massie, pp 483-89. 
103 Ibid, Anderson, p 18. 
104 Ibid, Anderson, pp 17-41. 
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Bug.”105  She strengthened Russian rights to the Khanate in the 

Treaty of Jassy106 in 1792 (see the following maps).  This time, the 

Kings of Britain, France, Spain, Prussia, and Josef II simply observed.  

 
                                 Results of the Treaty of Jassy107 

 

       
The blue line on the left depicts the Dniester River. It marks part 

of the border between Ukraine and Moldova. Its mouth is west of Crimea.108 
The blue line on the right depicts the Dnieper River.  Its source is in 

central Russia and its mouth is the Bug Estuary.109 

 
105 Ibid, Hale, 15.  
106 M.S. Anderson, The Eastern Question 1774-1923: A Study in International Relations, (NYC:  
St. Martin’s Press/Macmillian Press, 1966), 20 and Palmer, 57. 
107 See https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Russo-Turkish_war,_1787-1792.svg   
1787-1792_Osmanli-Rus_Savasi.PNG:Vikiyazar at tr.wikipedia 
Byzantine Empire Themes 1025-en.svg: User:Cplakidas 
derivative work: Jarry1250, CC BY-SA 3.0 <https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-
sa/3.0>, via Wikimedia Commons 
108Euratlas.  See https://www.euratlas.net/geography/europe/rivers/dniester.html  Accessed 
on 14 February 2020. Obtained approval for copyright use via email on 14 Nov 2020. 
109 Euratlas.  See https://www.euratlas.net/geography/europe/rivers/dnieper.html  Accessed 
on 14 February 2020.  Obtained approval for copyright use via email on 14 Nov 2020. 
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The maps above show that between 1792 and the end of the Crimean 

War in 1856, the Ottoman Empire had lost its ability to mount 

operations against Black Sea nations from Sevastopol.  

Further Russian military victories followed in the Balkans, 

coupled with assertions of religious authority and influence over 

Ottoman Christians who sought tax relief and independence from the 

Sublime Porte.  These factors, along with Napoleon’s defeat in 1815, 

further tipped the balance of power in Russia’s favor across the vast 

Eastern region.  The outcome of each Russian victory defined new 

terms of geographic, military, and economic dominance and 

subordination.110  As Russian military operations moved towards 

Greece and Constantinople in the 1820s, Europe’s great powers and 

US statesmen sounded alarms. 

US, British, French, Prussian, and Austro-Hungarian merchant 

and naval vessels enjoyed relative freedom of navigation through the 

Dardanelles while under Ottoman control.  Their foreign, military, and 

trade policies depended on free access to the Black Sea and Eastern 

Mediterranean Seas.  As seen from the map below, whoever controlled 

the Dardanelles held considerable power over which navies and 

merchant vessels could travel between the two waterways.  

 
110 Ibid, Hale, pp. 21-25. 
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(Map provided by Encyclopedia Britannica.) 

 

By the 1820s, the US had waged and won another war against 

Great Britain (e.g., the War of 1812) and had deployed expeditionary 

forces since 1801 to battle piracy threats along Ottoman coasts in the 

Mediterranean (e.g., the Barbary Wars, 1801-1815).  American sea 

captains, fishermen, and statesmen who were concerned about 

Russian ambitions along the Pacific Northwest were unsure how 

Russian control over the Dardanelles would play out.   

 
 

+++++++++++ 
 

Competing for Persia and the Great Game 
 

“The enemy of my enemy is my friend” was a prominent 

statecraft practice that rival empires used with and against one 

another across the vast “East.”  It gave imperial powers tactical 

leeway to judge their own interests and act quickly.  

London was especially adept at forging pragmatic alliances after 

losing the American colonies through efforts that became known as the 

Great Game.111112  The strategy had two policy goals – and a third that 

 
111 M.S. Anderson, The Eastern Question, 1774-1923: A Study in International Relations, 
(London: MacMillan, 1966), pp 1-28. 
112 Ibid, Pollack, pp 14 and 22. 
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touched on the Eastern Question.  First, it aimed to keep Russia as far 

away as possible from India, Afghanistan, Bukhara, and Persia.  

Second, as maritime commerce burst onto the global scene in the 18th 

century, Ottoman and Persian control over vast portions of the Silk 

Road altered trade dependencies.  Britain aimed to protect trade 

routes to and from India.  Third, Britain had ambitions in Mesopotamia 

– where oil had not yet been discovered.   

As the American Revolution came to an end and word of the US 

Constitution began to spread around the world, the Qājār Dynasty took 

control over of disparate rival groups that vied for power across Persia.  

They were a Turkic tribe that had migrated from Central Asia to the 

region in the fourteenth century around the time the Ottoman were 

consolidating power and establishing themselves in the region between 

Bursa and Constantinople.  By 1795, the Qājār had reunified rival 

groups into a Persian state. 113 

The royal court was ill-equipped, however, for the rise in 

maritime commerce that made obsolete centuries-old trade routes 

between the Far East, Central Eurasia, and Western Europe (see map 

below).  Without trade through the Persia, cities and rural areas 

declined and nomadism rose.  The Sublime Porte felt the same 

pressures throughout the Ottoman Empire. 

 
113 Ervand Abrahamian, Iran Between Two Revolutions, (Princeton, NJ: University Press, 
1988), pp. 36-38. 
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(Map provided courtesy of transportgeography.org.)114 

 

The Qājār had inherited a 1763 agreement with Britain that 

allowed “the British East India Company the right to build a base and 

trading post at Bushear on the Persian Gulf.”115  Meanwhile to the 

north, Catherine the Great was beginning to devour territories along 

the Black Sea – to include Persian-controlled parts of Transcaucasia.116   

It lost a nine-year war in 1813 to Russia; in the Treaty of 

Gulistan, the Shah had to abandon lands in Transcaucasia and give 

up rights to place naval forces along the Caspian Sea.  Britain 

responded by offering a protectorate agreement.  The Definitive 

Treaty of 1814117 required London to protect Persia if the latter 

would agree to base no foreign troops in Persia.  It marked Persia’s 

formal entry into the Great Game.   

The following map shows the contours of the Persian Empire as 

the Zand Dynasty ceded control to the Qājār Shah in 1794.  Present 

day borders appear for comparison sake in orange.  The United States 

 
114 This map was adapted from Martin Jan Mansson.  See 
https://transportgeography.org/?page_id=1048  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
115 Ibid, Pollack, p. 14. 
116 Elton L. Daniel, The History of Iran, (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2001), pp 26-28, 98. 
117 Ibid, Daniel. 
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was not a player or a factor as the Qājār offered trading posts to 

Britain. 

 
The light-blue area shows the Kingdom of Kartli-Kakheti,  

an autonomous region under Georgian King Erekle II.  
(Courtesy of the Arab League/Arab Hafez;  

edited by History of Iran.)  
 

Czar Nicholas I waged war against the Qājār Shah between 1826 

and 1828.  The resulting Treaty of Turkmenchai, signed on 10 

February 1828, gave Russia control of the Erivan, Nakhchivan, and 

Talysh Khanates in the Caucasus; modern-day Armenia, the southern 

parts of modern-day Azerbaijan, and Iğdır Province (now part of 

Turkey, see the maps below).118  In defeat, Persia lost its remaining 

access to the Black Sea.  The treaty also formalized an enduring 

diplomatic rivalry between Russia and Britain that placed Persia in the 

geostrategic crosshairs of a Great Game the latter’s leaders did not 

seem to understand and did not manage well.   

 

 
118 Fisher, William Bayne; Avery, P.; Hambly, G. R. G; Melville, C., The Cambridge History of 
Iran. Volume 7. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991). pp. pp. 329-330.  
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(Courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica)        Iğdir Province is denoted in red.  (Courtesy of  

     https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/User:TUBS). 
 

London then entered into several agreements with the Qājār 

Dynasty in the 1830s that gave the former exclusive rights to trading 

posts along the Persian Gulf.  They showed the extent to which Great 

Game statecraft touched the traditional borders of the Eastern 

Question.119  With each treaty and trade agreement, Persia 

increasingly became the Great Game’s cat’s paw.120   

While Russian control over growing areas of the Black Sea posed 

wide-ranging diplomatic, military, and trade challenges for rival 

empires, nothing provoked and unified Europe’s Catholic and 

Protestant monarchs and the Caliph more than when Czar Nicholas I 

asserted Orthodox claims over select sites in the Holy Land.  The 

resulting Crimean War (1853-1856) reinforced the deep and 

unavoidable role of religion when assessing and developing policies, 

strategies, and statecraft methods for managing the Eastern Question. 

 
119 Ibid, Pollack, pp 13-39. 
120 David Fromkin, The Great Game in Asia, Foreign Affairs Magazine, Spring 1980. See 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/south-asia/1980-03-01/great-game-asia  Accessed 18 
March 2018. 
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Religious rivalries aside, the British, Ottoman, and Persian Qājār 

empires agreed in the 1850s that without an international alliance, 

Imperial Russia could keep sailing south to seize control of the 

Dardanelles and place claims along the Eastern Mediterranean, the 

Persian Gulf, and the Gulf of Oman.121122  Christian and Ottoman 

soldiers fought side by side during the deadly Crimean War until 

Russia sued for peace.  The alliance, without fanfare, then quickly 

dissolved. 

European, Ottoman and Persian alliances were as transactional 

and fleeting in the 1850s as they were in the years leading to WWI. 

Within months of signing the peace treaty that ended the Crimean 

War, Britain declared war on the Qājār Shah when the latter placed a 

claim on Herat in modern-day Afghanistan.  The Qājār Shah assessed 

that Russia had been weakened in the Crimean War.  While it was 

true, the Shah grossly miscalculated Britain’s determination to protect 

her own crown jewels in and around India.   

The Ottoman looked on as the Qājār found no allies during the 

1856-1857 Anglo-Persian war.  Britain landed forces and fought from 

Bushehr and southern Mesopotamia – the heartlands of Qājār Persia – 

as well as Herat.  The Qājār sued for peace in 1857, and Britain 

withdrew forces from Persia and consolidated control over Herat, 

Kabul, and India.123   

 
121 Hale, 15-30.  
122 Ibid, Daniel, pp 26-28, 98. 
123 "Diplomacy and War," Annals of British Legislation 3 (1858): 77-100.  See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/annlsblg3&i=95&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 30 March 2020. 
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European and Ottoman powers paid sparse attention to Persia 

until Russian ambitions looked further south to the Caspian Sea, India, 

and the Gulfs of Oman and Persia.  On the heels of the Anglo-Persian 

War, London struck economic agreements with Qājār Shah Nasir ed-

Din in 1857 that granted Baron Paul Julius von Reuter, a naturalized 

British subject, the rights to control Persia’s economic and financial 

resources.  

British Foreign Secretary Lord Curzon observed in 1872 that it 

was “the most complete and extraordinary surrender of the entire 

industrial resources of a Kingdom into foreign hands that has probably 

ever been dreamt of, much less accomplished in history.”124 

Competing Russian and British alliances, peace treaties, and economic 

agreements pumped life into the Great Game.   

The Bear, the Wolf, and European empires took note of Persian 

weaknesses when the Shah was left to fight alone.  Cartoons and news 

articles at the time depicted Britain as a Lion, Russia as a Bear, and 

Persia as a domesticated cat. In a popular cartoon printed by Punch 

Magazine, the title read “The Harmless Necessary Cat.” The lion said to 

the bear, “Look here, you can play with his head, and I can play with 

his tail, and we can both stroke the small of his back.”  The cat replied, 

“I don’t remember being consulted about this.” 125   

  Revolutions and pro-constitutional rebellions in Russia, Japan, 

and Constantinople between 1905 and 1910 prompted Persian 

intellectuals, ulema (clerics), and bazaaris (wealthy merchants) to 

 
124 Ibid, Pollack, p. 16. 
125 Brown University Blog.  See https://blogs.brown.edu/choices/files/2014/10/Iran-Modified-
McNeill.pdf  Accessed on 18 March 2020. 
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study the US and European constitutions and pressure the dying Shah 

to authorize the establishment of a consultative Majles (Parliament) 

and an electoral law granting property owners over the age of 30 – 

regardless of religious affiliation- a right to vote.  It was a short-lived 

experiment, however, as the new Shah, Mohammad ‘Ali, rejected a 

constitutional monarchy.  Clerics and intellectuals soon disagreed, too, 

about the role of secularism.126  

The ulema had become increasingly hostile to the Qājār regime; 

they objected to government interference in the courts and education 

– spheres that for several centuries had been theirs to oversee and 

administer.  They also expressed grave concerns that government 

might vaqf (tax) land that the clergy administered.   

The Shah had encouraged Western-style schools but – like 

Catherine the Great and her heirs – did not encourage the adoption of 

democratic institutions.  As more Persian intellectuals interacted with 

immigrant workers and merchants from Russian-controlled 

Transcaucasia, they learned about the Russian Revolution of 1905. 

During the early years of the 20th century, the budding intellectual 

class found common cause with Persia’s merchants and Shiʿa clergy. 

Protests over the government beating of several merchants 

escalated into strikes that soon adjourned to a shrine near Tehran, 

which the demonstrators claimed as a bast (Persian: “sanctuary” 

where the authorities could not arrest them).  A series of sanctuary 

 
126 Ibid, Pollack, 20-22. 
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protests, combined with wide-scale general strikes of craftsmen and 

merchants, forced the ailing Shah to grant a constitution in 1906.127  

The first Majles (National Consultative Assembly) opened in 

October that year.  The new constitution provided a framework 

for secular legislation, a new judicial code, and a free press.  These 

measures reduced the power of the royal court and religious 

authorities and placed more authority in the hands of the Majles.  It, in 

turn, took a strong stand against European intervention.   

Amid these domestic efforts, Britain and Russia suddenly agreed 

to end the Great Game.  On 31 August 1907, they signed the Anglo-

Russian Agreement as a concrete way to counter an increasingly 

powerful and belligerent Germany – which had declared an interest in 

Persia.  Once again, alliances formed with ease among bitter European 

enemies when it became pragmatic to do so. 

Without regard for Persian interests, Britain and Russia carved 

Persia into three spheres of influence:  Russia held influence over 

Transcaucasia and along the Caspian Sea; Britain held exclusive rights 

in Mesopotamian and the south along the Persian Gulf and the Sea of 

Oman; and Persia held control over the central zones (see the map 

below).  As part of the agreement, Russia and Britain extracted loan 

repayments from Persia’s customs houses, postal and telegraph 

services, and fisheries.   

 

 
127 Ibid, Pollack. 
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(Map courtesy of iranreview.org.) 

 

Chaos soon ensued.  The Shah lost support from the Majles, 

bazaaris, and clerics, and constitutionalists in Tabriz demanded 

independence.  In 1909, Russian troops marched into Tabriz.  British-

backed Bakhtiyari tribesman joined with other pro-constitutionalists, 

marched into Tehran, deposed Shah ‘Ali, and replaced him with his 

son, Ahmad.128129  They, too, were ill equipped to manage the massive 

debts and webs of corruption they inherited.   

Shah Ahmad and the newly reconstituted Majles recruited an 

American, William Morgan Shuster, to serve as their economic advisor.  

For over a century, the Qājār Dynasty had badly mismanaged the 

Persian economy.  “By 1906, Persia owed 800,000 British Pounds to 

Britain and 3.25 million British Pounds to St. Petersburg.”130  Shuster 

was a plain-spoken anti-imperialist who set about reestablishing 

 
128 Evrand Abrahamian, Iran between Two Revolutions (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press, 1988), pp. 81-118. 
129 Said Arjomand, The Turban for the Crown: The Islamic Revolution in Iran (NYC: Oxford 
University Press, 1988), pp. 36-58.  
130 Ibid, Pollack, p 20 and Arjomand, p 33. 
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independent Persian sovereignty over revenue streams from customs 

houses, taxes, and services.  Russia and Britain set about to 

undermine him.131   

It was not clear the extent to which Shuster, the Shah, and the 

Majles knew the strategic implications of William D’Archy striking oil on 

26 May 1908 at Masjed-e Soleyman in southwestern Iran – a neutral 

Persian zone between Russian and British controlled territories.  Nor 

was it clear whether they knew that First Lord of the Admiralty in 

London, Winston Churchill, had converted the Royal Navy from coal-

burning to oil-burning ships in 1911 – thus making the Persian oil 

fields vital to British naval fighting power.132  

Later in 1911, Russia mounted an invasion of Rasht and Anzali 

and demanded Shuster’s dismissal and the Shah’s agreement that he 

would not hire any additional foreign advisors without the express 

consent of both St. Petersburg and London.  Britain, meanwhile, 

deployed troops to strategic ports along the Persian Gulf and Sea of 

Oman.  Under sustained pressures from the north and the south, the 

Shah finally capitulated and abolished the Majles in December 1911.133   

On the eve of WWI, Britain acquired a 51 percent share in what 

became the Anglo-Persian Oil Company (APOC).  In a secret treaty, 

Britain granted Russia control of Constantinople and the Dardanelles in 

return for giving Britain control of Masjed-e Soleyman and the 

surrounding “neutral” band of territory in central Persia.134  

 
131 Ibid, Pollack, pp. 22-24. 
132 Ibid, Pollack, p. 24. 
133 Ibid. 
134 James A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion: The Tragedy of American-Iranian Relations (New 
Haven: Yale University Press 1988), p. 57. 
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As WWI unfolded, Qājār Shah Ahmad declared Persian 

neutrality.  Further west, the Young Turks had taken control of the 

Sublime Porte and were trying to avoid direct involvement in WWI 

while accepting and welcoming arms from Germany.  Britain 

preemptively invaded Iraq from Persia to protect its oil fields from 

Ottoman armies and/or Arab revolts. 

By the end of WWI, Ottoman and Russian troops had fought 

bitterly in Azerbaijan.  Following the Russian Revolution, Britain 

offered White Russian forces a sanctuary in northern Iran.  Red 

Russians eventually took revenge and invaded Persia.   

Shah Ahmad drew closer to Britain and agreed to the terms of 

the Anglo-Persian Agreement of 1919, “which granted Britain the 

exclusive right to provide all expert advisers to Iran, officer and supply 

the Army, build railroads and other infrastructure, and develop a joint 

committee to revise the Persian tariff system (to Britain’s inevitable 

advantage).”  In exchange, Britain would recognize Persian 

sovereignty and provide a 20-year loan of 2 million pounds. The Majles 

flatly rejected the terms.  Azerbaijanis felt abandoned and established 

the Azerbaijan Soviet Socialist Republic in 1920.   

As Persia emerged from WWI, its proud past and ability to 

control its own destiny had been hijacked multiple times by foreign 

intruders.  In 1935, Reza Shah Pahlavi asked all foreign nations to 

refer to Persia as Iran (the Farsi word for Persia).  It was an effort to 

distinguish Persian culture and history from political matters of state.   

The Great Game, the Eastern Question, and WWI were 

enormously challenging for Persia.  Because of its oil and location, it 
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continued to play a pivotal geostrategic role throughout the Cold War.  

This time, Washington, London, and Ankara would play gatekeeper 

roles in confronting Soviet ambitions in and near Iran.  Washington 

and London would work together to sustain direct access to Iran’s oil 

fields.  Unfolding events would become much more complicated and 

consequential during the Cold War – especially for US policymakers 

and statecraft practitioners who were unaware of Iran’s deep 

suspicions and enmity for British and Russian intruders. 

 

+++++++++++ 
 

Collapse of the Ottoman Empire 
 

Ottoman Caliphs witnessed during Great Game that the British 

and Russian empires established and abolished alliances with ease and 

haste.  As WWI broke out, France and Britain formed an Entente 

alliance with Russia against the Central Powers while the Young Turks 

and Qājār knew from experience that they needed one or more strong 

European allies.   

The Young Turks had taken control of the Sublime Porte in 1908 

and had seen the signs of war on the horizon.  They first approached 

Britain in 1911 to inquire about an alliance.  “Churchill was the only 

senior Cabinet minister who wanted to respond positively…[he] wrote 

to the Foreign Secretary that ‘Turkey is the greatest land weapon wh 

[sic] the Germans cd [sic] use against us.”135  The Foreign Office did 

 
135 Ibid, Fromkin, p. 49 and Elie Kedourie, Arabic Political Memoirs and Other Studies (London: 
Frank Cass, 1974), p. 255 and 261. 
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not agree.  Between May and July 1914, the Young Turks approached 

France and Russia; both times they were rebuffed.  On 22 July 1914, 

the Young Turks approached the German ambassador in 

Constantinople.  Ambassador Hans von Wangenheim turned down the 

request.  On the eve of WWI, the Ottoman Empire was completely 

isolated; no Great Power would protect it.136   

On 24 July, Kaiser Wilhelm II personally overruled 

Wangenheim’s decision and ordered an exploratory discussion with the 

Turks.  On 31 July, Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg 

instructed Wangenheim to avoid “a treaty of alliance unless he was 

certain that ‘Turkey either can or will undertake some action against 

Russia worthy of the name.’”137  

The negotiations on 1 August – after Germany had declared war 

on Russia – took place in secret, and Article 8 compelled secrecy. 

Article 4 gained what the Young Turks sought:  “Germany obligates 

itself, by force of arms if need be, to defend Ottoman territory in case 

it should be threatened.”138  In return, the Ottoman Empire was to 

“observe strict neutrality in the…conflict between Serbia and Austria-

Hungary…and go to war only if Germany were required to enter the 

fighting by the terms of her treaty with Austria.”  Only under those 

circumstances the Ottoman Empire would be required to allow the 

German military mission in Constantinople to “exercise effective 

 
136 Ibid, Fromkin. 
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influence over the conduct of its armies.”139  For reasons not explained 

in the archives, Germany did not require the Ottoman Empire to 

undertake specific actions against Russia. 

On 2 August, the Sublime Porte ordered a general military 

mobilization – explaining that it was not directed against Allied Entente 

Powers; the Porte formally proclaimed neutrality in the European 

conflict.  Throughout much of the war, when Germany asked for 

Ottoman support, the Porte paused, made excuses about its poor 

military preparedness, and withheld replies.  Churchill misunderstood 

until well after the war that the Turks had first pursued the alliance 

with Germany, not vice versa.  His other significant miscalculations 

centered on two failed British-led campaigns against the Ottoman 

Turks at Gallipoli.  These two battles are worth an entirely separate 

study. 

Before the US entered the war, Britain negotiated secret 

agreements with the Hashemite Emir Husayn ibn ‘Ali of Mecca and his 

two sons Abdullah and Faysal; met with disparate Palestinian, Kurdish, 

and Jewish groups; and monitored the rival actions of Abdul Aziz ibn 

Saud of Nijd.  Each group sought power and various independence 

arrangements after the war.  The Entente Powers did little to support 

the requests and after the Treaty of Versailles, the alliance – without 

fanfare – quietly folded. 140 

The map on the following page shows how the Entente Powers 

(except the United States) carved up the defeated Ottoman Empire in 

 
139 Ibid, Fromkin, p. 59.  
140 Ibid, Fromkin, pp. 96-105, 111-118, 146-150, 173-188,218-230, 403-414, 424-426, 435-
440, 449-454. 
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1920 – much as Britain and Russia had done years earlier in Persia 

and again after WWI.  Britain became the protectorate power over 

portions of Iraq, Palestine, and Transjordan, and annexed Cyprus.  

Russia gained control over Ottoman Armenia.  France became the 

protectorate power over parts of modern-day Anatolia, Hatay Province, 

Syria, and Lebanon.  The Entente Powers (minus the United States) 

shared control of Constantinople, the Dardanelles and the Sea of 

Marmara.  Precious little area remained under Turkish control.   

In contrast to a similar outcome in Persia, the outcome 

motivated multiple Turkish wars of independence that established 

Turkey’s much larger borders at the Treaty of Lausanne on 23 July 

1923.  The Wolf was far more aggressive in the aftermath of WWI than 

the Lion. 

  

 
(Graphic courtesy of the Map Archive.) 
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+++++++++++ 

The Enduring Sykes-Picot Messes  

Despite President Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points – chief 

among which was “the self determination of peoples” – the United 

States did not influence Eastern Question outcomes at Versailles.  The 

United States aimed to prevent Germany from returning to wage war 

or use chemical warfare tactics.  The Ottoman Empire had collapsed, 

and Washington was not concerned about its remnants threatening 

world peace.  Given this view, Washington was not a party to peace 

talks in Sèvres or Lausanne.   

The close US-UK partnership that developed after WWII tended 

to identify the United States, rightly or wrongly, with historic British 

ambitions in the Levant, Persia, Afghanistan, and India.  Washington 

emerged from WWII with a relatively strong economy, dominant 

military forces, and support for a Jewish state.  Policymakers 

underestimated, however, the fierce and sustained level of violence 

that would erupt after establishing Israel without recognizing a 

homeland for Palestinians.  It would take another 32 years before the 

US had the relationships, clout, experience, and wherewithal to broker 

the Camp David Accords under President Jimmy Carter.  America 

would learn after WWI that peacemaking in the Middle East would not 

be an easy or a simple path. 

The other unresolved self-determination issue after WWI 

concerned the future of a “Kurdistan” region or nation.  Because the 
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Treaty of Sèvres141 named Britain and France protectorate powers 

over Syrian, Iraqi, and certain Turkish Kurdish areas, the United States 

tended to defer to London and Paris when the “Kurdish Question arose 

between WWI and WWII.  

The Sykes-Picot maps (below) in 1916 had divided the Arab and 

Armenian regions of the Ottoman Empire into British, French, and 

Russian spheres.  While the Ottoman Armenia boundaries closely  

 

         
The Sykes-Picot Map.  Pictured here also are 
British Colonel Sir Tatton Benvenuto Mark Sykes     (Map courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica.)  
(left) and French diplomat François Marie Denis               
Georges-Pico. 142 

 

aligned with the region’s ethnic Armenian population, the bifurcated 

Arab spheres cut across Kurdish, Arab, Yazidi, and Chaldean cultural, 

ethnic, linguistic, religious, and societal clans. Regardless, the Sèvres 

 
141 Treaty of Sèvres was signed on 10 August 1920.  See 
http://sam.baskent.edu.tr/belgeeSevres_ENG.pdf, (taken from the Treaties of Peace 1919-
1923, Vol. II, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, New York, 1924.) Accessed on 17 
December 2019. 
142 Map obtained from Yonside.com illustration using public domain images, via Wikimedia 
Commons - CC BY 4.0.  Accessed on 17 December 2019. 
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Treaty in 1920 incorporated the map’s boundaries.  The lines were 

redrawn in 1923 to accommodate the newly recognized Turkish 

borders in the Lausanne Treaty, 143 but areas south of the Turkish 

border remained largely intact. 

Between WWII and the 1990-91 Gulf War, ethnic Kurds in Iraq 

formed two rival groups that aligned themselves as circumstances 

warranted.  The Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP) and Patriotic Union of 

Kurdistan (PUK) employed the “enemy of my enemy is my friend,” 

tactic to align off and on with Baghdad, Ankara, London, Tehran, and 

Moscow; they rarely engaged with the United States, but became 

closer allied partners after the first Gulf War.144  

In November 1978, Turkish-Kurds named Abdullah Öcalan and 

Cemil Bayik formed the armed resistance movement called the Kurdish 

Workers Party (Partiya Karkeren Kurdistan - PKK).  With the full 

support of Syrian President Hafiz al-Assad, Öcalan moved to Damascus 

in 1980 and set up terrorist training camps in Syrian-occupied areas of 

the Lebanese al-Biqa Valley.  There, PKK members were trained how 

to mount terrorist attacks against Turkish security and military forces.   

Following nearly two decades of violence, the Turkish General 

Staff (TGS) deployed the Army to the Syrian border in October 1998 

 
143 Treaty of Peace with Turkey, and Other Instruments Signed at Lausanne on July 24, 1923. 
London, H.M. Stationery Office.  For the full text, see https://heinonline-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?collection=weaties&handle=hein.weaties/tpctrk0
001&id=15&men_tab=srchresults  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
144 Behnam Ben Taleblu and Merve Tahiroglu, Kurd Your Enthusiasm: The U.S. Needs to Talk 
about its Favorite Allies, Foreign Affairs Magazine, (8 November 2017). See 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/syria/2017-11-08/kurd-your-enthusiasm  Accessed on 
18 March 2018. 
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and demanded that Assad deport Öcalan or face war. 145  Assad 

blinked, and “Öcalan fled to Moscow, Rome, Amsterdam, Athens, and 

Nairobi,”146 where Turkish forces, assisted by US intelligence, 

apprehended him in February 1999.  An estimated 40,000 persons 

have died as a result of Turkish-PKK violence since 1984.147 

As Iraqi Kurds earned more autonomy between the first Gulf War 

and the 2010s, they inspired Turkish Kurds, Syrian Kurds, and Iranian 

Kurds to challenge their respective host countries for more autonomy 

and foundational freedoms.  As we approach the one-hundredth 

anniversary of the Treaty of Sèvres, the Eastern Question reminds  

us in 2020 that enduring peace in the Levant remains out of reach for 

Palestinians and Kurds.   

 
 

+++++++++++ 
 

Summary Observations 
 

 Turkey emerged from WWI as a shadow of its former Ottoman 

Empire, surrounded by conquerors whose views of the East focused on 

keeping Germany from waging war again and preventing Russia from 

dominating the Black Sea, the Dardanelles, and the Eastern 

Mediterranean.  As Mustafa Kemal Atatürk waged wars to secure a 

much larger republic, he faced Russian-backed Armenians in the east, 

 
145 David Phillips, The Kurdish Spring: A New Map of the Middle East, (New Brunswick, NJ: 
Transaction Publishers, 2015), pp. 48-62. 
146 Ibid, Phillips, pp 61-62. 
147 Council on Foreign Relations, Global Conflict Tracker, 17 April 2020.  See 
https://www.cfr.org/interactive/global-conflict-tracker/conflict/conflict-between-turkey-and-
armed-kurdish-groups  Accessed on 17 April 2020. 
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Greeks from Anatolia to the west coast, the French in Hatay Province, 

and the Entente Powers that jointly controlled Constantinople and the 

Dardanelles.  He and the other Young Turks who had taken command 

in 1908 had been at war their whole lives in the Balkans, Black Sea, 

Anatolia, Arabia, and Transcaucasia.  They knew from personal 

experience that Ottoman armies needed modern weaponry, advanced 

transportation and telecommunications infrastructures, and alliances in 

order to defeat Imperial Russia after 1774.  That said, WWI statecraft 

and secret alliances left Atatürk and those who followed him to view 

alliances with deep suspicion.  Once Turkey’s borders were settled, he 

declared a policy of “Peace at Home, Peace Abroad.”148  

Atatürk knew the extent of unresolved issues and grievances 

pertaining to the Eastern Question and the Great Game, but he 

assiduously avoided entanglements in religious matters and did not lift 

a Turkish weapon of war against a foreign foe between 1923 and his 

death in 1938.  He wanted his new nation to be modern, self-

sufficient, self-reliant, secular, well educated in math and science, and 

proud to be Turkish.  After WWII, Turkey would raise large armies, 

host nuclear weapons, conduct coalition combat operations, and 

become a vital gatekeeper between NATO and a wide array of 

enemies.   

 Neighboring Persia tried to remain neutral during WWI.  It 

became, instead, a contested battlefield between rival German, British, 

and Russian powers.  Persia emerged from the WWI as a declining 

empire.  The Bolshevik Revolution and Germany’s defeat meant that 

 
148 Mango, Atatürk, pp. 366-370 
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Reza Shah did not have to worry about them attacking the Persian 

Gulf; he did have to worry, however, about the strategic importance of 

oil and how Great Powers with voracious energy needs would try to 

extract advantages from him and look his nation.  Domestically, he 

needed address concerns and grievances from his ulemas, bazaaris, 

landowners, and the Majles. 

Like Atatürk, Reza Shah aimed to modernize and secularize Iran 

– and make it more self-reliant.  By WWII, Germany was Persia’s 

preferred trading partner.  After decades of being a Great Game pawn, 

Persia sought to avoid dealing with Moscow and London.149   

 Russia, meanwhile, was in the throes of the Bolshevik Revolution 

– which turned its attentions inwards until Lenin’s death in 1924.  

Stalin quickly consolidated power across the vast Soviet Union that 

projected power from the Baltic and Black Seas through Central Asia to 

the Pacific.  Rarely content, the Bear began prowling along its borders. 

 United States foreign policy remained mostly silent through WWI 

on matters pertaining to the Eastern Question and the Great Game. 

The reasons were both simple and cunningly strategic.  We now turn 

to America’s early statecraft practices.   

 
149 US Library of Congress, WWI: Iran Country Studies.  See 
http://countrystudies.us/iran/14.htm  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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PART TWO  
 
 
 
 
 

Were Pre-WWI US Policies and Statecraft 
Practices Effective in Managing Relations 

with European, Ottoman, and Persian 
Empires? 

  



 108 

3  IMPERIAL INFLUENCES ON EARLY U.S. 
STATECRAFT, 1770-1815  

 
 
 

 
“The King of Prussia is arming…[i]f by these armaments they think that they can deflect me 
from sending my troops marching…they are very much mistaken.  For I shall, nonetheless, 

remain armed on all fronts – no exceptions.” 150 
--Czarina Catherine II writing to Friedrich Melchoir Grimm,  

20 October 1796   
 

“The great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign nations, is in extending our commercial 
relations, to have with them as little political connection as possible. So far as we have already 

formed engagements, let them be fulfilled with perfect good faith—Here let us stop.” 151   
--President George Washington’s Farewell Address,  

19 September 1796  
 

“I sincerely join you in abjuring all political connection with every foreign power: and tho’ I 
cordially wish well to the progress of liberty in all nations, and would forever give it the weight 
of our countenance, yet they are not to be touched without contamination from their other bad 

principles. [C]ommerce with all nations, alliance with none should be our motto.” 152  
-- John Adams writing to Thomas Lomax,  

12 March 1799 
 

Factors that Influenced Washington’s Farewell Address 

By the turn of the 18th century, the French Revolution was 

progressing, the Prussian and Austrian Empires had switched sides a 

 
150 Ibid, letter from Catherine II to Grimm, her cultural agent in France, 206, p 347. She was 
about to send troops to fight the Persian Empire in the Caucasus and planned a campaign 
against revolutionaries in France. 
151US National Archives: George Washington’s Farewell Address on 17 September 1796, 
Founders Online. See  https://founders.archives.gov/documents/Washington/99-01-02-
00963#max_view  Accessed on 11 November 2019. 
152 From Thomas Jefferson to Thomas Lomax, 12 March 1799,” Founders Online, National 
Archives, accessed 29 September 2019, 
https://founders.archives.gov/documents/Jefferson/01-31-02-0056.   [Original source: The 
Papers of Thomas Jefferson, vol. 31, 1 February 1799 – 31 May 1800, ed. Barbara B. Oberg. 
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004, pp. 77–78.] 
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number of times with Russia over the control of Poland and territories 

along the Black Sea, and St. Petersburg was fighting simultaneous 

wars against Sweden in the Baltic and Ottoman and Persian Empires in 

the Black Sea.  Britain was still smarting from its loss of the colonies 

and had turned its attentions to balance of power practices that aimed 

to protect India.  It was against this highly unstable backdrop that 

President George Washington delivered his 1796 Farewell Address.   

 

 
Portrait of George Washington  
at his Farewell Address, 1796. 

(Courtesy of mountvernon.org.) 
 

Washington cautioned against American political and military 

entanglements with Europe and urged statesmen to focus instead on 

expanding markets for American goods.  He warned that, “Europe has 

a set of primary interests, which to us have none, or very remote 

relation.  Hence she must be engaged in frequent controversies the 

causes of which are essentially foreign to our concerns.  Hence, 

therefore it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves, by artificial 
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ties, in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or the ordinary 

combinations and collisions of her friendships or enmities.”153  He set 

the tone for isolationist policies that prevailed until WWII, returned as 

central themes during the Vietnam War, and reverberated throughout 

the nation as the public went to the polls in 2008, 2012, and 2016. 

Washington’s statecraft views were informed by the American 

Revolution and at least three key events that were unfolding between 

rival European and Ottoman empires.  First, while the French 

Revolution (1789-1799) generally was warmly embraced in America, it 

prompted instability, violence, and precipitated a series of European 

wars that pitted one empire against another.  Washington broke a 

stalemate within his cabinet between pro-French Republic Secretary of 

State Thomas Jefferson and Federalist Secretary of Treasury Alexander 

Hamilton by articulating a clear US policy of neutrality. 154  

Second, events surrounding the Nootka Crisis of 1789 almost led 

to war between Britain and Spain over disputed territorial claims 

between San Francisco and the Pacific Northwest.  While the Nootka 

Sound Conventions between 1790 and 1794 eventually declared that 

the Northwest coast would be open to traders of both countries,155 the 

US began asserting its own claims in 1792 when Boston sea captain 

Robert Gray sailed into the Columbia River and immediately contested 

 
153 Ibid, Washington’s Farewell Address, given on 17 September 1796. 
154 US Department of State, Office of the Historian, Milestones 1784-1800. See 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1784-1800/french-rev  Accessed on 1 March 2018.   
155 Editors of the Encyclopedia Britannica, Nootka Sound Controversy:  Canadian History. 
Encyclopedia Britannica website, date published 21 October 2019.  See 
https://www.britannica.com/event/Nootka-Sound-controversy  Accessed on 10 January 2020. 
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British claims there.156  This issue became more far more complicated 

over the next 20 years and culminated in the Adams-Onís Treaty of 

1819, the Monroe Doctrine of 1823, and the Russo-American 

Treaty of 1824, which are described in further detail in chapters six 

and seven.   

Third, Catherine the Great’s imperial forces had defeated the 

Ottoman Empire’s navy and land forces during the Russo-Turkish War 

of 1768-1774.  She extracted humiliating concessions from the 

Sublime Porte, as documented in the Treaty of Küçük Kaynarca, 

signed on 21 July 1774 in Silistra Province, Bulgaria.157158  It gave the 

Russian Empire its first direct access to the Black Sea.  Her peace 

terms included control over the Crimean port of Kerch and the port 

region east of the Buh River (in modern day Ukraine), unlimited 

sovereignty over the port city of Azov and access to the Sea of Azov in 

 
156 University of Washington, Center for the Study of the History of the Pacific Northwest 
website, Discovering the Region: Commentary 5: Voyages of the Columbia.  See 
https://www.washington.edu/uwired/outreach/cspn/Website/Classroom%20Materials/Reading
%20the%20Region/Discovering%20the%20Region/Commentary/5.html  Accessed on 10 
January 2020. 
157 Treaty of Kutschuk-Kainardji [Küçüattk Kainardji], Being a Treaty of Peace between 
Catherine II, Tsarina of Russia, and Abdul-Hamid I, Sultan of the Ottoman Empire (21 July 
1774), Volume 60 International Law Studies, US Naval War College, p7 (1979).  See 
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1880&context=ils  Accessed 
on 10 February 2020. 
158 Holland Thomas Erskine. Lecture on the Treaty Relations between Russia and Turkey, from 
1774 to 1853. London, Macmillan.  A full translation of the Küçük Karnayca Treaty of 1774 is 
found in the HeinOnline World Treaty Library. See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.weaties/ltreabru0001&i=61&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 10 February 2020.  Additional research is offered by Davison, Roderic H. "The 
'Dosografa' Church in the Treaty of Küçük Kaynarca." Bulletin of the School of Oriental and 
African Studies, University of London 42, no. 1 (1979): 46-52. Accessed January 9, 2020. 
www.jstor.org/stable/614825.   
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modern-day Rostov Oblast in Russia, and full access to the Kabarda 

region in the Caucasus.159160   

These concessions sounded off alarms among Europe’s monarchs 

regarding the quickly shifting balance of power in the Black Sea, and 

the Eastern Question.  Closer to home, the Founders prepared to 

navigate global trade ambitions amid great instability across the vast 

East while defending the new nation from persistent rival European 

ambitions along the Pacific Northwest.  

  

 
Areas impacted by the Treaty of Küçük Kaynarca (1774), signed by  

Abdülhamid I after the Russo-Turkish War, which ended the Ottoman Empire’s  
absolute control over the Black Sea.161    

 
159 Kerch is located on the eastern tip of Crimea at the intersection of trade routes between 
the Eurasian steppes and Europe.  It was site of costly battles during the Crimean War and 
between the Nazis and Soviets during WWII.  The mouth of the Buh River empties into the 
Black Sea and formed battle lines between the Nazi- and Romanian-occupied Ukraine between 
1941 and 44.  Russia unilaterally annexed Crimea from Ukraine in 2014. 
160 Ibid, Holland.  Brigham Young University offers both Turkish and Russian language versions 
of the Küçük Kaynarca Treaty on its Euro Docs Library website. Accessed on 10 January 2020.  
https://eudocs.lib.byu.edu/index.php/Russia:_Pacts_and_Treaties.  The Turkish version of the 
treaty is found at https://tr.wikisource.org/wiki/Küçük_Kaynarca_Antlaşması.  The Russian 
language version of the treaty is found at https://ru.wikisource.org/wiki/Кючук-
Кайнарджийский_мирный_договор_(1774).         
161 The map is from Sutori, accessed on 10 January 2020.  See  
https://www.sutori.com/story/decline-of-ottoman-empire--Dd8BHNNFNTEXtbeECWxcT9rX    
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++++++++++ 
 

Evaluating Imperial Russian Statecraft  
 

Catherine II’s statecraft objectives and means played two helpful 

roles in the American Revolutionary War.  First, she refused British 

requests for 20,000 troops in 1775 and naval assistance in 1776, 

declined an alliance with Britain, and declared Russian armed 

neutrality in 1780.162  Second, in an effort that aimed to further 

frustrate the British Empire and challenge King George III’s dominance 

as a global statesmen, she established a League of Armed Neutrality 

so that neutral states could trade by sea with belligerents without 

hindrance - except in weapons and military supplies.  Denmark (which 

ruled Norway) and Sweden (which ruled Finland) were the first to join 

this League.  In 1781, Prussia, Austria and Portugal joined; in 1782 

the Ottoman Empire signed up as well.163164  

Her overall policy objectives and statecraft means yielded mixed 

results.  The British Royal Navy far outnumbered the size and raw 

power of the League’s combined fleet, so that tactic did not yield a net 

advantage among the signatories.  Diplomatically, however, her 

 
162 Golder, Frank A. “Catherine II and the American Revolution,” The American Historical 
Review” (1915). pp. 92-96 and Desmarais, Norman. “Russia and the American War for 
Independence,” Journal of the American Revolution” (2015) and Grainger, John D., “The Battle 
of Yorktown, 1781:  A Reassessment.” Boydell Press (2005). p. 10. 
163 David M. Griffiths, An American Contribution to the Armed Neutrality 1780, The Russian 
Review, Vol. 30, No. 2 (April 1971), pp. 164-172 and Herbert Kaplan, Russian Overseas 
Commerce with Great Britain During the Reign of Catherine II, (Philadelphia:  American 
Philosophical Society, 1995), pp 51-55. 
164 David Syrett, Neutral Rights and the War of the Narrow Seas, 1778-1882, US Army 
Command and General Staff College, Combat Studies Institute, 1995.  See 
https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Portals/7/combat-studies-institute/csi-books/neutral-
rights-and-the-war-in-narrow-seas-1778-82.pdf  Accessed on 10 January 2020. 
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League carried more weight.  France, Britain, and the US proclaimed 

adherence to the League’s principle that free and neutral commerce 

were matters of standing policy.165  For the most part, this principle 

has withstood the test of time, war, peace, self-image, and ideology.  

 

 
Catherine the Great 

(Courtesy as follower of Johann Baptist von Lampi the Elder,  
public domain, via Wikimedia Commons.) 

 

Having demonstrated her credentials as an emerging 

stateswoman, Catherine II folded the League shortly after the Treaty 

of Paris 166 ended the American Revolution in 1783.  She had 

established herself as a military power over the Ottoman Empire and 

had outmaneuvered the British at a time when it was focused on 

stopping the American Revolution.   

 
165 Treaty of Amity, Commerce, and Navigation, between His Britannic Majesty and the United 
States of America, Conditionally Ratified by the Senate of the United States, at Philadelphia, 
June 24, 1795. Philadelphia, Printed by Henry Tuckniss, for Mathew Carey.  See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.ustreaties/aminavi0001&i=155&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZH
U  Accessed on 10 February 2020. 
166 Definitive Treaty of Peace Between Great Britain and the United States (1783): 1-10. See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.weaties/contreout0480041&i=8&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZ
HU  Accessed on 10 February 2020.  
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++++++++++ 
 

Summary Observations 
 

Czarina Catherine’s overall statecraft efforts did not lead to 

impressive immediate results with the new United States.  In a twist of 

fate, the US (under the Articles of Confederation) sent Francis Dana as 

its first US Minister to St. Petersburg in August 1781, along with a 

teenage assistant and translator named John Quincy Adams, who was 

fluent by then in French.  They left St. Petersburg two years later 

without having received formal recognition.  According to US State 

department records, American diplomatic ties to Britain after American 

independence provoked Catherine II to refuse Dana’s official 

credentials.167168  Her decision would prove short-sighted and narrow-

minded in view of events that unfold in the next two chapters. 

  

 
167 US Department of State. FRUS.  See 
https://www.state.gov/p/eur/ci/rs/200years/c30273.htm  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
168 US Department of State. FRUS.  See 
https://history.state.gov/departmenthistory/people/adams-john-quincy  Accessed on 22 
January 2020. 
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4  EMPIRES INVOKED RELIGION; THE US 
EMBRACED SECULARISM, 1796-1824 

 
 
 

“Some are preoccupied with matters of religion, and some are beset by doubt on their course 
of conviction; I fear the day when a divine voice may call out; You ignorant people, the true 

course is neither of your ways.” 
--The Ruba’iyat of Omar Khayyám, Twelfth Century Persian Poet  

 
 

“Believing with you that religion is a matter which lies solely between Man & his God, that he 
owes account to none other for his faith or his worship, that the legitimate powers of 

government reach actions only, & not opinions, I contemplate with sovereign reverence that 
act of the whole American people which declared that their legislature should “make no law 

respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof,” thus building 
a wall of separation between Church & State.” 169 

--Thomas Jefferson writing to Danbury Baptist Church leaders, 1802 
 
 

“In great contests each party claims to act in accordance with the will of God. Both may be, 
and one must be wrong. God cannot be for and against the same thing at the same time.”170 

--President Abraham Lincoln, 
 September 1862 

 

There’s Something Special about Religion 

As noted in the previous chapter, the Treaty of Küçük 

Kaynarca set off alarms among rival European and Ottoman empires.  

 
169 Thomas Jefferson, Letter to the Danbury Baptist Church, dated 1 January 1802.  The digital 
transcript of this letter was made available by Barbara B. Oberg and J. Jefferson Looney, eds., 
The Papers of Thomas Jefferson Digital Edition (Charlottesville:  University of Virginia Press, 
Rotunda, 2008). See 
https://www.encyclopediavirginia.org/Letter_from_Thomas_Jefferson_to_the_Danbury_Baptis
t_Association_January_1_1802  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
170 Abraham Lincoln, Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln: Meditation on the Divine Will, 
Volume 5, p 404, dated September 1862 (around the time of the Battle of Manassas). See 
https://quod.lib.umich.edu/cgi/t/text/text-
idx?c=lincoln;cc=lincoln;type=simple;rgn=div1;q1=Meditation%20on%20the%20Divine%20
Will;view=text;subview=detail;sort=occur;idno=lincoln5;node=lincoln5:893  Accessed on 10 
March 2020.   
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Geostrategic access to and control over the Black Sea was one 

consideration; the protection of religious communities was another.  

Both proved to be powerful motivators for monarchs, along with their 

diplomats and warfighters.   

Article 14 of the treaty called for Russia to return Bessarabia 

(modern-day Moldova and parts of Ukraine), Wallachia (modern-day 

Romania) and Moldavia (modern-day Romania and Moldova) to 

Ottoman control (see map on page 113), but the Sublime Porte was 

required to permit the free exercise of the Christian religion and levy 

no taxes on these citizens for two years.  Article 7, meanwhile, 

committed the Sublime Porte to “constantly protect the Christian 

religion and its churches.”  Implied but not specifically stated, Russia 

asserted the right to protect Christians and to intervene there in case 

of Ottoman misrule.171    

The treaty permitted the Ottoman Sultan-Caliph to retain his role 

as religious leader of the Muslims in Wallachia, Moldavia, and newly-

independent Crimea - now outside the Ottoman Empire - but it forced 

him to give Russian merchant ships passage through the Bosporus into 

 
171 Hurewitz, Jacob Coleman. The Middle East and North Africa in World Politics:  A 
Documentary Record, 1535-1914., Volume 1, (New Haven:  Yale University Press.  (1975) and 
Treaty of Kutschuk-Kainardji [Küçüattk Kainardji], Being a Treaty of Peace between Catherine 
II, Tsarina of Russia, and Abdul-Hamid I, Sultan of the Ottoman Empire (21 July 1774), 
Volume 60 International Law Studies, US Naval War College, p7 (1979).  See https://digital-
commons.usnwc.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1880&context=ils  Accessed on 10 February 
2020. 
171 Holland Thomas Erskine. Lecture on the Treaty Relations between Russia and Turkey, from 
1774 to 1853. London, Macmillan.  A full translation of the Küçük Karnayca Treaty of 1774 is 
found in the HeinOnline World Treaty Library. See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.weaties/ltreabru0001&i=61&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 10 February 2020.  Additional research is offered by Davison, Roderic H. "The 
'Dosografa' Church in the Treaty of Küçük Kaynarca." Bulletin of the School of Oriental and 
African Studies, University of London 42, no. 1 (1979): 46-52. Accessed January 9, 2020. 
www.jstor.org/stable/614825.   
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the Mediterranean Sea, grant Eastern Orthodox Christians the right to 

sail under the Russian flag, and permit Russia to build a church in 

Constantinople.172   

Disagreements surrounding the terms of the treaty immediately 

emerged.  Defying all rules of sound statecraft as outlined by US 

Ambassadors Ross and Holbrooke and Secretary Baker173, the 

Ottoman Empire signed its treaties in Turkish and Italian; the Russian 

Empire signed texts in Russian and Italian.   

Article 14, for example, concerned the church Russia could build 

in Constantinople.  The Russian text stated the church would be of the 

‘Greco-Russian’ faith (meaning Russian Orthodox Christians).  The 

Italian text used the term ‘Russo-Greek’ (meaning Russian protection 

of the entire Greek or Eastern Orthodox Church).  A later English 

version of the text referred more vaguely to the church “of the Greek 

ritual.”  Each translation violated Ottoman law.174  The Sublime Porte 

had permitted Greek and Latin churches built before 1453 to survive, 

but no new ones could be built after the Muslim conquest.175  

Regardless, warring interpretations permitted Catherine II, over time, 

to leverage her own interpretation and extend her claim that Russia 

must protect all Eastern Orthodox Christians under Ottoman Rule.   

In reaction to the terms of and disputes over the Treaty of 

Küçük Kaynarca, rival European empires quickly seized opportunities 

 
172 The Russians did not build the church in Constantinople. 
173 Ibid Ross, Holbrooke, Baker. 
174 Ibid Davidson, Holland, Hurewitz. 
175 Davidson, Roderick H. “The ‘Dosografa’ Church in the Treaty of Küçük Kaynarca.”  JSTOR. 
JSTOR, 24 Dec 2009. pp. 46-52. See https://www.jstor.org/stable/614825  Accessed 30 
March 2018. 
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to carve out subregions of Poland, the Black Sea, and the Eastern 

Mediterranean through wars, treaties, and secret alliances.  Resulting 

peace treaties and governance structures acknowledged special 

legitimate protectorate roles for the Ottoman Caliph so that he could 

oversee and protect mosques and Muslim practices in conquered 

territories.   

Imperial Russia extracted similar peace terms that gave the Czar 

the right to oversee and protect churches and Orthodox Christian 

practices – to include those of the Greek, Ukrainian, and Eastern 

Orthodox faiths.  Rome exercised its protectorate role over Roman 

Catholic churches and practices through the Austrian Empire.  As the 

Prussian Empire grew, it aligned with the King of Sweden to secure the 

rights of Lutheran churches and religious practices.  The protection of 

specific world faiths was a foundational policy element at the turn of  

 

 
Partitions of Poland along sectarian lines 

between 1772 and 1795. 
 
the 19th century.  The poster child for religious-based policies and 

statecraft practices was Poland (see the map above). 
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While these events were playing out between European, Russian, 

and Ottoman empires, the American Founders were exploring tax 

structures and warning of their concerns about religious-based wars 

and foreign interference.176  Of note, Alexander Hamilton referenced 

the Ottoman Empire’s approach to tax structures and successfully 

argued that they provided a model for American consideration in 

Federalist Paper #30.177   

Events in the Black Sea between the Russian and Ottoman 

Empires during the American Revolution posed geostrategic and 

religious obstacles to American trade aspirations.  US sea captains 

wishing to sail unimpeded through the Bosporus and freely trade with 

nations along the Mediterranean and Black Seas suddenly risked 

unpredictable, if unfair, treatment.  Given America’s strong desire to 

open global trade markets, President Washington and the Congress 

needed to develop and communicate new statecraft methods. 

 
 

++++++++++ 

American Freedoms of and from Religion 

By 1791 the US had enshrined in the Bill of Rights that, 

“Congress shall pass no law respecting the establishment of religion, 

or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.”178  Extending the this 

language to foreign policy practices, the US and Ottoman Empire 

 
176 See, for example, “The Federalist Papers, Numbers 1-5.” (October-November 1787). 
177 Alexander Hamilton, “Federalist Paper No. 30.” (1787). See 
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/fed30.asp  Accessed on 30 March 2018. 
178 The United States Constitution, First Amendment. 
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signed the Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Commerce Between 

the United States and Tripoli, known also as the Treaty of Tripoli, 

in 1796.179  Article XI of the treaty stated that,  

 
“As the government of the United States of America is not in any sense 
founded on the Christian Religion - as it has in itself no character of enmity 
against the laws, religion or tranquility of Musselmen [sic] - and as the said 
States never have entered into any war or act of hostility against any 
Mehomitan [sic] nation, it is declared by the parties that no pretext arising 
from religious opinions shall ever produce an interruption of the harmony 
existing between the two countries.”180   
 

The US included specific references to religion in subsequent 

Barbary treaties with the Ottoman Empire between 1786 and 1816.181  

Article XIV of the Treaty of Amity and Friendship between the 

United Sates and Tripoli, signed in 1805, was more expansive. 

 
“As the Government of the United States of America, has in itself no character 
of enmity against the Laws, Religion or Tranquility of Musselmen, and as the 
said States never have entered into any voluntary war or act of hostility 
against any Mahometan Nation, except in the defence of their just rights to 
freely navigate the High Seas: It is declared by the contracting parties that no 
pretext arising from Religious Opinions, shall ever produce an interruption of 
the Harmony existing between the two Nations; And the Consuls and Agents 
of both Nations respectively, shall have liberty to exercise his Religion in his 
own house; all slaves of the same Religion shall not be Impeded in going to 
said Consuls house at hours of Prayer. The Consuls shall have liberty and 
personal security given them to travel within the Territories of each other, 
both by land and sea, and shall not be prevented from going on board any 

 
179 Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Commerce Between the United States and Tripoli (1796): 
1-14. See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.weaties/contreout0530036&i=1&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZ
HU  Accessed on 10 February 2020. 
180 The Barbary Treaties 1786-1816:  Treaty of Peace and Friendship, Signed at Tripoli 
November 4, 1796.  See:  http://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/bar1796t.asp  Accessed 
on 18 March 2018. 
181 Ibid. 
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Vessel that they may think proper to visit; they shall have likewise the liberty 
to appoint their own Drogoman and Brokers.” 182 
 

In line with the foundational elements of successful statecraft as  

endorsed nearly two centuries later by US Ambassadors and Special 

Envoys Dennis Ross and Richard Holbrooke, and Secretary of State 

James Baker, 183 the Treaty of Tripoli and the Treaty of Peace and 

Amity between the United States and Tripoli 184 broke with two 

long-standing statecraft practices that were common among rival 

European and Ottoman empires.  

First, the US and Sublime Porte translated the treaties into 

Arabic and English instead of French.  As a practical matter, US sea 

captains and Ottoman officials in outposts and port cities across the 

Empire did not speak or read French.  Second, the treaties clearly 

spelled out America’s intentions with respect for religious freedom and 

its secular intent.  The efforts at practicing clear, concise, candid, and 

consistent communication served America well in the short and longer 

term with the Ottoman and European Empires – even if the overall 

desired outcomes did not always protect the peaceful and unfettered 

conduct of commerce (e.g., the Barbary Wars of 1801-1815).   

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
182 Treaty of Peace and Amity Between the United States and Tripoli (1805): 1-10.  See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.weaties/contreout0580017&i=4&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZ
HU  Accessed from HeinOnline, World Treaty Library, on 10 February 2020. 
183 Ibid, Ross, Holbrooke, Baker. 
184 Ibid, Treaty of Tripoli in 1796 and ibid, Treaty of Peace and Amity in 1805. 
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++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

President Washington’s Farewell Address presumed that 

America could engage in trade and commerce without becoming 

involved in Europe’s “messy” ambitions, wars, and religious 

differences.  While America’s geographic isolation, Bills of Rights, and 

treaty assurances created room for narrowly focused trade deals, US 

merchants and sea captains continued to confront non-trade 

challenges at faraway foreign ports of entry and on the high seas.  

Within a short decade of the Address, the United States would fight a 

series of Barbary Wars; defend against British, Spanish, and Russian 

ambitions along America’s long Pacific Coast; and win the War of 

1812.  Non-trade challenges to American power required the United 

States to engage with rival European and Ottoman empires on the 

very political, military, and religious-based issues against which 

President Washington cautioned.   

America’s track record, thanks to foreign experience, cunning, 

smarts, and intimate relationships John Quincy Adams enjoyed with 

foreign leaders and every early American president set the table for an 

impressive track record with hungry European empires.  Chapter five 

provides a compelling story of foundational statecraft successes that 

served America well, especially with Russian and Ottoman Empires. 
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5  JOHN QUINCY ADAMS AND HIS ENDURING 
STATECRAFT PRACTICES, 1794-1823 

 
 
 

“America, in the assembly of nations…has invariably, though often fruitlessly, held forth to 
them the hand of honest friendship, of equal freedom, of generous reciprocity… She has 

abstained from interference in the concerns of others, even when conflict has been for 
principles to which she clings…she goes not abroad, in search of monsters to destroy.  She is 
the well-wisher to the freedom and independence of all.  She is the champion and vindicator 
only of her own. She will commend the general cause by the countenance of her voice, and 

the benignant sympathy of her example.”185   
--Secretary of State, John Quincy Adams, 4 July 1821 

 
 

The Making of America’s Leading Diplomat  

Presidents Washington, Adams, Jefferson, Madison, and Monroe 

came to rely upon John Quincy Adams as their principle emissary and 

“fixer” in Europe, where the young United States needed accurate 

information about the plans and intentions of much larger rival 

powers.  Aware of his fluency in French and Dutch, President 

Washington first appointed Quincy Adams in 1794 to be the US 

Minister to the Netherlands.  While there, he “carefully managed the 

repayment of Dutch loans made to America during the American 

Revolution and sent well-regarded official reports to the President on 

the aftermath of the French Revolution.”186   

 
185 John Quincy Adams, Speech to the US House of Representatives on Foreign Policy, 4 July 
1821   See https://millercenter.org/the-presidency/presidential-speeches/july-4-1821-speech-
us-house-representatives-foreign-policy  Accessed on 10 March 2020. 
186 Margaret A. Hogan, Presidents:  John Quincy Adams:  Life Before the Presidency.  
University of Virginia Miller Center.  See https://millercenter.org/president/jqadams/life-
before-the-presidency  Accessed on 8 February 2020. 
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While serving as president, John Adams dispatched his son to 

London from The Hague to exchange the ratifications of the Jay 

Treaty187 in 1797.  Building upon a series of successful relationships, 

the President named his son the US Minister to the Prussian Empire in 

1797.188   

 
 

Portrait of John Quincy Adams, age 29, 
derived from the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston. 

 

President Madison appointed Quincy Adams in 1809 as the new 

U.S. Minister to Russia.  Based on his teenage years in St. Petersburg, 

Quincy Adams initially described Russia as a nation of slaves and 

princes.  Over time, he “developed a strong personal attachment to 

Czar Alexander, whom he admired for his willingness to stand up to 

Napoleon.  While in Russia, [Quincy] Adams persuaded the Czar to 

 
187  Treaty of Amity, Commerce, and Navigation (Jay Treaty) between His Britannic Majesty 
and the United States of America, by their President, with the advice and consent of their 
Senate concluded at London November 19, 1794; ratifications exchanged October 28, 1795; 
proclaimed February 29, 1796. The full text of the treaty is found in HeinOnline database, 
World Treaty Library, Treaty Series 105: Great U.S. Statutes at Large 18 (1794): 269-272 See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.ustreaties/ussl0018&i=2287&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 11 February 2020. 
188 Ibid. 
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allow American ships to trade in Russian ports, and when Napoleon 

invaded Russia in 1812, [Quincy] Adams’s dispatches home provided 

Madison with detailed and perceptive accounts of the war.” 189   

President Madison sent Quincy Adams in 1814 to head a five-

person US delegation to negotiate a peace agreement ending the War 

of 1812 with Britain.  It took five months to arrive at an agreement 

that returned all sovereign borders to their pre-war status.  The 

Treaty of Ghent,190 signed on 24 December 1814, came two weeks 

before U.S. forces defeated the British at the Battle of New Orleans.191   

Given the strong personal ties Quincy Adams had developed in 

London, Madison named him the US Minister to Great Britain from 

1815 to 1817. 192193  Building upon his successes as a formidable 

negotiator, he quickly developed vital personal relationships with the 

emissaries of Czar Alexander I and King George III, who helped him 

assess the plans and intentions of the Russian and British Empires 

after they defeated Napoleon.  

Time and again, Quincy Adams demonstrated a track record of 

correctly assessing foreign plans and intentions.  He assiduously 

cultivated important foreign leaders.  Despite the long distances 

between Europe and the new United States – and long lag times 

between communications – he promoted an activist form of American 

 
189 Ibid. 
190  Treaty of Peace Between Great Britain and The United States (1814): 1-9. See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.weaties/contreout0630067&i=8&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZ
HU  Accessed on 10 February 2020. 
191 Ibid. 
192 US Department of State. See https://www.state.gov/p/eur/ci/rs/200years/c30273.htm  
Accessed 18 March 2018. 
193 US Department of State. See https://history.state.gov/departmenthistory/people/adams-
john-quincy  Accessed on 22 January 2020. 
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diplomacy, negotiated favorable trade deals, and – when warranted – 

threatened the use of military force.  These statecraft instruments 

became early and enduring hallmarks of American power, especially 

during his tenure as the Secretary of State between 1817 and 1825.194  

Quincy Adams’ track record as Secretary of State was 

impressive.  He oversaw and finalized the Rush-Bagot Treaty 

(1817),195 the Adams-Onís Treaty (1819) and the Transcontinental 

Treaty (1821), 196  the Monroe Doctrine (1823),197 and the Russo-

American Treaty (1824)198 – which are described in more detail in 

 
194 US Department of State, Office of the Historian, Biographies of the Secretaries of State: 
John Quincy Adams (1767-1848).  See 
https://history.state.gov/departmenthistory/people/adams-john-quincy  Accessed on 10 
February 2020. 
195 US Department of State, FRUS:  The Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1817 and the Convention of 
1818 settled disputes with over the Great Lakes and the border with Canada westward along 
the 49th parallel to the Rocky Mountains.  It demilitarized the Great Lakes and Lake 
Champlain, where many British naval arrangements and forts remained. The treaty laid the 
basis for a demilitarized boundary. It remains in effect. The Polk administration negotiated a 
compromise with Britain that settled the US boundaries of the Oregon Territory in 1843.  The 
text of the Rush-Bagot Agreement is found in HeinOnline’s World Treaty Library: Treaty Series 
110 1 / 2: Great Britain; Naval forces on American Lakes (Rush-Bagot agreement)," U.S. 
Statutes at Large 18 (1817): 296-296.  See  
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.ustreaties/ussl0018&i=2314&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 10 February 2020.  
196 The Adams-Onis Treaty of 1819 and Transcontinental Treaty of 1821 added Florida to the 
United States and settled the boundary with Mexico. The text of the Adams-Onis Treaty is 
found in HeinOnline’s US Treaties and Agreements Library: Brooks Philip Coolidge. Diplomacy 
and the Borderlands: The Adams-Onis Treaty of 1819. Berkeley, University of California Press, 
Appendix I on pp 205-214. See:  
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.forrel/dpbrdla0001&i=232&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 10 February 2020. 
197 US National Archives, Transcript of the Monroe Doctrine, 1823, See 
https://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?flash=false&doc=23&page=transcript  Accessed on 
20 January 2020.   
198 "Navigation and fisheries on northwest coasts," Treaties and Other International Acts of the 
United States of America (Miller) 3 (1824): 151-162. Article 3 sets the boundary at 54 degrees 
North and 40 minutes.  The US would retain full control south of that parallel, and Russia 
would retain control north of it. The text and notes regarding the treaty negotiations are found 
on HeinOnline’s World Treaty Library:   
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.ustreaties/ustmi003&i=175&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHUT. 
Accessed on 10 February 2020. 
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chapters six and seven.  In an increasingly complex world in which the 

US aimed to engage on the world stage through narrowly defined 

trade agreements, the War of 1812 required the United States to  

 

 
Portrait of John Quincy Adams,  

by Gilbert Stuart. 

 

confront threats and challenges to its sovereignty by mastering the art 

of diplomacy and military tactics with established world powers whose 

respective interests conflicted with those of the young United States.   

The record shows that Quincy Adams did so by leveraging his status as 

a member of each President’s inner circle and the exceptional 

relationships he had established over two decades with leaders and 

influential contacts in Russia, Holland, Prussia, and Great Britain.199  

A review of official US archival records shows that Quincy Adams 

correctly understood and assessed the needs, nuances, and pressure 

points of the rival Russian, British, Spanish, Dutch, and French colonial 

empires.  His bilateral and multilateral negotiating strategies at home 

 
199 Ibid, US Department of State Office of the Historian, FRUS, and NPS.gov. 
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and abroad were both credible and persuasive. 200  His personal 

influence, expertise, broad networks, direct access to several 

Presidents, along with his personal prestige, enabled him to flesh out 

ideas and win over domestic and foreign skeptics in ways that 

promoted US sovereignty concerns and interstate and international 

commercial interests.   

He credited a wide range of skills for his successes.  In his 

personal diary, he observed that, “For a negotiation that would require 

great energy of mind, activity of research, or fertility of expedients, 

such a man would not be competent; but to go through the ordinary 

routine of business and the common intercourse of society, to 

neutralize fretful passions and soothe prejudices, a man of good 

breeding, inoffensive manners, and courteous deportment is nearer to 

the true diplomatic standard than one with the genius of Shakespeare, 

the learning of Bentley, the philosophical penetration of Berkeley, or 

the wit of Swift.”201 

His interpersonal skills and qualities aside, Quincy Adams 

produced treaties and agreements that capitalized on two broad 

themes that were prominent and powerful in the late 18th century.  

The first focused on the cyclical nature of wars between rival European 

and Ottoman Empires and independence movements in respective 

colonies and khanates.  Quincy Adams studied these dynamics and 

 
200 ibid US Department of State Office of the Historian, FRUS, and NPS.gov. 
201 Foster John W. Practice of Diplomacy as Illustrated in the Foreign Relations of the United 
States. (Boston:  Houghton, Mifflin and Company, 1906).  He was quoting John Quincy Adams, 
Memoirs, p. 338.  See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.forrel/pdifotius0001&i=114&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 11 February 2020. 

 



 130 

cultivated relationships with foreign advisors and leaders to 

understand competing empires’ goals, motivations, and statecraft 

methods.  

During the American Revolutionary War, the French Revolution, 

the Napoleonic Wars, the Barbary Wars, and the War of 1812, Quincy 

Adams wrote correspondence that helped contextualize how rival 

empires realigned and exhausted their treasuries and military forces, 

and struggled to sustain political and economic support from 

respective home-team aristocrats, landowners, and industries.  He saw 

first-hand how individual geostrategic ambitions collided with tangled 

webs of overt and secret alliances among rival empires. 

The second broad theme focused on the implementation of US 

foreign policies, strategies and statecraft methods that projected 

America’s core strengths and democratic principles while avoiding 

violent entanglements European and Ottoman wars.  Historical 

archives show how Quincy Adams and every president between 

Washington and Monroe developed US foreign policies, strategies, and 

statecraft methods that integrated three foundational instruments of 

American power.   

 
++++++++++ 

Three Instruments of American Power Emerged 

The first instrument was the legitimacy of the United States 

government to enter and enforce treaties under its specific roles and 

powers granted in the US Constitution.  Treaties signed by the US 

President, with the advice and consent of the Senate, gave foreign 
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leaders ample opportunities to engage with a new nation that based its 

sole governing legitimacy on an oath to piece of paper – not to a 

sovereign ruler, a political party, or a group of aristocrats, noblemen, 

or religious authorities.  The notion that the people of the United 

States held the legitimate power to support and defend international 

treaties and agreements had powerful impacts.  The constitutional 

freedoms and powers of the people by the people and for the people 

threatened to further fuel popular uprisings in Europe; destabilize the 

absolute rule of Catherine II, George III, and Louis XVI; and influence 

rival imperial European ambitions and decisions pertaining to the 

eroding Ottoman Empire. 

The second instrument of power was America’s increasingly 

visible, professionalized, and expeditionary US military that could and 

would fight enemies that posed threats to the homeland as well as 

American citizens and US interests abroad.  The American Revolution – 

with the vital aid of France – showed resolve, cunning, and grit in 

defeating the British Empire.  The Barbary Wars in the distant 

Mediterranean demonstrated that the United States could and would 

fight pirates and foreign governments that threatened American 

citizens and economic interests far from US shores.  The War of 1812 

put rival European and Ottoman Empires on notice that the young US 

could and would fight enemy forces in US, British Canadian, and 

Mediterranean war theaters – and that US diplomats and statesmen at 

home and abroad could lead highly successful peace treaty 

negotiations.   
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The third instrument of power centered on America’s bountiful 

natural resources, enviable agricultural diversity, and expanding 

industrial base.  Presidents Jefferson, Madison, and Monroe negotiated 

and finalized treaties and agreements that forbid or significantly 

limited Russian, British, and Spanish fishing rights along California, 

Oregon, and Washington State; ended their claims against ungoverned 

western territories; and established permanent boundaries between 

the US and British Canada.  Once completed, the Monroe Doctrine 

declared a US sphere of influence across the Western Hemisphere that 

aimed to prohibit European empires from colonizing Latin America. 

 
 

++++++++++ 
 

Summary Observations 
 

John Quincy Adams forged foreign policy and statecraft practices 

that leveraged two enduring themes.  First, they helped the young 

United States navigate trade deals with European, Ottoman, and 

Persian empires that almost always were at war.  Rather than joining 

their various balance of power alliances, the US took steps to avoid 

them.  Second, early US treaties and wars aimed to contain rival 

empires from colonializing territories in the Western Hemisphere.  

When flexing military might abroad, the US promoted itself as a new, 

free, and democratic player – concepts that monarchs, Caliphs, and 

Shahs neither embraced nor welcomed in as they worked to rebalance 

control as concerns grew regarding the Eastern Question.    



 133 

Quincy Adams’ persistent incorporation of America’s 

constitutional legitimacy, military might, and economic potential in 

treaty negotiations put European, Ottoman, and Persian empires on 

notice that the United States could and would confront European and 

Ottoman efforts that interfered in the Western Hemisphere and gave 

rival empires compelling reasons to avoid conflicts with the United 

States.   

American achievements between 1783 and 1823 reinforced that 

the US had strong sources of national power that it could use to 

extract sufficiently high diplomatic, military, and economic costs on 

European and Ottoman rivals that interfered in the Western 

Hemisphere – especially if rival empires constantly were at war with 

one another.  The next chapter delves into the goals and effectiveness 

of the defining piece of early American statecraft, the Monroe 

Doctrine. 
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6  US STATECRAFT COUNTERED FOREIGN 
INFLUENCE, 1800-1870 

 
 
 

“At the proposal of the Russian Imperial Government…instructions have been transmitted 
to…St. Petersburg to arrange by amicable negotiation the respective rights and interests of the 
two nations on the northwest coast of this continent. A similar proposal has been made by His 

Imperial Majesty to the Government of Great Britain… 
 

“[A]s a principle in which the rights and interests of the United States are involved, the 
American continents, by the free and independent condition which they have assumed and 

maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future colonization by any 
European powers... 

  
“The late events in Spain and Portugal shew that Europe is still unsettled…It is impossible that 

the allied powers should extend their political system to any portion of either continent without 
endangering our peace and happiness; nor can anyone believe that our southern brethren, if 

left to themselves, would adopt it of their own accord...If we look to the comparative strength 
and resources of Spain and those new Governments, and their distance from each other, it 

must be obvious that she can never subdue them. It is still the true policy of the United States 
to leave the parties to themselves, in hope that other powers will pursue the same course.” 202 

--President James Monroe, Annual Address to Congress, 
2 December 1823  

 
 

Wars and Diplomacy 

Throughout the American Revolution and the War of 1812, 

British, Prussian, Habsburg, Spanish, and French empires remained 

circumspect about the tilting balance of power developing in the East.  

On the one hand, the Sublime Porte was no longer was able to 

negotiate from a position of confidence, unrivaled religious authority, 

or military strength.  On the other hand, these five empires watched 

 
202 James Monroe, Annual Address to the US Congress, 2 December 1823.  The address 
contained the Monroe Doctrine.  See https://avalon.law.yale.edu/19th_century/monroe.asp  
Accessed on 18 March 2018. 



 135 

with growing concern Russia’s increased prestige and influence in 

territorial, commercial, and diplomatic status.   

Unresolved border disputes that protected Catherine II’s claims 

on Orthodox religious and ethnic Russian and Slavic communities 

across the vast East shifted when Czar Alexander I established the 

Holy Alliance in 1815 with the Prussian and Austrian Empires.203  The 

Napoleonic Wars had been devastating across Europe, and statecraft 

objectives and goals incrementally promulgated bilateral and 

multilateral agreements that aimed to create the conditions for peace, 

not just the next war.  Several agreements were secret and 

contradictory, factors that would contribute to multiple Balkan Wars in 

the lead up to WWI.   

As statecraft paradigms shifted among European colonial 

empires in the mid-1810s, Czar Alexander I sought to create under the 

Holy Alliance a League of Peace and a World Congress.204  As in all 

cases, actions spoke louder than words, and his efforts were 

interpreted outside the Holy Alliance as veiled attempts to quash and 

control liberal movements that emerged in Spain, France, and Latin 

America.  Alexander I’s harsh actions against rebellions in Russia – like 

those of Catherine II before him during the Pugachev uprisings205 – 

betrayed his true autocratic tendencies and intentions. 

 
203 Charles Morley, "Czartoryski's Attempts at a New Foreign Policy under Alexander 
I." American Slavic and East European Review 12, no. 4 (1953): 475-85. Accessed January 
28, 2020. doi:10.2307/3004225. 
204 Ibid, Morley. Accessed January 28, 2020. doi:10.2307/3004225. 
205 Massie, pp 392-410.  The Don Cossack, Emelyan Puchachev, at times posing as the 
deceased and deposed Peter III, led a rebellion between 1773 and 1774 that united Cossacks, 
runaway serfs, peasants, Bashkirs, Kalmucks, and other discontented tribes and malcontents. 
His violent operations swept across the steppes, at times menacing Moscow itself.  The 
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++++++++++ 

The Race for the Western Frontier 

Meanwhile in the United States, Lewis and Clark embarked upon 

their official exploration of the Louisiana Purchase and the Northwest 

Territory between 1804 and 1806.  As a result of their findings, the 

Presidents Jefferson and Madison amplified American claims to the 

Pacific Northwest.  They had been monitoring rival British, Russian, 

and Spanish claims over the Pacific Northwest region, but President 

Monroe and Secretary of State Quincy Adams were the first to develop 

a sophisticated, multifaceted statecraft approach that protected 

American sovereignty and set a Grand Strategy that protected US 

claims and promoted westward expansion.   

Fresh from victory following the War of 1812, Monroe and 

Quincy Adams focused on the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1817 and 

the Convention of 1818.206  Together, they demilitarized the Great 

Lakes and Lake Champlain, where British naval forces and forts 

remained, and laid the basis for a permanently demilitarized boundary 

between the United States and Canada along the 49th parallel 

westward to the Rocky Mountains.207208  Beyond these outcomes, the 

 
upheaval challenged Catherine II’s power and authority, as well as her intellectual efforts to be 
seen by her peers as enlightened.  She quashed the rebellion through soldiers – not 
philosophers.  There would be no further talk of emancipating serfs and peasants during her 
reign; she instead expanded her empire and focused on cultural acquisitions. 
206 Ibid, US Department of State, FRUS:  The Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1817 and the 
Convention of 1818.  
207 Ibid, US Department of State, FRUS. 
208 University of Washington, Center for the Study of the Pacific Northwest, Lesson Eight:  
Settlement of the Oregon Boundary Question, 1818-1846.  See 
https://www.washington.edu/uwired/outreach/cspn/Website/Classroom%20Materials/Pacific%
20Northwest%20History/Lessons/Lesson%208/8.html  Accessed on 8 February 2020.   



 137 

agreements “reflected the easing of diplomatic tensions that had led to 

the War of 1812 and marked the beginning of [a more strategic and 

enduring] Anglo-American cooperation.209  Over time, this alliance 

would surpass all US relationships in terms of depth and breadth 

during times of war and peace. 

Next came the Adams-Onís Treaty of 1819, known also as the 

Transcontinental Treaty, which was ratified in 1821.210  Its urgency 

surfaced after a series of American rebellions in 1810 in Spanish-

controlled West Florida, and actions taken in 1818 by Colonel Andrew 

Jackson, who “seized Spanish forts at Pensacola and St. Marks in a 

raid against Seminoles and escaped slaves who were viewed as a 

threat to Georgia.”211   

 

 
(Courtesy of US Department of State:   

Milestones, 1801-1829.) 

 
209 US Department of State, Milestones 1801-1829:  Bagot-Rush Pact, 1817, and Convention 
of 1818.  See https://history.state.gov/milestones/1801-1829/rush-bagot  Accessed on 8 
February 2020.   
210 Ibid, US Department of State, FRUS:  The Adams-Onis Treaty of 1819 and Transcontinental 
Treaty of 1821.  
211 US Department of State:  Milestones 1801-1829: Acquisition of Florida:  Treaty of Adams-
Onis (1819) and Transcontinental Treaty (1821).  
See https://history.state.gov/milestones/1801-1829/florida  Accessed on 8 February 2020.   
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Weakened by Napoleon’s invasion of Spain, Madrid dispatched 

Minister Don Luis de Onís to the United States.  He and Secretary of 

State Quincy Adams reached an agreement in 1819 whereby Spain 

ceded East Florida to the United States and renounced all claims to 

West Florida.  “The Onís-Adams Treaty [sic] defined the western 

limits of the Louisiana Purchase and Spain surrendered its claims to 

the Pacific Northwest.  In return, the United States recognized Spanish 

sovereignty over Texas.” 212213  With this treaty in hand, the United 

States successfully settled significant border disputes with Britain and 

Spain without deploying forces or firing a shot.   

 

 
  

 
212 Ibid. 
213 James Crutchhfield, Candy Mounton, Terry Del Bene (Editors).  The Settlement of America: 
Encyclopedia of Western Expansion from Jamestown to the Closing of the Frontier. (New York: 
Rutledge Taylor and Francis Group. 2011). p.51. 
https://books.google.com/books?id=lGusBwAAQBAJ&pg=PA51#v=onepage&q&f=false  
Accessed 18 March 2018. 
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++++++++++ 

Russian Prowling in the Pacific Northwest Accelerated the 
Monroe Doctrine 

Monroe’s cabinet grew increasingly alarmed between 1821 and 

1823 when Russia announced intentions to extend whaling, 

commercial, and military activities to the 51st degree North Latitude in 

the Bering Strait.  The cabinet also wanted to know if and how Czar 

Alexander I might manipulate Spain’s relations in Latin America and 

Florida to gain a foothold in the continental US.214   

After lengthy negotiations, to include with British counterparts, 

Quincy Adams and Monroe settled on three objectives: there would be 

separate spheres of influence for the Americas and Europe, non-

colonization, and non-intervention in the Western Hemisphere.215  

Collectively the objectives were designed to challenge European 

mercantilist strategies that blocked US trade efforts.  Unlike 

transactional treaties with various nations and empires, the collective 

objectives formed the foundations of an enduring and clear Grand 

Strategy. 

Before implementing the new American strategy, however, 

Monroe first needed to educate and galvanize domestic support for the 

statecraft objectives.  He began with an address to Congress on 2 

 
214 W.P. Cresson, The Holy Alliance: The European Background of the Monroe Doctrine.  
(Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1922). pp.122-123 (Chapter 
Six).  See https://archive.org/stream/holyallianceeur00cresgoog#page/n130/mode/2up  
Accessed 18 March 2018. 
215 US Library of Congress:  America’s Story from America’s Library, The Monroe Doctrine.  
See http://www.americaslibrary.gov/aa/monroe/aa_monroe_doctrine_2.html  Accessed on 28 
January 2020.   
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December 1823.  In what became known as the Monroe Doctrine, he 

codified US opposition to any attempts at European intervention or 

colonialism in the Americas, by stating that, “The occasion has been 

judged proper for asserting, as a principle in which the rights and 

interests of the United States are involved, that the American 

continents, by the free and independent condition which they have 

assumed and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as 

subjects for future colonization by any European powers.”216  Monroe 

would acknowledge afterwards that he directed his public comments to 

audiences at home and abroad at leaders in South America, Spain, and 

the Holy Alliance nations in Europe - especially to Czar Alexander I.217   

Monroe’s cabinet and members of Congress were divided over 

whether Czar Alexander I’s World League of Peace would attempt to 

return newly independent nations of Peru, Colombia and Venezuela to 

Spanish rule.  In the end, Quincy Adams and Monroe argued that, 

“There could no longer be any question of controlling the destinies of 

the New World through policies of international action such as those 

pursued by Emperor Alexander.”218  Monroe clarified that the US 

remained neutral on existing European colonies in the Americas but 

that “efforts by European nations to take control of any newly-

independent Spanish-American republics would be viewed as 

“dangerous to our peace and safety…and any interposition…[would be 

 
216 US Department of State, The Monroe Doctrine. See 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1801-1829/monroe  Accessed 30 March 2018. 
217 Cresson, pp. 113-133. 
218 Cresson, p. 121. 
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viewed] as the manifestation of an unfriendly disposition towards the 

[US].” 219 

Within four months of issuing the Monroe Doctrine, the US 

negotiated the Russo-American Treaty, which fixed the Pacific 

Northwest boundary at 55 degrees North Latitude, vice Russia’s 

proposed of 51 degrees.220  It followed the Convention of 1818221 

that settled longstanding disputes with Britain over fisheries and US 

claims along the northern boundaries of the Louisiana Purchase and 

west to the Pacific.   

 

 222 
 

 
 

219 The Monroe Doctrine. 
220 Text of the Russo-American Treaty of April 1824. See 
http://www.explorenorth.com/library/history/bl-rusus1825.htm  Accessed 30 March 2018. 
221 US Department of State. Treaties in Force: A List of Treaties and Other International 
Agreements of the United States in Force on 1 November 2007, page 289.  See https://2009-
2017.state.gov/documents/organization/83046.pdf  Accessed on 9 February 2020. 
222 State of the Union History website. See 
http://www.stateoftheunionhistory.com/2017/11/1824-james-monroe-russo-american-
treaty.html  Accessed on 4 Feb 2020. 
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++++++++++ 

Decline of Russian Power in Europe 

While the Monroe Doctrine left vague the exact means by 

which the young US would monitor and enforce it, the intent of its 

foreign policy position was clear: the New World and Old World were to 

remain separate spheres of influence and the US would defend its 

interests and relationships in and with the New World.  Efforts by Czar 

Alexander I to create a World Congress under the Holy Alliance’s 

League of Peace apparatus would not include the United States.   

In Europe, the Sublime Porte refused to participate in a Russian-

backed World Congress effort to address Greek uprisings and disputes 

between Britain, Russia, and the Ottoman Empire during the 1820s.  

By 1827, however, Greece was under severe pressure and asked 

Britain, France, and Russia for assistance.  The latter agreed on 6 July 

1827 to sue the Sublime Porte for peace on behalf of Greece.   

The Treaty for the Settlement of Greece declared each 

empire’s resolve to sue for peace without extracting military, 

geographic or commercial gain.  A secret codicil committed Britain, 

France, and Russia to establish consulates and to warn their respective 

sea admirals along the Levant that Greece and the Sublime Porte must 

agree to the terms of the settlement.223  The Ottoman Empire 

conceded, and a decade later the United States signed the Treaty of 

 
223 Elliot Jonathan. American Diplomatic Code. Washington, Jonathan Elliot, Junior, pp 175-
178.  The text is available on HeinOnline World Treaty Library, 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.beal/eadc0002&i=1&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 10 February 2020. 
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Commerce and Navigation between the United States and His 

Majesty the King of Greece.224 

Despite the rare act of British, French, and Russian unity over 

Greece, Czar Alexander I and Czar Nicholas I pursued Catherine’s 

expansionist geostrategic ambitions along the Black Sea.  France and 

Britain by 1853 were so concerned about Russian advances in the East 

that they formed a temporary alliance with the weakening Ottoman 

Empire and declared war on Russia in what became the Crimean War.  

Their allied motivations were clear: they aimed to defeat and deter 

further Russian military operations in the Black Sea and the Caucasus, 

and they meant to weaken Russian political and trade negotiations 

across this region and in the Balkans.225  Acting together, they 

succeeded.  The US succeeded as well – by sticking to trade goals in 

the East and staying out of rival wars. 

 
++++++++++ 

Monroe Doctrine and Western Expansion 

 
The Monroe Doctrine and related treaties not only helped keep 

rival European and Ottoman empires at bay, they put Washington on 

 
224 Treaty of Commerce and Navigation between the United States of America and His Majesty 
the King of Greece; Concluded and Signed at London, on the 10 December/22 December 
1837, 15 Geo. Fred. de Martens & Frederic Murhard, Nouveau Recueil de Traites d'Alliance, de 
Paix, de Treve, de Neutralite, de Commerce, de Limites, d'Echange Etc. pp. 300-316. (1837). 
The text is available on HeinOnline’s World Treaty Library, 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.weaties/recgtraib0024&i=306&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 10 February 2020. 
225 Ivan Billarsky, Ovidiu Cristea, Anna Oroveanu.  The Balkans and Caucasus:  Parallel 
Processes on the Opposite Sides of the Black Sea.”  (Newcastle, UK: Cambridge Scholars 
Publishing. 2012). pp. 19-22. This section is by Keith Hitchens. “Great Powers, Small Powers:  
Wallachia and Georgia Confront the Eastern Question, 1768-1802,” See 
https://books.google.com/books?id=TzosBwAAQBAJ&pg=PA20#v=onepage&q&f=false  
Accessed on 30 March 2018. 
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the map of rising powers that could influence broader global events 

and markets.  From a domestic perspective, the Doctrine and 

associated treaties also helped to set conditions for America’s swift 

westward expansion (see maps below) through wars with Indian 

nations and Mexico, the unconscionable Indian Removal Act of  

of 1830,226 annexation practices, the Gadsden Purchase, and 

congressional resolutions.227   

 

    
(Both maps are courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica.) 

 
 

 
226 Ibid, US Department of State Office of the Historian, Milestones 1830-1860.  See 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1830-1860/indian-treaties  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
227 Ibid and NPS.gov. 
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++++++++++ 

Three Instruments of American Power Endured 

 
US statesmen persistently leveraged three standing instruments 

of American power (e.g., military might, economic wealth, and 

constitutional legitimacy) between 1783 and the Civil War.  World 

leaders, foreign diplomats, merchants, and Indian Nations came to 

expect US presidents, congressmen, and the courts to use them.228   

American use of military power throughout its history cannot be 

overstated.  A 2019 study by the Congressional Research Service 

(CRS)229 showed that the US deployed its armed forces outside 

American borders in all but 19 years between 1798 and 2019.230  Most 

deployments met tactical objectives; they were short and did not 

require formal declarations of war.   

Early on, US military forces confronted piracy along the 

Mediterranean (e.g., two Barbary Wars against the Ottoman Empire) 

and interdicted slave traffic in Africa.  The military later asserted US 

power over the Louisiana Purchase and US claims further to the west 

and north (e.g., mostly against Spain, Great Britain, Russia, and 

 
228 This statement reflects the interpretation of US laws and ethical standards at the time.  
While some US leaders objected to the forceable removal of Native Americans from their 
homelands and the status of slavery in America, their objections did not prevail at the time. 
This study is faithful to the historical record, but the author takes this moment to flatly reject 
the abhorrent treatment of Native Americans and slaves and the unconscionable US laws that 
were in place during the era of America’s westward expansion.  Hence, the Cicero quote that 
opens this chapter. 
229 Barbara Salazar Torreon, Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2019, Congressional Research Service, See https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf  
Accessed on 10 December 2019. 
230 The years cited in the report were: 1826, 1828-30, 1834, 1837, 1842, 1845, 1850, 1861-
62, 1869, 1872, 1892, 1897, 1935-39, and 1947. 
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Mexico).  It also protected US commercial and missionary interests, 

government officials, embassies, and consulates in Latin America, the 

Caribbean, Sumatra, China, Japan, Fiji, Samoa, the Ottoman Empire 

(Jaffa area near modern day Tel Aviv), Formosa, Hawaii, Korea, Egypt, 

and the Philippines.231   

 The issue of US trade practices leading up to and including the 

Monroe Doctrine deserves examination.  US treaties and agreements 

between 1783 and 1823 set specific terms for peace, US control over 

western territories and states, and trade.  While balance of power 

policies set strategies to control and expand spheres of influence 

among European and Ottoman Empires, mercantilism drove their trade 

practices.  

“Mercantilist diversity [among world empires] was grounded on a 

common consensus that assigned a particular importance to the 

quantity of money…[that] contributed in turn to a mercantilist fixation 

on the balance of trade, provoking fervent debate over the most 

effective means to ensure a general trade surplus.”  Until economic 

writers such as Adam Smith challenged these notions by arguing that 

value came from the productive and efficient use of land, labor, and 

capital, the young United States navigated trade deals in a mercantilist 

environment, meaning that each trading partner sought to gain a trade 

 
231 Ibid, CRS. 
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surplus at US expense, and vice versa.232233  Mercantilism incentivized 

tangled webs of bilateral trade agreements that promised “most 

favored nation” (MFN) status clauses.234235  

 The instrument of US legitimacy came under duress during the 

Civil War but prevailed in promoting new and strengthening extant 

friendship, commerce, and navigation treaties.  Most notable, the US 

and Great Britain signed the crucial Suppression of Slave Trade 

Treaty on 7 April 1862, as amended in 1863.236   

President Lincoln, Secretary of State Sewall, and US 

Ambassadors in Europe, Latin America, and the Ottoman Empire 

insisted that the US Constitution gave them – and only them – the sole 

legitimate power to conduct foreign affairs and promulgate military 

and trade agreements.  The following tables, taken from the World 

Treaty Series, show that President Lincoln’s administration sustained 

 
232 Jonathan Barth. "Reconstructing Mercantilism: Consensus and Conflict in British Imperial 
Economy in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries." The William and Mary Quarterly 73, 
no. 2 (2016): 257-90. The quote is from the abstract. Accessed February 14, 2020. 
doi:10.5309/willmaryquar.73.2.0257. See https://www-jstor-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/stable/pdf/10.5309/willmaryquar.73.2.0257.pdf?ab_segmen
ts=0%252Fbasic_SYC-
4946%252Fcontrol&refreqid=excelsior%3A6eb5960fa593dffba7d2b2c65792686c   
233 Thomas Humphrey, Mercantilists and Classicals: Insights from Doctrinal History, Richmond 
Federal Reserve, 1998.  See 
https://www.richmondfed.org/~/media/richmondfedorg/publications/research/annual_report/
1998/pdf/article.pdf  Accessed 14 February 2020.  
234 Meardon, Stephen. "On the Evolution of U.S. Trade Agreements: Evidence from Taussig's 
Tariff Commission." Journal of Economic Issues 45, no. 2 (2011): 475-83. Accessed February 
14, 2020. www.jstor.org/stable/23071526. 
235 Chorev, Nitsan. "A Fluid Divide: Domestic and International Factors in US Trade Policy 
Formation." Review of International Political Economy 14, no. 4 (2007): 653-89. Accessed 
February 14, 2020. www.jstor.org/stable/25261934. 
236 Davis J. C. Bancroft; Haswell, John H. Treaties and Conventions Concluded between the 
United States of America and Other Powers (1873), pp 388-402.  See HeinOnline World Treaty 
Library, 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.beal/trecon1873&i=388&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 14 February 2020. 
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its constitutional momentum in matters of foreign affairs throughout 

the Civil War.  The Senate consented with and he signed 18 treaties 

with twelve nations between 1861 and 1865.  His predecessor James 

Buchanan had signed 18 treaties with thirteen nations between 1857 

and 1861, and Lincoln’s successor Andrew Johnson signed 24 treaties 

with 17 nations between 1865 and 1869 (see the tables that follow 

below).237   

 
237 Davis J. C. Bancroft; Haswell, John H. Treaties and Conventions Concluded between the 
United States of America and Other Powers, (1873).  The two figures are from  
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.beal/trecon1873&i=926&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 14 February 2020. 
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++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

The Treaties of Tripoli (1796 and 1805), the peace terms in 

the Treaty of Ghent  that ended the War of 1812, the decisive 

conclusion and announcements of the Monroe Doctrine (December 

1823), and Russo-American Treaty (January 1824), were designed 

to keep the United States out of rival European, Ottoman, and Persian 

wars and to protect and expand America’s sovereign borders and 

interests.  They established a track record of statecraft practices that 

leveraged three enduring instruments of power: military might, 

constitutional legitimacy, and economic wealth.   

In contrast with the constant rhythm of wars among and 

between rival European, Ottoman, and Persian empires, early 

American statecraft practices set conditions for stable trade relations 

and projected credible means by which to protect and defend US 

sovereignty, US persons, and sources of US wealth.  The Monroe 

Doctrine warned rival empires that if they attempted to claim, 

colonize, invade, or interfere in the Western Hemisphere, they would 

have to confront the United States.  These policies blended popular 

balance of power practices without the side effects of cyclical inter-

rival warfare.  Domestically, early US statecraft set expectations for 

rapid westward expansion through treaties, purchases, wars, and a 

trail of broken promises with Native Americans.   

US statecraft practitioners in the 2010s faced threats from rival 

powers, terrorist organizations, long-range missiles capable of carrying 

nuclear, chemical, biological, and dirty bombs – and pandemic-level 
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viruses.  Modern practitioners must plan for lightning-fast cyber 

weapons that could threaten US and allied satellites, energy grids, 

stock markets, and social media accounts.   

As of 2020, Russia and Iran directly competed with America’s 

democratic principles, the rule of law, and collective defense 

arrangements designed to promote and protect these values and way 

of life.  Russian and Iranian competition in the East, combined with 

military proximity alongside NATO’s fragile southeastern flank, did not 

aim for peace treaties and interfaith agreements that reconciled age-

old grievances.  They sought geostrategic advantages beyond their 

borders so that they could wage hot wars against the United States 

and her allies.   

Quincy Adams faced down threats from much larger Russian, 

British, Spanish, and Ottoman Empires that wanted to colonize, 

control, and/or extract resources from American territories and waters. 

While America enjoyed the gift of great distances from these rivals, 

Quincy Adams did not rely upon them.  He cultivated reliable networks 

of sources who could help him analyze and accurately assess the plans 

and intentions of multiple key foreign leaders.  He developed 

strategies that incorporated and integrated diverse instruments of 

American power and employed them in ways that projected 

confidence, competence, reliability and trust.  The historical archives 

suggest that he folded emerging issues into context with the most 

pressing policy goals and developed comprehensive strategies and 

statecraft methods to achieve them.   
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While unburdened with shouldering collective defense 

arrangements in faraway lands – or the horror of long-range missiles 

that carry nuclear, chemical and biological weapons – Quincy Adams’ 

statecraft methodology served the United States well.  The Monroe 

Doctrine and related treaties set favorable conditions for the United 

States to expand westward and assume broader global responsibilities.   

National security practitioners today would be well served to 

study how they can use the Quincy-Adams method to establish and 

deepen personal relationships and expertise; orchestrate and 

sequence multiple and internally-consistent treaties and agreements; 

and avoid wars over the region known as the Eastern Question, and 

expand US influence in a world that is hungry for peace, prosperity, 

democratic principles, the rule of law, and fundamental human rights.   

We turn now to American policies and statecraft methods that 

built upon the Quincy-Adams era by examining Russia’s relationship 

with the US between the Monroe Doctrine and its sale of Alaska to 

the United States in 1871.  We will see in the next chapter that 

successive Czars were becoming overextended in the Black Sea and 

the Balkans.  Grateful for Russia’s position of non-belligerence during 

the US Civil War, Washington watched the Crimean War from afar and 

waited for an opportunity for checkbook diplomacy. 
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7  RUSSIAN WARS IN THE EAST AIDED US 
EXPANSION IN THE WEST, 1824-1871 

 
 
 

“That spirit which desired the peaceful extinction of slavery, has itself become extinct…  The 
Autocrat of all the Russias [sic] will resign his crown, and proclaim his subjects free 

republicans sooner than will our American masters voluntarily give up their slaves. Can we as 
a nation, continue together permanently – forever – half slave, and half free.” 238 
--Letter from Abraham Lincoln to Kentucky Professor and Lawyer 

 George Robertson, 15 August 1855 
 
 
“I shall deal with this [matter] just as the Russians dealt with the allies at Sebastopol – that is, 

the Russians did not stop to inquire, when they fired a broadside, whether they hit an 
Englishman, a Frenchman, or a Turk.  Nor will I stop to inquire, nor shall I hesitate, whether 
my blows shall hit these Republican leaders or their allies who are holding the federal offices 

and yet acting in concert with them.” 239 
--Abraham Lincoln, speech in Chicago, 

10 July 1858 

Evaluating Czar Nicholas I 

Countering Russian influence and interference against the United 

States between the Russo-American Treaty in 1824 and the 

purchase of Alaska in 1870 depended on two factors: a) cyclical 

imperial wars in the East that exhausted rival militaries and treasuries, 

and b) US policies and treaties that set clear US boundaries and 

conditions that supported westward expansion.  These concomitant 

themes gave the United States time, physical space, and dedicated 

 
238 Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln: Speeches, Letters, Miscellaneous Writings, The 
Lincoln-Douglas Debates (1832-1858), ed by Roy P. Basler (Rutgers, NJ: Rutgers University 
Press, 1953), pp. 359-360. 
239 Ibid, Basler, pp. 439-440. 



 155 

resources to focus on its own western expansion and global trade 

goals.   

The Convention of 1818 with London and the Russo-

American Treaty of 1824 with St. Petersburg fixed the Pacific 

northwest boundary at 55 degrees North Latitude and settled 

longstanding disputes over fisheries and US claims along the northern 

boundaries of the Louisiana Purchase and west to the Pacific.240  They 

went into effect as an increasingly overextended Bear prowled about 

and devoured more territories along the Black Sea and the Balkans.   

While Catherine II was able to manage back-to-back wars in the 

Black Sea and a large fishing fleet that trawled from Alaska to 

northern California, her heirs proved less agile.  While fighting in the 

East, Czars Alexander I, Nicholas I, and Alexander II spent less time 

rebalancing America’s swift control and influence over present-day 

Washington State, Oregon, and northern California.   

As noted in chapter six, Britain’s unilateral actions in Greece and 

the Russo-American Treaty dashed Czar Alexander I’s aspirations of 

playing the dominant world leadership role and closed off his 

colonialist pursuits in Alaska and the Pacific Northwest.  According to 

W.P. Cresson, a senior officer assigned during the time at the 

American Embassy in St. Petersburg, the Czar died in December 1825 

a broken man. 241   

 
240 US Department of State. Treaties in Force: A List of Treaties and Other International 
Agreements of the United States in Force on 1 November 2007, page 289.  See https://2009-
2017.state.gov/documents/organization/83046.pdf  Accessed on 9 February 2020. 
241 Cresson, pp. 124-130. 
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Czar Nicholas I ruled the Russian Empire from 1826 to 1855.  

The historical US archives indicate that he did not challenge the terms 

of the Monroe Doctrine or the Russo-American Treaty.  He 

focused instead on territorial conquests and diplomatic alliances with 

fellow European rivals that, at least initially, tended to support Russian 

interests along the Black Sea and in the Balkans at the expense of the 

Ottoman Empire.   

 

 
Czar Nicholas I.  

(Courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica.) 
 
Nicholas I saw himself as a soldier and mounted cyclical wars 

against the Ottoman and Persian Empires throughout his reign.  As 

internal Hellenic rivalries emerged and civil war broke out among 

Greek factions beginning in 1821 and the Ottoman Empire dispatched 

Egypt-based forces to retake the Peloponnese and Athens, Russia 

joined diplomatic talks with Paris and London to negotiate a permanent 

solution that would recognize Greek independence.   

Russian actions showed that Greece was but one part of its 

larger ambitions.  Nicholas I also waged war against Qājār Persia 
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between 1826 and 1828 along Transcaucasia.  The resulting Treaty of 

Turkmenchai, signed on 10 February 1828, gave Russia control of 

the Erivan, Nakhchivan, and Talysh Khanates in the Caucasus; 

modern-day Armenia, the southern parts of modern-day Azerbaijan, 

and Iğdır Province (now part of Turkey, see maps on page 89).242    

Meanwhile, in 1827, the Ottoman Empire firmly took control of 

Athens.243  In the name of Greek independence and solidarity with 

Orthodox Christians, Nicholas I joined forces with Britain and France 

and dispatched a coalition of naval forces to Navarino.  On 20 October 

1827, the coalition destroyed the Egyptian fleet.244  The attack 

weakened but did not persuade the Sultan to abandon his goal of 

retaining control over Greece.   

 In retaliation for Russian participation in the allied attack, the 

Sultan closed the Dardanelles to Russian ships, which prompted the 

next war against the Ottoman Empire.  While doing so complicated 

coalition operations between 1828-1829, it also further weakened the 

Ottoman’s grip on Greece.  Nicholas I went on to launch prolonged 

sieges against Ottoman citadels in Shumla, Varna, and Silistra in  

modern-day Bulgaria in 1828 and 1829, as noted on the historical map 

obtained by the US Library of Congress (see next page). 245   

 

 
242 Fisher, William Bayne; Avery, P.; Hambly, G. R. G; Melville, C., The Cambridge History of 
Iran. Volume 7. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991). pp. pp. 329-330.  
243 Encyclopedia Britannica.  See https://www.britannica.com/event/War-of-Greek-
Independence  Accessed on 4 February 2020. 
244 Ibid. 
245 US Library of Congress.  See 
https://www.loc.gov/maps/?fa=location%3Abulgaria&c=200&all=true&st=slideshow#slide-5  
Accessed on 2 March 2020. 
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Military sketch between the 
Danube and Constantinople 

(Courtesy of the US Library of Congress.) 

            

The resulting Treaty of Edirne (also known as the Treaty of 

Adrianople), signed on 14 September 1829, gave Russia most of the 

eastern Black Sea.246  The peace terms also required the Sultan to 

recognize Russian sovereignty over Georgia and parts of present-day 

Armenia.  These concessions gave Russia much broader and 

unfettered influence over the Black Sea – warm waters that were 

otherwise denied to the Russian Empire.  London and Paris did not 

interfere, but both aimed to contain Russian ambitions over the Black 

Sea, the Dardanelles, and along the Eastern Mediterranean.   

Facing a weakened Ottoman Empire, Britain, France and Russia 

negotiated the London Protocol on 3 February 1830, which declared 

Greece an independent nation under their collective protection.  The 

Sultan finally recognized Greek independence in the Treaty of 

Constantinople in July 1832.247 

 
246 Ibid, Palmer, 109, 135. 
247 Ibid.   
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On the eve of his death in 1855, Nicholas I oversaw a Russian 

Empire that reached its geographical zenith, spanning over 20 million 

square kilometers (7.7 million square miles).248  The following map 

shows the expansion of the Russian Empire between 1533 and 1881. 

Nicholas I certainly did his part.  

 

 
(Map courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica.) 

During the reign of Nicholas I, nine presidents led the United 

States: John Quincy Adams (1825-29), Andrew Jackson (1829-37), 

Martin Van Buren (1837-41), William Henry Harrison (1841), John 

Tyler (1841-45), James Polk (1845-49), Zachary Taylor (1849-50), 

Millard Fillmore (1850-53), and Franklin Pierce (1853-1857).  Together 

they added vast territories to the United States through congressional 

resolution, annexation, war, and purchases (see the two maps that 

follow below).   

 

 
248 William C. Fuller, Jr., Strategy and Power in Russia 1600-1914 (NYC: Simon & Schuster, 
1998), p. 243. 
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By the time of President Polk’s term, he “intended for the United 

States to stretch from coast to coast, firmly in possession of the 

Oregon Territory and California.”249  Both Russia and the United States 

were seen in European capitals as “expansionist” powers during this 

era.   

 
249  John C. Pinhiero, US Presidents: James K. Polk: Foreign Affairs, University of Virginia Miller 
Center,   See https://millercenter.org/president/polk/foreign-affairs  Accessed on 8 February 
2020. 
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++++++++++ 

Britain Tried to Stall US Expansionism while Fighting in Crimea 

The Crimean War marked the first Russian defeat in over 80 

years of rebalancing Eastern Question ambitions.  Britain and France, 

with support from the army of Sardinia-Piedmont, formed a pragmatic 

alliance with the ailing Ottoman Empire between 1853 and 1856 to 

prevent Russia from controlling the Dardanelles and the Danube River 

and exerting Orthodox Christian prerogatives over the Holy Land.250  

At the beginning of the war, British Lord Clarendon, in a speech to 

Parliament, explained that the Anglo-French alliance was directed at 

Russia, but he “made it clear that England and France were also united 

in their efforts to thwart American expansion.”251 

 
++++++++++ 

Americans Sympathized with Russia; Czar Alexander II Obliged 

While the US formally remained neutral throughout the Crimean 

War, relations between Washington, London, and Paris had been 

tense.  New England shipbuilders lobbied Washington to keep 

commercial relations open with Russia, which it did.  In addition, 

private medical professionals and journalists who sympathized with 

Russia traveled on their own accord to Crimea.  Their accounts of the 

war fueled sympathies for the Russian Empire in the US. 

 
250 Hale, pp 19-20. 
251 Eufrosina Dvoichenko-Markov, "Americans in the Crimean War." The Russian Review 13, 
no. 2 (1954): p137. Accessed March 3, 2020. doi:10.2307/125706. 
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Washington dispatched a special military commission in 1855 to 

London, Paris, Warsaw, Kyiv, St. Petersburg, Moscow, Trieste, Smyrna 

(Izmir), and Constantinople, from which its members took a steamer 

to Balaklava to observe the siege of Sevastopol.  The participants  

studied European military warfighting systems, tactics, ordinance, 

cavalry, and engineering.  Then US Army Captain George B. 

McClelland represented the cavalry.  In his book, The Armies of 

Europe, the future General of the US Army and Republican Party 

challenger for President characterized the siege as, “the most 

magnificent defense of fortifications that has ever yet occurred.”252  He 

wrote glowingly about St. Petersburg and the Russian irregulars, the 

Cossacks. 

 

 

 
252 Ibid, pp 142-145 and George McClelland, The Armies of Europe (Philadelphia, 1861), pp 
24-25. 
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US neutrality and pro-Russian sentiments during the Crimean 

War paid off for President Lincoln a decade later.  “Russia, by 

coincidence, having emancipated her serfs in the same year [the Civil 

War began], was pro-Union from the start, while France remained in 

general sympathetic to the South; but neither could act without 

England…which was divided on the matter.”253  In a show of support 

during a low point in the war, Czar Alexander II sent six imperial 

warships to New York in September and October of 1863.  On 12 

October, six Imperial Navy vessels entered San Francisco Bay.  “The 

Russians received an extremely friendly welcome…[during] their seven 

months in American waters.  The main purpose of their presence was 

to avoid being tied up for the winter in the Baltic ice; Russia feared a 

European war after her brutal suppression of a Polish revolt.”254   

 
 

++++++++++ 

The Alaskan Purchase 

Capping off the decade, in 1867 Czar Alexander II sold Alaska to 

the United States for $7.2 million (about 2 cents an acre).255  By then, 

he feared losing the massive landmass in another war with the British.   

 
253 Shelby Foote, The Civil War: A Narrative Fredericksburg to Meridian, (NYC: Vintage Books, 
1963), pp 155-156. 
254 E.B. Long, The Civil War Day by Day: An Almanac 1861-1865, (Garden City, NY: 
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1971) p 414 under notes for the date 23 September 1863. 
255 US Library of Congress, Treaty with Russia for the Purchase of Alaska, 30 March 1867.  See 
https://www.loc.gov/rr/program/bib/ourdocs/alaska.html  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 



 164 

 
Map of northwestern America, 1897. 

(Photo of the map provided courtesy of HeinOnline and Wikimedia.) 
 

++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

This review shows that Russian Empire did not interfere in the 

Western Hemisphere with any measure of effectiveness between the 

Russo-American Treaty of 1824 and the Bolshevik Revolution — 

thus giving the US time, talent, and treasure to focus on westward 

expansion and global trade opportunities.  The Monroe Doctrine, 

cyclical wars among rival European and Ottoman empires, and friendly 

relations between St. Petersburg and Washington produced an 

impressive record that kept close tabs on – and curbed – Russian 

ambitions in the Western Hemisphere throughout the 19th century.  
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8  US STATECRAFT WITH THE SUBLIME PORTE: 
TRADE, TAXES, AND TARIFFS, 1831-1898 

 
 
“In the Ottoman or Turkish empire, the sovereign, though in other respects absolute master of 

the lives and fortunes of his subjects, has no right to impose a new tax. The consequence is 
that he permits the bashaws or governors of provinces to pillage the people without mercy; 
and, in turn, squeezes out of them the sums of which he stands in need, to satisfy his own 

exigencies and those of the state. In America, from a like cause, the government of the Union 
has gradually dwindled into a state of decay, approaching nearly to annihilation. Who can 

doubt, that the happiness of the people in both countries would be promoted by competent 
authorities in the proper hands, to provide the revenues which the necessities of the public 

might require?”  256  
--Alexander Hamilton, Federalist Paper 30 

28 December 1787 
 
 

Countering Piracy and Barbary Wars without Invoking Religion 

Chapter four examined how the United States quickly 

incorporated First Amendment clauses on religion into international 

treaties and trade practices.  Washington and the Sublime Porte signed 

the Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Commerce Between the 

United States and Tripoli, known also as the Treaty of Tripoli, in 

1796,257 which assured the Caliph that the US was not “in any sense 

founded on the Christian Religion…[and] that no pretext arising from 

 
256 Alexander Hamilton, Federalist Paper No. 30, 28 December 1787.  See 
https://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/fed30.asp  Accessed on 1 March 2018. 
257 Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Commerce Between the United States and Tripoli (1796): 
1-14. See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.weaties/contreout0530036&i=1&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZ
HU  Accessed on 10 February 2020. 
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religious opinions shall ever produce an interruption of the harmony 

existing between the two countries.”258   

Piracy along the shores of North Africa prompted the United 

States to send warships to the Mediterranean during the First Barbary 

War, against Tripoli from 1801-1805, and the Second Barbary War 

against, Algiers from 1815 to 1816.  Both Ottoman possessions were 

involved in state-sponsored piracy.  Britain and France were just as 

guilty.  They “found it expedient to encourage the Barbary States’ 

policy and pay tribute to them, as it allowed their merchant shipping 

an increased share of the Mediterranean trade, and Barbary leaders 

chose not to challenge the superior British or French navies… once the 

United States declared independence, British diplomats were quick to 

inform the Barbary States that U.S. ships were open to attack.”259  

Tripoli, Algiers, and Tunis “received great sums of money, ships, 

and arms yearly from foreign powers in return for allowing the 

foreigners to trade in African ports and sail unmolested through the 

Barbary waters.  They demanded tribute money, seized ships, and 

held crews for ransom or sold them into slavery.”260  While the two 

Barbary Wars and the War of 1812 did not end the piracy right away, 

the United States established itself as a nation that could and would 

project military power far from its shores to protect American trade 

and personnel.    

 
258 The Barbary Treaties 1786-1816: Treaty of Peace and Friendship, Signed at Tripoli 
November 4, 1796.  See:  http://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/bar1796t.asp  Accessed 
on 18 March 2018. 
259 US Department of State, Office of the Historian, Milestones,1801-1829: Barbary Wars, 
1801-1805 and 1815-1816.   See https://history.state.gov/milestones/1801-1829/barbary-
wars  Accessed on 18. March 2018. 
260 The Barbary Wars, see https://www.uswars.net/barbary-war/  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 



 167 

The First Barbary War also prompted Washington to offer 

modified language in subsequent treaties with the Ottoman Empire.261  

Article XIV of the Treaty of Amity and Friendship between the 

United Sates and Tripoli, signed in 1805, made clear that while the 

United States would not enter into hostile actions based on religion, it 

would wage war or acts of hostility “in the defence [sic] of their just 

rights to freely navigate the High Seas…The Consuls shall have liberty 

and personal security given them to travel within the Territories of 

each other, both by land and sea, and shall not be prevented from 

going on board any Vessel that they may think proper to visit; they 

shall have likewise the liberty to appoint their own Drogoman and 

Brokers.”262   

The Second Barbary War coincided with the end of the War of 

1812.  Although Tripoli and Algiers did not capture any more US ships, 

they resumed Mediterranean raids.  Those practices continued until 

France occupied Algeria in 1830.263   

 
++++++++++ 

Commerce and Missionaries – a Bumpy Start 

President Andrew Jackson established formal relations with the 

Ottoman Empire.  In September 1831 he dispatched David Porter to 

 
261 Ibid. 
262 Treaty of Peace and Amity Between the United States and Tripoli (1805): 1-10.  See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.weaties/contreout0580017&i=4&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZ
HU  Accessed from HeinOnline, World Treaty Library, on 10 February 2020. 
263 Ibid, Department of State, Milestones. 
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serve as Chargé d’affaires in Constantinople to engage with Sultan-

Caliph Mahmud II and the Sublime Porte.  

American statecraft objectives were simple and effective; they 

focused on commerce and support to missionaries.  When the latter 

tried to convert Muslims and met stiff resistance, some opted instead 

to establish schools that focused on English language fluency and 

engineering.  They represented the best of American “soft power” in 

Turkey and the region, especially during the 20th century.  The Robert 

College, for example, educated former Turkish Prime Ministers Bülent 

Ecevit and Tansu Çiller, former Foreign Ministers Ismail Cem and Selim 

Sarper, former Minister of State Kamil Ocak, and Nobel Prize recipient, 

Orhan Pamuk.264  

US businesses and missionaries periodically came into conflict, 

especially between Muslim and Greek Orthodox merchants.  Many 

Americans felt the US had a moral duty to stand with co-religionists 

against the Caliphate; Washington, however, favored commerce.   

 
++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

The United States demonstrated during both Barbary Wars and 

the War of 1812 that it could and would deploy military forces abroad 

to protect its commerce and people.  The general amity between 

Washington and Constantinople helped to expand relationships, trust, 

 
264 List of Robert College Alumni.  See 
https://www.wikiwand.com/en/List_of_Robert_College_alumni  Accessed on 18 March 2018.  
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and trade opportunities.  It helped that the US took great care to avoid 

religious entanglements.  

As the US Civil War broke out, the Sultan-Caliph sided with the 

Union.  In response, President Lincoln signed the Treaty of 

Commerce and Navigation Between the United States and the 

Ottoman Empire on 2 July 1862.265  It reinforced the freedom of 

navigation of vessels between the US and the Empire, abolished 

monopolies on agricultural goods and export permits, eliminated taxes 

on US vessels that used the Bosporus, and established a reciprocal tax 

framework.  In return, the Sublime Porte actively sought and acquired 

the latest US military tactics and technologies.   

Candid language about America’s freedom of and from religion 

distinguished its trade deals and treaties with the Caliph.  It was a 

fresh perspective that promoted peace and prosperity if the Caliph and 

his empire engaged in fair play; when they did not, it was clear to one 

and all that the Americans could and would wield a big stick.   

 

  

 
265 "Treaty Series 268: Ottoman Empire; Commerce and navigation," U.S. Statutes at Large 
13, no. Main Section (1862): 609-623. See https://heinonline-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?collection=weaties&handle=hein.ustreaties/ussl0
013&id=644&men_tab=srchresults  Access on 18 March 2018. 

 



 170 

9  UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES WITH THE 
CALIPH, 1898-1913 

 
 
 

“It’s a problem here how to get into touch with the Shiahs [sic], not the tribal people in the 
country; we’re on intimate terms with all of them, but the grimly devout citizens of the holy 

towns and more especially the leaders of religious opinion, the Mujtahids, who can loose and 
bind with a word by authority which rests on an intimate acquaintance with accumulated 

knowledge entirely irrelevant to human affairs and worthless in any branch of human activity.  
There they sit in an atmosphere which reeks of antiquity and is so thick with the dust of ages 

that you can’t see through it – nor can they.” 266 
--Gertrude Bell, writing from Baghdad.  

14 March 1920 
 
 

The Caliph’s Unlikely Role in the Spanish American War 

 
The Caliph’s involvement in the Philippine-American War requires 

explanation, as the story begins in faraway Cuba.  President William 

McKinley had sent the USS Maine to Havana Harbor in 1898 to 

protect American commercial interests (mostly cane sugar) during the 

Cuban Civil War.  On 15 February, an explosion sunk the ship, and 260 

sailors and marines on board perished.267  

 
266 Gertrude Bell, The Letters of Gertrude Bell, Vol 2 (NYC: Boni and Liveright, 1927), as 
edited by Project Gutenburg Australia.  She wrote this item from Baghdad while waiting to 
travel to Basra on 14 March 1920. See http://gutenberg.net.au/ebooks04/0400461h.html  
Accessed on 10 March 2020. 
267 US Department of the Navy, Naval History Heritage Command, Sinking of the Maine. See 
https://www.history.navy.mil/browse-by-topic/disasters-and-phenomena/destruction-of-uss-
maine.html  and “Monument to sailors and marines of U.S.S. Maine," U.S. Congressional Serial 
Set (1898): 1-1.  For the full text, see https://heinonline-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?collection=usccsset&handle=hein.usccsset/uscon
set32778&id=967&men_tab=srchresults  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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USS Maine, circa 1897.  

(Courtesy of the US Library of Congress Control #: 2016816177.) 
 

Three Presidents before 1898 had invoked the Monroe 

Doctrine.  President Tyler used it to object to British intentions in 

Hawaii,268 Grant followed suit in a failed attempt to annex the 

Dominican Republic in 1870,269 and Cleveland turned to it during the 

1895 Venezuela border dispute with Britain.270  Building upon these 

events, President McKinley obtained a joint resolution on 20 April 1898 

from Congress demanding that Spain withdraw from Cuba.  It 

authorized the use of military force to help the latter gain 

independence and foreswore any US intentions to annex it.271272  The 

Spanish rejected the terms and broke off relations.   

 
268 Debra J. Allen. Historical Dictionary of US Diplomacy from the Revolution to Secession, 
(Lanham, MD:  Scarecrow Press. 2012), p. 270. 
269 Ulysses S. Grant, and John Y. Simon (editor).  The Papers of Ulysses S. Grant:  November 
1, 1870-May 31, 1871, (Carbondale, IL:  Southern Illinois University Press.  2003), p. 186. 
270 George C. Herring, From Colony to Superpower:  US Foreign Relations Since 1776, (NYC:  
Oxford University Press, 2008), pp 307-308 and R.A. Humphreys, Anglo-American Rivalries 
and the Venezuela Crisis of 1895:  “Presidential Address to the Royal Historical Society [on] 
December 10, 1966,” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, 17, pp 191-164. 
271 FRUS: https://history.state.gov/milestones/1866-1898/spanish-american-war.  Accessed 
on 12 March 2018. 
272 President William McKinley’s War Message to Congress on 20 April 1898.  See 
https://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/mkinly2.htm  Accessed on 12 March 2018. 
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McKinley then ordered a naval blockade of Cuba on 22 April.   

When the Spanish declared war and called upon the Filipinos to 

participate on Spain’s side, Congress voted to go to war against Spain 

on 25 April.273   

In the first major battle of the Spanish-American War, the US 

Asiatic Squadron entered Manila Bay in the Philippines on 1 May and 

destroyed the Spanish Pacific Fleet.  On 10 June, US troops landed at 

Guantanamo Bay in Cuba.  On 26 July, the Spanish government 

sought peace terms and the war ended with the Treaty of Paris on 

10 December 1898.274  Spain relinquished her title to Cuba and ceded 

Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Philippines to the US for $20 million. 

These developments ushered in a new and sustained era of direct US 

involvement in the western Pacific.  

US policy and statecraft decisions before the war were based on 

faulty information, a vocal domestic demand for immediate action, and 

an incomplete understanding of the independence movements in Cuba 

and the Philippines.  Furthermore, the US had experience confronting 

multiple rival empires in the Pacific theater or governing as a colonial 

power.  Finally, the US did not have language capabilities or cultural 

experience pertaining to Cuba or the Philippines.  These themes would 

resurface periodically throughout the 20th and early 21st century. 

 
273 US Department of State: Milestones: Spanish American War.  See 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1866-1898/spanish-american-war  Accessed on 12 March 
2018. 
274 "Treaty of Peace Between Spain and The United States," Treaty of Peace Between Spain 
and The United States (1898): 1-6. See https://heinonline-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?collection=weaties&handle=hein.weaties/contreo
ut1870025&id=1&men_tab=srchresults  Accessed on 12 March 2018. 
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As underscored in the writings of US Ambassadors Ross and 

Holbrooke and Secretary Baker,275 successful statecraft requires 

correct, fact-based assessments, the formulation of clear and 

achievable objectives, and a willingness to use all available 

instruments of hard and soft power, expertise and influence.276  In this 

case, the US victory over Spain in Cuba was based on faulty 

information, but US actions were decisive and swift.  The decision to 

occupy Cuba and the Philippines and become a colonial power ran 

contrary to America’s own experiences under British rule.  The term 

“occupier” was inconsistent with the projection of US foreign policies 

that aimed to open new markets based on freedom of navigation and 

the protection of foundational liberties for US persons and merchants 

who worked and lived outside the United States. 

US statecraft was on public display around the world.  

Disadvantaged by persistently faulty assumptions and misguided 

objectives, US expeditionary forces faced strong Cuban insurgent 

attacks and yellow fever.  Manila Bay, meanwhile, filled with ships 

from rival British, Prussian, and Japanese Empires.  Prussian ships cut 

off American ships and provided supplies to the beleaguered Spanish 

with every expectation of capturing Manila.  The Russian Empire did 

not send ships, but the Imperial Navy was not far away.  Moscow, 

London and Paris had intervened with Japan on 23 April 1895 in the 

Treaty of Shimonoseki,277 which ended the first Sino-Japanese War, 

 
275 Ibid, Ross, Holbrooke, and Baker. 
276 Ross, pp 21-28. 
277 "Treaty of Peace Between China and Japan," Treaty of Peace Between China and Japan 
(1895): 1-9. See https://heinonline-
 



 174 

but it opened new animus between Japan and Russia.  Their enmity 

meant that Russian warships remained in the region.278  The US Army 

and Navy were woefully underprepared and ill-supplied as they arrived 

in Manila to take command from the Spanish. 

 

 

(Map is courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica.) 

 

On 4 February 1899, fighting broke out between US forces and 

Filipino nationalists who sought independence, not a change of colonial 

masters.  The US became immersed in a costly war that evolved into 

two separate fronts: the Catholic-dominated north and the Muslim-

dominated south.  Over 4,200 Americans died, along with 20,000 

Filipino combatants, and at least 200,000 Filipino civilians.279   

 
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?collection=weaties&handle=hein.weaties/contreo
ut1810059&id=5&men_tab=srchresults  Accessed on 30 March 2018. 
278 Kowner, Rotem.  “Historical Dictionary of the Russo-Japanese War” (University of Michigan) 
Scarecrow Press. (2006). p. 375. See 
https://books.google.com/books/about/Historical_Dictionary_of_the_Russo_Japan.html?id=IW
luAAAAMAAJ  Accessed on 30 March 2018. 
279 US Department of State. See https://history.state.gov/milestones/1899-1913/war  
Accessed on 12 March 2018. 
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American statecraft throughout the northern war was 

unidimensional; naval and land forces fought highly motivated Filipinos 

who lacked sophisticated weaponry but knew their way around their 

dense jungles and foreboding mountains.  Based on years of fighting 

the Spanish, the northern Filipinos also knew the sincerity and 

resilience of those fighting for independence. 

 
++++++++++ 

Caliph Statecraft with the Sulu Sultan 

The Tausūg or Suluk population in 1898 represented a large 

ethnic minority of Sunni Muslims in Mindanao, Sulu, Zamboanga, 

Palawan, Manila and Cebu in the southern Philippines (see map on the 

left).  They lived also in the Sabah area of Kuala Lumpur and Johor, 

Malaysia; Kalimantan in Indonesia; and Brunei (see map on the right).  

They traced their conversion to Islam to 1380 when Karim  

              
 (Map is courtesy of worldatlas.com.)                                 (Map is courtesy of  
                                                                         http://www.hawaii.edu/cps/identity.html.)                     
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ul-Makhdum arrived from India as a Muslim missionary.  The Sultanate 

of Sulu formed in 1405 under Sharif ul-Hashim.280  Spain fought 

multiple battles between 1521 and 1898 against the Sulu Sultanate (or 

Moro Sulus).  By the time the American fleet arrived, the Sulu were 

war-tested and fiercely loyal to each other. 

After the last Spanish governor of Sulu relinquished his garrison 

in 1899, the US Army and Navy worked to forge productive relations 

with Sulu Sultan Jamalul Kiram II, who commanded a standing army 

of 26,000.  The US, under the leadership of then Governor General 

William Taft, asked the Sulu Sultan to reject joining in northern Filipino  

 

 
 

William Taft while he served as the US Governor General  
of the Philippines and Sultan Jamalul Kiram II,  

the 32nd and last Sulu Sultan.281 
 

 
280 New World Encyclopedia, Sulu Sultanate,  See 
https://www.newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Sulu_Sultanate  Accessed on 20 March 2018.  
Also see Samuel Tan. “Sulu Under American Military Rule, 1899-1913,” Philippine Social 
Science and Humanities Review,” XXXII, No. 1 (March 1967), pp. 55-87. 
281 Daniel Roderic Williams, The Odyssey of the Philippine Commission, (Chicago: A.C. McClurg 
& Co., 1913), p. 192.   



 177 

independence efforts.  The fighting in Luzon was exhausting available 

resources, and Americans on the ground in Sulu needed support and 

supplies from Washington.282 

Consumed by the high war casualties, long supply lines between 

the US and the Philippines, and a challenging Boxer Rebellion that 

threatened to undermine America’s fragile Open Door initiative with 

China, Secretary of State John Hay, working on a tip from a journalist, 

contacted Ambassador Oscar Straus in Constantinople.  According to 

Washington correspondent for the Chicago Record, William E. Curtis, 

the Moro Sulus had always resisted Spain but they respected the 

authority of the Ottoman Sultan-Caliph.283   

Straus consulted Sultan-Caliph Abdülhamid II and asked if he 

would direct the Moro Sulu Sultanate to submit to American military 

rule.  Abdülhamid II was not familiar with the Sulu Sultanate but  

 
Sultan-Caliph Abdülhamid 

(This photo is from a painting done in 1867 at Balmoral Castle.)  
 

agreed to help if the US would respect and protect their rights as 

 
282 Ibid, Tan. 

283 Kemal H. Karpat, The Politicization of Islam: Reconstructing Identity, State, Faith, and 
Community in the Late Ottoman State, (Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 2001), pp. 235. 
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Muslims.  Straus attributed the Sultan-Caliph’s positive response to 

two factors: 1) the Empire owed indemnity payments for property 

losses during the Hamidian (Armenian) massacres of between 1894 

and 1896) and 2) Abdülhamid II always wanted to project his role as 

Caliph for all Muslims, not just those under Ottoman rule.284  

Abdülhamid II sent the letter in his capacity as Caliph, via 

Mecca, which confirmed the names of the Sulu Sultanate chiefs. 

Several scholars have written that the Caliph’s letter forbid the Sulu 

Sultanate to initiate any hostilities against the Americans, if “…the 

Americans would not interfere with their religion.”285    

The Sulu Sultan accepted his Caliph’s request to refuse all 

overtures from Filipino independence leader Emilio Aguinaldo, but he 

demanded and obtained guarantees on autonomy in his internal and 

religious affairs and governance to include monthly payments in return 

for flying the American flag.  The agreement allowed US forces the 

right to occupy lands on the Sulu Islands and recognized US 

sovereignty over Sulu and its dependencies.  The Sulu Sultan and US 

 
284 Oscar Straus.  Under Four Administrations, (NYC: Houghton Mifflin, 1922), pp. 130-163; 
Mustafa Akyol, Islam without Extremes:  A Muslim Case for Liberty, (NYC: WW Norton, 2011), 
pp. 159 and Śuhnaz Yilmaz. Turkish-American Relations, 1800-1952: Between the Stars, 
Stripes and the Crescent, (NYC & London: Routledge Taylor and Francis Group, 2015), pp 23-
32. 
285 LTC John P. Finley. “The Mohammedan Problem in the Philippines,” The Journal of Race 
Development, vol. 5. no. 4. (April 1915), pp 353-363.  LTC Finley served as US Governor, 
District of Zamboanga, Moro Province in the Philippines for ten years.  See 
https://archive.org/details/jstor-29738073  Accessed March 2018 and Idris Bal, Turkish 
Foreign Policy in Post Cold War Era,  (Irvine, CA. Universal Publishers: Brown Walker Press, 
2004). pp. 405-406.   
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formalized these arrangements in the Bates Treaty on 20 August 

1899.286287  

President McKinley sent a personal letter thanking Ambassador 

Straus saying that this accomplishment “had saved the US at least 

20,000 troops in the field.”288  The diplomatic statecraft employed with 

the Ottoman Empire in distant southern Philippines and military efforts 

were viewed at home as a great American success.  The multinational 

approach helped the US win the war in the Philippines with fewer US 

resources and casualties, leveraged the Caliph’s global aspirations at 

no immediate cost to the US-Ottoman relationship, and helped 

establish the US as a Pacific power without the burden of fighting 

complex alliances and enmities that were evolving among Russia, 

Japan, Spain, Britain, Prussia and China.   

 
++++++++++ 

America Breaks a Promise to the Caliph  

Had the story of the Sulu Sultanate ended here, it could have 

established an honorable track record the US could have leveraged to 

positive effect in negotiations with post-Ottoman Muslim majority 

 
286 "Agreement Between the United States and The Sultan of Sulu Relative to Sovereignty, 
Trade etc.," Agreement Between the United States and The Sultan of Sulu Relative to 
Sovereignty, Trade etc. (1899): 1-4.  See https://heinonline-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.weaties/contreout1870123&div=12
7&collection=weaties  Accessed on 12 March 2018. 
287 Ibid, Finley; Kemal H. Karpat.  The Politicization of Islam:  Reconstructing Identity, State, 
Faith, and Community in the Late Ottoman State, (Bethesda, MD: Oxford University Press, 
2001) p. 235 and Madge Kho, The Bates Treaty, found at 
www.philippineupdate.com/Bates.htm. (no date available on the websites.)  Accessed on 12 
March 2018.   
288 Ibid, Straus, Yilmaz, and Karpat. 
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nations.  Instead, when the US defeated the Filipino nationalists in 

1904, it unilaterally abrogated the Bates Treaty with the Sulu 

Sultanate on 2 March 1904.  In doing so, the US “demoted” the Sulu 

Sultanate to a purely religious leader and worked to outlaw sharia law.   

US Army General John C. Bates, after whom the treaty was 

named, admitted years later that, “[The Spanish American War] was a 

critical time, as all [US] troops were needed in Luzon.  The US could 

not afford to stir up trouble with the Moros.  The Treaty was …a 

temporary expedient to avoid trouble.”289   

The ensuing Moro Sulu campaigns against US forces were brutal; 

the Sulu fought for religious reasons, not political ones.  They battled 

bitterly throughout the Southern Philippines until 1913. While total 

Moro casualty figures are unavailable, 130 US forces were killed, 323 

were wounded, and about 500 more died of disease; 116 Philippine 

partisans died and 189 were wounded.  The Filipino police suffered 

heavily, with more than 1,500 losses, half of which were fatalities.290 

The research for this study found no evidence that Ambassador 

Straus or other US officials consulted with Sultan-Caliph Abdülhamid II 

in Constantinople throughout the Moro Sulu campaigns.  In all 

fairness, the Ottoman Empire was on its last legs, and Abdülhamid II 

 
289 Karine V. Walther. Sacred Interests:  The United States and the Islamic World: 1821-1921. 
(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press. 2015). pp 157-90 (Chapter 5: 
Understanding and Classifying the United States’ “Mohammedan Wards” in the Philippines, 
1898-1905.) 
290 Spencer C. Tucker, Encyclopedia of the Spanish-American and Philippine-American Wars:  
A Political, Social, and Military History.  (Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, 20 May 2009) pp. 
415-417. 
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may not have known or cared about events unfolding in the faraway 

Sulu Sultanate against his wishes and religious authority.   

Lost in the final US victory over the Moros, however, was a 

difficult and enduring lesson.  The prolonged Moro Rebellion got its 

energy from its quest for religious expressions and freedoms, not 

geopolitical matters.  The writings of General Leonard Wood and US 

Governor General William Taft (who went on to become President), 

indicate their superficial and insensitive understanding of Islam (e.g., 

the Muslims pray five times a day from rugs on the floor and don’t go 

the heaven if they eat pork).291   

US military representatives and statesmen did not welcome or 

entertain the Moros’ religious convictions, beliefs, and practices with a 

spirit of First Amendment tolerance.  While the US had gone to the 

trouble of leveraging the Caliph’s religious authority and gaining his 

support, it did so for wartime advantage.  The US archives paint a 

clear picture on this point; the Monroe Doctrine and peace treaty 

with Spain aimed to secure American geopolitical and economic trade 

advantages – it did not contemplate leveraging or scoring religious or 

evangelical points.   

 
 
 

 
291 Personal Diary of Leonard Wood, 27 June 1903, 15 August 1903, 30 November 1904, 
Papers of Leonard Wood, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.; United States Department of 
War, Office of the Secretary, Eighth Annual Report of the Philippine Commission to the 
Secretary of War 1907, volume 1 of 4; Tasker Bliss, “Reports of the Provincial Governors,” 
381; Donna Amoroso, “Inheriting the ‘Moro Problem’: Muslim Authority and Colonial Rule in 
British Malaya and the Philippines,” in The American Colonial State in the Philippines: Global 
Perspectives, ed. Julian Go and Anne L. Foster (Durham: Duke University Press, 2003), 118.  
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++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

Religious issues aside, the US periodically secured Ottoman and 

Turkish agreements on sensitive issues of high importance to the US, 

and then broke them without warning or consultation.  Examples 

surfaced as the US implemented new policies, strategies, and 

statecraft methods with Turkey on Cold War containment objectives 

after WWII.  Key instances included the Suez Crisis of 1956, the 1960 

independence of Cyprus, the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, two US-led 

wars against Iraq, and post 2010 Arab Spring protests and civil wars.  

After WWII, the US managed bilateral arms sales, economic 

assistance programs, military operations, military training exercises, 

intelligence exchanges, diplomatic agreements, and mutual legal 

assistance treaties with Ankara through a prism of other global and 

regional priorities.  They included containing Soviet communism and 

Russian aggression, stopping the spread of nuclear weapons and 

cross-border delivery systems, fighting terrorism, and promoting 

peace agreements between Israel and non-Jewish neighbors.   

As the US assumed a greater global leadership position, each 

overarching policy objective eclipsed bilateral issues.  Turkey’s national 

interests and assessments of threats to its sovereignty and reputation 

from Turkish, Syrian, Iraqi, and Iranian Kurds; coup plotters; and 

massive refugee flows did not always align well with views and wishes 

in Washington and Brussels.  Cyclical periods of policy divergence 

between Washington and Ankara were challenging to manage. 
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Chapters thirteen and fourteen delve into these challenges using 

a case study method to examine how US containment policy impacted 

statecraft choices during the Cuban Missile Crisis and negotiations over 

Cypriot independence.  Before then, however, a few seminal events 

affected the Eastern Question between WWI and WWII.  We turn to 

them next. 
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10  PRAGMATIC ATATÜRK AND LENIN, WARY 
ĪNÖNÜ AND STALIN: THE ROAD TO NATO, 1919-1952 

 
 
 
 

“I have fallen a hopeless victim to the Turk; he is the most charming of mortals, and some 
day when I have a little more of his language we shall be very intimate friends, I foresee.”292 

 
--Gertrude Bell, writing from Çukurova in modern day Turkey, 

21 April 1905 
 
  
 

“I don’t order you to attack, I order you to die. In the time it takes us to die, other troops and 
commanders can come and take our places” 293 

--Mustafa Kemal (later known as Atatürk) at the Battle of Gallipoli,  
April 1915 

 

Turkish Wars of Independence 

The Versailles Treaty294 in 1919 settled peace terms with 

Germany but did not address the Ottoman Empire.  Those terms came 

a year later in the Treaty of Sèvres295 in 1920.  At least some of the 

 
292 Gertrude Bell, The Letters of Gertrude Bell, Vol 1, Chapter X, (NYC: Boni and Liveright, 
1927). This entry was dated 21 April 1905, as edited by Project Gutenburg Australia.  She 
wrote it while visiting ancient Christian churches in modern day Çukurova, Turkey (north of 
Cyprus).  See http://gutenberg.net.au/ebooks04/0400341h.html  Accessed on 10 March 2020. 
293 Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, Dawn of the Legend:  Mustafa Kemal. Australian National War 
Memorial.  See https://www.awm.gov.au/visit/exhibitions/dawn/turkish/kemal  Access on 1 
March 2020. 
294  US Library of Congress.  Treaty of Versailles, 1919. For the full text, see 
https://www.loc.gov/law/help/us-treaties/bevans/m-ust000002-0043.pdf  Accessed on 1 
March 2018. 
295 Treaty of Sèvres, signed on 10 August 1920.  See 
http://sam.baskent.edu.tr/belge/Sevres_ENG.pdf, (taken from the Treaties of Peace 1919-
1923, Vol. II, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, New York, 1924.) Accessed on 17 
December 2019.  
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terms came from ill-informed discussions in 1916 between Britain and 

France, that became known as the Sykes-Picot agreement. 

 

 
The Sykes-Picot Map.  Pictured here also are 

British Colonel Sir Tatton Benvenuto Mark Sykes (left) 
and French diplomat François Marie Denis Georges-Pico. 296 

 

While President Wilson’s Fourteen Points, which included an 

emphasis on self-determination of peoples, were widely discussed at 

Versailles, the US did not participate at Sèvres, and the European 

Entente Powers did not focus on them.   

The post WWI “rules of engagement” in the East favored 

European protectorates that ruled over Kurdish, Palestinian, and 

Jewish areas, and modern-day Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon.  The Entente 

established an awkward Tripartite Agreement that co-administered 

Constantinople and the Dardanelles.  By the time the Entente Powers 

 
296 Ibid footnote 144: Yonside.com illustration using public domain images, via Wikimedia 
Commons - CC BY 4.0.  Accessed on 17 December 2019. 
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finished carving out their treasures, they recognized a modestly sized 

Turkish state that included central Anatolia and the Black Sea region.   

This map shows how the peace terms divided the Ottoman Empire. 

  
(This map is courtesy of wikicommons.) 297 

 
The terms of the Sèvres Treaty were enormously complicated 

to administer.  They deeply offended the Young Turks and set off a 

century of cyclical wars and inter-communal conflicts between distinct 

religious and ethnic groups.  From the Black Sea to the Hijaz, the 

Eastern Question seethed with deep historical grievances and rivalries.   

The US left the East to the European Entente powers – whose 

logistical supplies were stretched thin and whose forces were fatigued.  

The Young Turks also needed arms and men, but they had two great 

advantages over the Entente: they knew the geography and cultures 

of each region, and Atatürk was ready to lead and to fight.  He had 

 
297 Thomas Steiner - File:TratadoDeSevres1920.svg, CC BY-SA 4.0.  See  
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=79075950  Accessed on 17 December 
2019. 
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distinguished himself as a hero at the second battle of Gallipoli in 

1915.  Soldiers who followed him into battles between 1920 and 1923 

knew the stakes.   

The Sèvres Treaty propelled the Young Turks to wage fierce 

wars of independence between 1920 and 1923 against Greece and 

Italy in the west and southwest, Armenia in the east, and the French, 

British, and Arabs along the south and southeast.  The next terms of 

peace would be more favorable to Turkey in 1923 as the Treaty of 

Lausanne298 codified the Republic of Turkey’s much larger borders 

(see the next map).  According to Andrew Mango, author of several 

authoritative English-language biographies of Turkish leaders, “the 

Allies could not believe that Orientals were capable of providing 

civilized government.  Mustafa Kemal [Atatürk] was determined to 

prove them wrong.”299   

 

 
(This map is from the public domain using Wikipedia Commons.)   

 
298 Treaty of Peace with Turkey, and Other Instruments Signed at Lausanne on July 24, 1923. 
London, H.M. Stationery Office.  For the full text, see https://heinonline-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?collection=weaties&handle=hein.weaties/tpctrk0
001&id=15&men_tab=srchresults  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
299 Mango, Atatürk, pp. 366-370 
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During the Lausanne negotiations, the French, which had 

considerable economic interests in Turkey, wished to extract more 

concessions but were unsuccessful.  British representative, Sir Horace 

Rumbold, was exasperated at the negotiating stance of the Turks and 

complained that “the Kemalist Turks thought they could run their new 

country without any foreign intervention”300 [and]…he would later 

recount his surprise at the speed and “business like form of Turkish 

diplomacy.”301 

 
Kemal Atatürk in 1918  

(Photo from Turkish military archives.) 
 

The legendary war hero of the Gallipoli Campaigns against the 

British, French, Australians, and New Zealanders in 1915-16; the  

Caucasus Campaign against the Russians later in 1916; Aleppo in 

1918; and wars of independence against Greece, Russia, Iraq, Syria, 

and Armenia (1919-22) knew warfare.  After the Treaty of 

 
300 Mango, 368. 
301 Mango, 368-369. 



 189 

Lausanne, he would quickly establish his credentials as a tough 

statesman.  

Young Turkey’s statecraft tactics with the West were 

straightforward and simple: eliminate capitulations; enter into 

transparent joint friendship and neutrality treaties, pacts and accords; 

update science and math skills and import latest technologies; and 

split the Allied ranks whenever possible.  Militarily, she sought to 

balance Russia against the Allies in the Bosporus, Britain in Mosul 

against France in Hatay, and Bulgaria against Greece in Western 

Thrace.  While the US did not play heavily into these geopolitical 

calculi, Atatürk admired the US Constitution and sought to model his 

new country against the US and the French Republic.  He also sought 

access to cheap US loans, scientific discoveries and technology 

innovations, raw materials and industrial goods, and arms.302 

Hardened by war on every border, Atatürk threatened military 

action, but weighed its use carefully.  In the end, he sacrificed Mosul 

to the British - fully anticipating the cost to Turkey of future disputes 

with Turkish and Iraqi Kurds.303  He would not fight for control of 

Muslims in Western Thrace, arguing instead that Bulgaria and Greece 

should offer the Muslims the right to determine their future in a 

referendum.  He correctly assessed Allied sentiments and argued that 

Eastern Thrace (including Istanbul) be granted to Turkey diplomatically 

in Lausanne.   

 
302 Ibid, Mango. 
303 Mango, 366-367. 
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On the Bosporus, however, he was intransigent: “the [foreign] 

capitulations had to go, and with them all unequal concessions to 

foreigners and minorities and all interference in Turkey’s internal  

affairs.  Turkey’s total independence was not negotiable.”304  When he 

threatened the use of Turkish force throughout his fifteen-year tenure 

as president, he was taken seriously (the Montreux Convention of 

1936,305 the Balkan Pact of 1934,306 and disputes from 1923 until a  

1939 referendum in Hatay, Syria - now Hatay State in Turkey). 

When the Ottoman and Russian Empires ultimately fell, the 

nation states and Soviet republics that emerged were weak, poor, and 

largely illiterate.  As the Republic of Turkey emerged from the Treaty 

of Lausanne, it retained control of the Dardanelles and navigable 

access between the Black, Aegean, and Mediterranean Seas.   

Ghazi (warrior) Mustafa Kemal had spent his entire adult life fighting 

losing wars for the Ottoman Empire and for the cause of Turkish 

independence.  As he took the helm as Father Turk, or Atatürk, he 

formulated and governed with an iron fist using a simple foreign and 

domestic policy slogan: Peace at Home; Peace Abroad.307 

 
304 Mango, 367. 
305 Convention Relating to the Regime of the Straits, Signed at Montreux on July 20th, 1936," 
League of Nations Official Journal 17, no. Issues 8 and 9 (August-September 1936): 931-933. 
The text is in 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/leagon17&i=973&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
306  League of Nations Treaty Series, Greece – Pact of Balkan Entente, and Protocol-Annex. 
Signed at Athens, February 9th, 1934 LNTSER 204; 153 LNTS 153.  For the full text, see 
http://www.worldlii.org/int/other/treaties/LNTSer/1934/204.html  Accessed on 2 March 2020.   
307 Mango, 1-25, 253-274, 361-442. 
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Atatürk got his wish abroad; he died before WWII ignited.  At 

home, he blamed the Sultan-Caliphs for their slow adoption of 

technology and religious approaches to education.  He admired 

 

 
Kemal Atatürk in the 1930s 

(Photo courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica.) 

 

German engineering that produced military, industrial and aeronautical 

technologies, as well as British naval power.  During a speech after 

Lausanne, he announced, “We will acquire knowledge and science 

wherever they are to be found and we will stuff them into the head of 

every individual in the country…If [Turkish] social life is permeated 

with irrational, useless, and harmful doctrines and traditions, it 

becomes paralysed.”308  

A fierce secular nationalist, Atatürk wasted no time breaking with 

tradition on all things symbolic of the Caliphate.  He banned sharia 

law, male head coverings, religious Islamic schools, and Pan-Islamism. 

 
308 Mango, 369. 
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He abolished the Sultanate, dismantled its byzantine webs of secret 

alliances, and made clear he preferred public diplomacy, bilateral arms 

deals, and straight talk with Britain, France, Germany, the Soviet 

Union, and the US.  He formed and led a one-party government that 

provided free and compulsory primary education, introduced a Latin-

based alphabet, ordered the controversial translation of the Qur’an 

from Old Arabic into Turkish, required Turkish surnames for all 

subjects, gave equal civil and political rights to women, and compelled 

all non-Turkish minorities to speak Turkish in public and modernized 

the Turkish military.  Speaking against “Turkishness” was strictly 

outlawed.309         

Atatürk did not seem to know – or care about – the extent to 

which his strict secular programs had driven the faithful underground. 

Those ramifications would take time to manifest themselves, first 

under the cyclical leadership of Islamist politician Necmettin Erbakan 

and later under his chief follower, Recip Tayyip Erdoğan.  Between 

Erbakan’s rise to Prime Minister in 1996 and Erdoğan’s 17th straight 

year serving as Prime Minister or President in 2020, it became 

abundantly clear that “Islam as a cultural and social system as well as 

a religious faith…commanded respect.”310 

Turkey’s economy was on its knees in 1923; her per capita 

income was less than fifty US dollars (adjusted for inflation); when 

Atatürk died in 1938, it had nearly doubled.  In 1950, two years after 

receiving its first tranche of Marshall Plan funds and two years before 

 
309 Mango, pp. pp. 5-37, 164, 214, 394, 367, 391-392, 401-419, 478, 501, 510, 526, 536.   
310 Hale, p 30. 



 193 

joining NATO, its per capita income had tripled to just $177.00 (1950 

dollar value).311  According to World Bank statistics, Turkey’s per 

capita income reached $509 (inflation adjusted) in 1960.312  It was in 

this economic context that the Atatürk developed his relationships with 

the Soviet Union, and the US developed containment statecraft 

objectives with the economically fragile, but geographically vital 

Turkish Republic. 

 

++++++++++ 

The Russian Revolution: Lenin and Atatürk 

Imperial Russia fell to the Bolsheviks in 1917 and the Soviet 

Union formed in 1922.  Lenin and Atatürk during those years were 

focused on consolidating power and establishing new borders.  They 

took a pragmatic approach to their bilateral relations and opportunities 

– themes that would cycle around periodically for the next 100 years.   

Both nations were war torn and bankrupt in the late 1910s and 

1920s.  Beyond their strained economies, Turkey did not want to fight 

another protracted war against Russia over former Ottoman Armenia; 

Russia did not want to fight another war over the Kars region in 

northeastern Turkey.  Atatürk flatly rejected calls for Pan-Turkism in 

 
311 Günerli Akalin, The Turkish Economic Development since 1923:  Achievements and 
Failures, “Turkish Public Administration Annual.” (Brussels: Public Administration Institute for 
Turkey and the Middle East).  (date not specified but based on footnote and content it was 
after 1995.). See 
http://www.todaie.edu.tr/resimler/ekler/8c50b4adc5a3475_ek.pdf?dergi=Turkish%20Public%
20Administration%20Annual  Accessed on 31 March 2018. 
312 The World Bank.  See www.https://data.worldbank.org/country/turkey  Accessed on 31 
March 2018.  
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1919 as a foreign policy towards the Caucasus and Central Eurasia, 

thus putting the Bolsheviks at ease.313   

Moscow and Atatürk’s nationalists eventually settled their 

differences by signing Friendship Treaties on 16 March and 13 

October 1921314  that fixed the northeastern frontier of modern-day 

Turkey and helped to set the terms for the Treaty of Lausanne two 

years later.  Beyond setting the border, the treaty also “forbid the 

formation or presence on their territory of organizations or groups 

claiming to be the government of the other country…and…groups that 

have hostile intentions to the other country.”315   

For Atatürk, these assurances forbid the Soviets from forming 

and fomenting communist parties in Turkey; for Lenin, they meant 

non-interference by the Turks in Azerbaijan and Armenia while the 

Bolsheviks consolidated power.  While not part of the Friendship 

Treaties, the Soviets also offered a substantial aid package to 

Atatürk’s nationalists, “probably amounting to around 10 million gold 

rubles (the exact about is disputed) plus large amounts of arms and 

ammunition.”316  Scholars William Hale and Bülent Gökey described 

the deal as a “business transaction” more than an agreement on 

principles.  This theme, too, would surface repeatedly.   

 
313 Hale, p 35-36 and Jacob M. Landau, Pan-Turkism: From Irredentism to Cooperation 
(London: Hurst, 1995) p 74. 
314 Russian S.F.S.R.; Shapiro Leonard. Soviet Treaty Series: A Collection of Bilateral Treaties, 
Agreements and Conventions, etc., Concluded between the Soviet Union and Foreign Powers. 
Washington, Georgetown University Press.  For the text of the treaty, see https://heinonline-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?collection=weaties&handle=hein.ustreaties/sotco
bf0001&id=152&men_tab=srchresults pp 100-102, 136-137.  Accessed on 4 March 2020. 
315 Hale, p 36 and Salahi Ransdan Sonyel, Turkish Diplomacy, 1913-1923: Mustafa Kemal and 
the Turkish National Movement, (London and Beverly Hills: Sage, 1975) pp 48-65. 
316 Hale, pp 36-37 and scholar Bülent Gökay, A Clash of Empires, Turkey between Russian 
Bolshevism and British Imperialism, 1918-1923, (London: I.B. Taurus, 1997), pp 86, 109-111. 
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The arms agreements and money helped Atatürk fight the 

Entente Powers that had carved up western Turkey and had been 

ruling jointly over Constantinople and the Dardanelles since the end of 

WWI.  As Turkish forces pushed the British-backed Greek army out of 

Asia between 1919 and 1922, a British General staff memorandum in 

October 1922 said, “we can no longer treat the Turks as a conquered 

nation to whom it is possible to dictate terms as we wish.”317  

 
 

++++++++++ 

Stalin, Atatürk, and Īnönü: Watch Your Back 

  Stalin assumed control of the USSR when Lenin died in 1924 

(see the photo of them together below).  The Georgian-born leader 

consolidated power and control over the Soviet Republics.  He had  

 
Vladimir Lenin and Joseph Stalin     
(Photo courtesy of history.com.) 

 
317 Quoted.  A.L. Macfie, The Straits Question, 1908-1936 (Thessaloniki: Institute for Balkan 
Studies, 1993) p 181. 
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little time and no compassion for ethnic identities and religious 

quarrels, although after the Nazis attacked in 1941, he “revived the 

Russian Orthodox Church to intensify patriotic support for the war 

effort.”318  

Squeezed between multiple rival powers, Atatürk and his 

successor, Īsmet Īnönü, carefully balanced their economic and 

geopolitical relationships between Great Britain, France, Germany, and 

the Soviet Union in the interwar years.  They were careful to abide by 

renewed Friendship Treaties they signed on 22 January 1922 and 17 

December 1925 with Moscow by checking with the Kremlin before 

signing new trade, political, and arms deals with other European 

powers.319   

Periodically during the 1920s and 1930s, Turkey and the USSR 

were involved in discussions pertaining to the Black Sea and the 

Balkans – to include ethnic and religious matters; between 1934 and 

1939, Turkey had deployed more than half of its to eastern Thrace in 

what became known as the “Çakmak line.”320  The final round of talks 

with Moscow ended without resolution due to the Nazi-Soviet Non-

Aggression Pact on 23 August 1939.   

By September, WWII had broken out.  As a precondition for a 

continuation of their Friendship Treaty of 1925, Moscow demanded 

“the exclusion of Turkish aid to the Balkans in the case of German 

aggression, and the closure of the straits, both of which [Turkish 

 
318 US Library of Congress, Revelations from the Russian Archives:  Anti-religious Campaigns.   
See https://www.loc.gov/exhibits/archives/anti.html  Accessed on 4 March 2020. 
319 Hale, pp 44-53 and ibid, Russian S.F.S.R.; Shapiro Leonard, pp. 160-61, 313. 
320 Hale, p 57. 
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Foreign Minister Śücrü] Saracoğlu rejected.”321  Turkey never gained 

the high ground regarding the Black Sea or the Balkans throughout 

WWII; it did, however, manage to thread the needle of neutrality until 

it was abundantly clear that that Germany would lose.  Only then did 

Turkey declare war on Germany.   

Turkey’s stubborn efforts to remain neutral meant that Īnönü 

was not a central player in the power dynamics between Roosevelt, 

Churchill, and Stalin.  “On the policy-making side, Īnönü kept a tight 

control over decision-making throughout the period.  The watchword 

of his approach was caution.”322  The Italian ambassador to Ankara 

summed up Īnönü’s approach as, “The Turkish ideal is that the last 

German soldier should fall upon the last Russian corpse.”323  

The allies, meanwhile, understood Turkey’s geographic 

significance.  France was occupied, leaving its historical allies Turkey, 

Syria, and Palestine vulnerable Nazi attack.  Stalin vigorously vied 

behind-the-scenes for sustained access to the Dardanelles and use of 

military bases in Turkey.  “The fear that Britain and America might 

offer control of the straits to Russia, as the price for keeping it in the 

war – as the British had done in 1915 – was constantly at the back of 

Turkish minds.”324   

Īnönü confronted these fears by employing lengthy 

 
321 Hale, p. 52.  
322 Hale, p. 57. 
323 Edward Weisband, Turkish Foreign Policy, 1943-45: Small State Diplomacy and Great 
Power Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1973) p 249.  See also Selim Deringil, 
Turkish Foreign Policy during the Second World War, an ‘Active’ Neutrality (Cambridge:  
Cambridge University Press, 1989) pp 41-57. 
324 Hale, p. 69. 
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“strategic pauses” and expressing concerns about Turkey’s military 

inadequacies and shortages of supplies.  He aimed to retain 

commercial trade as a non-belligerent, but Turkish sales of chromite to 

Germany met with stiff allied rebukes.  Facing mounting pressures, 

Turkey ceased all sales to Germany after April 1944, and broke off 

diplomatic relations in August.325 

 

 
 

FDR, Īnönü, and Churchill in Cairo  
between 4 and 6 December 1943.326 

 

In the end, Stalin wrestled control of Eastern Europe and the 

northern Black Sea from Bulgaria to Georgia.  As noted on the map 

that follows, the Soviets positioned military capabilities along Turkey’s 

northern shore and her long mountainous border with the Caucasus.  

Turkey was encircled once more by Soviet threats to the north, Greek 

and Balkan enmity to the west, and ethnic Kurdish, Arab, and Persian 

unrest to its southeast. 

 
325 Hale 70-77. 
326 https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Second_Cairo_Conference.jpg, author unknown, 
Public domain, via Wikimedia Commons. Accessed on 4 March 2020. 
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This map is provided courtesy of Wikimedia.327 
 
 

++++++++++ 

Turkey and NATO: Collective Defense, Arms, and Marshall Plan 

Adding to Ankara’s concerns, the nation was bankrupt – again.  

Great Power rivalries and secret alliances had not worked to Turkey’s 

advantage since the Crimean War, and even then, the gains were 

temporary.  Īnönü, like Atatürk before him, was suspicious of alliances 

– which seemed always to set conditions for more war.   

While he did not have a positive view of political-military 

alliances, Īnönü needed economic assistance and arms from partners.  

 
327 See 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Cold_war_europe_military_alliances_map_en.png#filehistory. 
Permission is granted to copy, distribute and/or modify this document under the terms of the GNU Free 
Documentation License.  This map was created with the Generic Mapping Tools: 
http://gmt.soest.hawaii.edu/ using one or more of these public-domain datasets for the relief: ETOPO2 
(topography/bathymetry): http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/mgg/global/global.html, GLOBE 
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All three would arrive in Turkey by 1952 in the form of full NATO 

membership, the Marshall Plan, and generous US arms sales.  They 

materialized, however, after the party of Atatürk and Īnönü was voted 

out of office.  Then Democratic Party President Adnan Menderes 

embraced the Marshall Plan, NATO membership, and welcomed a fresh 

chance to anchor Turkey more permanently to the West – something 

that eluded the great Atatürk.328   

For the first time, Washington approached the Eastern Question 

from the Black Sea to the Balkans and the Levant through non-trade 

goals; this time its priority was that of fighting Soviet communist 

tyranny.  President Truman was in no mood to send Americans to war 

again against aggressors with global ambitions.  Germany and Japan 

had been unconditionally defeated, and while the Soviet Union had 

been an ally that lost an estimated 24 million people in WWII alone,329 

Stalin had blockaded Berlin in 1948.  “During the Berlin Blockade 

of 1948–49, President Truman transferred several B-29 bombers 

capable of delivering nuclear bombs to the region to signal to the 

Soviet Union that the United States was both capable of implementing 

a nuclear attack and willing to execute it if it became necessary.”330  

Moscow responded by exploding its own nuclear a weapon in August 

1949.   

 
328 Hale, pp 84-89. 
329 National WWII Museum, Research Starters:  Worldwide Deaths in World War II.   See 
https://www.nationalww2museum.org/students-teachers/student-resources/research-
starters/research-starters-worldwide-deaths-world-war  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
330 US Department of State, Milestones 1945-1952, Atomic Diplomacy.  See 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/atomic  Accessed on 4 March 2020. 
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As the Korean War broke out, Menderes ordered a Turkish 

brigade of 5,090 men to join the UN forces as a clear sign of Turkey’s 

commitment to the western alliance.  In an obvious reference to 

concerns about the Soviet Union, he justified his decision by arguing, 

“If today, we remain indifferent to the aggression against South Korea, 

who tomorrow will come to our rescue when our mighty neighbor 

attacks us?”331   

The world had changed.  Nineteenth century relations between 

Washington and Czars Nicholas I Alexander II, Alexander III, and 

Nicholas II tended to be pragmatic and mutually neutral or supportive 

and relations with the Sultan-Caliph were narrowly focused on trade 

matters.  Washington had avoided the Eastern Question by remaining 

neutral during Russian wars with rival European and Ottoman empires; 

St. Petersburg and Constantinople, meanwhile, fueled the Eastern 

Question in ways that precluded their military interference in America’s 

westward expansion and the US Civil War.  

The 20th century would usher in new dynamics by Great Powers 

and highly destructive long-range nuclear weapons.  If Truman wanted 

to contain Soviet expansion without going to war with Moscow, he 

would choose to double down on a collective defense framework with 

like-minded democratic nations in Europe, rebuild their economies, 

and incentivize weak nations that were susceptible to communist 

aggression - like Greece and Turkey - to join with the west.   

While Ankara had been cautious in its international relations 

throughout the interwar period and WWII, her secular constitution, 

 
331 Hale, p 85 
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anti-communist history, and western orientation were attractive to 

President Truman and Secretary of State George C. Marshall.  For 

Churchill, Turkey’s geography, however, trumped all other factors.  

Turkey offered dominion over the gateway between the Black Sea and 

Eastern Mediterranean; the northeast offered close access to the 

Soviet border with Turkey; and the southeast offered close access to 

the Levant and Iran.  The inclusion of Turkey in NATO allowed 

Washington and London to position and project military power and 

intelligence collection capabilities along Turkey’s sovereign borders 

with multiple enemies and unstable partners.   

Beyond these geostrategic advantages, Marshall Plan aid and 

NATO membership came with expectations that all participants would 

adhere to democratic constitutions, the rule of law, and fundamental 

human rights.  Turkey by 1952 had evolved from a one- to a two-party 

political system and the parliament had adopted a secular constitution.  

Ankara’s most effective and professionalized institution was its large 

military, a factor that would both please and frustrate Ankara’s 

relationships with Washington and Brussels between 1960 and 2020. 

 

++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

Despite punctuated periods of tensions between the Washington 

and Ankara over cyclical military coups, Cyprus, Greece, the Kurdish 

Question, two US-led wars in Iraq, Middle Eastern Peace, Turkish 

economic and arms deals with Russia and Iran, and long-standing 

human rights concerns, Ankara remained a full NATO member through 
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2020.  Its geographic location throughout the eras of containment 

policy, NATO enlargement, and prolonged post-9/11 wars and 

counterterrorism operations proved time and again to be too priceless 

to risk or to lose.  As in prior centuries, Turkey played a vital role in 

determining the outcome of the Eastern Question, this time with the 

United States as a predominant player across this vast, diverse, and 

troubled region.   

As seen the in following chapters, Cold War relations between 

the US and Turkey were not without growing pains, 

misunderstandings, regional miscalculations, and more than a few 

mutual misgivings throughout the Cold War.  While collective defenses 

under NATO offered Ankara a much-desired security blanket, the 

bilateral relationship was a subset of containment policies that did not 

align with Turkish concerns about the Soviet Union’s ability to threaten 

its sovereignty and the depth of its national commitment through 

international treaty obligations to protect Turkish Cypriots.   

Beyond the international arena, Turkey struggled domestically 

throughout the Cold War to manage periodic economic crises; cyclical 

loosening and tightening of basic freedoms of expression, assembly, 

and religion; and counterterrorism operations against the Kurdish 

Workers Party (PKK).  Containment policy judged left-leaning Turkish 

political parties harshly, meaning that the US tended to look favorably 

upon military coups in 1960, 1971, and 1980.   

Turkey’s point of view - and factoring it accurately into larger 

containment policy considerations – often confused and confounded US 

policymakers.  Before we turn to the impact of the Cuban Missile Crisis 
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on Turkey, it is worth explaining key domestic events that propelled 

the 1960 coup and put into place a government that was determined 

to protect Turkey from unnecessary Soviet threats and equally 

committed to protect fellow Turkish Cypriots. 
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11  FACTORS BEHIND TURKEY’S MILITARY COUPS, 
1960-1997 

 
 
 

“Only intellectual fashion and the tyranny of Right/Left thinking prevent intelligent men of 
goodwill from perceiving the facts that traditional authoritarian governments are less 

repressive than revolutionary autocracies, that they are more susceptible of liberalization, and 
that they are more compatible with U.S. interests.”332 

--Jeane Kirkpatrick 
 
 

Atatürk Set Secular and “Turkishness” Standards 

Atatürk’s secular policies of the 1920s took shape fairly quickly 

in cities, urban areas, and throughout the military, public sector, 

parliament, and judiciary.  Of significant note, his secular rule did not 

ban the practice of the religion of Islam.  He placed the state over all 

aspects of religion in the public square while championing individual 

rights and the freedom to practice one’s religion in the private spaces 

of one’s conscience, home, and mosque.333 

Ankara’s secular reforms did not have the intended impact on 

the pious conservatives, many of whom simply went underground to 

escape notice and “wait out” what they viewed as another western 

 
332 Jeane Kirkpatrick, “Dictatorships and Double Standards: The Classic Essay that Shaped 
Reagan’s Foreign Policy” Commentary, November 1979.  See 
https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/jeanekirkpatrick/dictatorships-double-
standards/   
333 Ahmet Kuru, Secularism and State Policies toward Religion: The US, France and Turkey, 
(Cambridge University Press, 2009) pp. 29, 30 and 170. 
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experiment. Islamic ulemas (judges) in Istanbul and Sufi tekkes 

(lodges) across the countryside were diverse in their manner of 

worship, Qur’anic education, and administration of Şeriat (Islamic 

law).  While Turkey’s conservative pious did not mount efforts to 

reestablish the Caliph and retain Şeriat, several rebellions broke out 

between 1925 and 1930.  Kemalists quashed them swiftly 

and by the sword.334  By 1930 it was clear that the pious had to find 

ways to support their new nationalist, secular nation while obeying 

God, Islam, the Prophet, and the Qur’an. 

 Atatürk died in 1938, and despite his efforts to establish a multi-

party system, he left behind a nascent Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi 

(Republican Peoples Party - CHP), which dominated Turkey’s domestic 

and foreign policy decisions through 1950.  Celàl Bayar founded the 

Demokrat Partisi (Democratic Party - DP) from a disgruntled CHP 

faction.  DP members were Kemalists, but theirs was a moderately-

right wing party.  Whereas the CHP adhered to statist principles, the 

DP sought to privatize Turkey’s struggling state industries.  The DP did 

not reject western ideas, but it did not warmly embrace them.  The DP 

was less strident in its support of secularism, more populist than the 

CHP, and it courted votes from Turkey’s intelligentsia and underserved 

conservative pious communities in rural Anatolia.335 
 

 
 

 
334 The rebellions included Šeyh Said Revolt in 1925, Mount Ararat Rebellions between 1926 
and 1930, and the Menemen Incident in 1930, according to Elizabeth Özdalga, The Veiling 
Issue, Official Secularism and Popular Islam in Modern Turkey, (Surry, UK: Curzon Press, 
1998), 27. 
335 Mango, 531-532. 
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++++++++++ 
 

The Power of the Pious Vote 
 

In March 1950, the CHP feared losing the upcoming election.  In 

a bid to court votes in the conservative rural areas, it relaxed several 

strict policies pertaining to Islam.  Act 5630 returned budget authority 

to the Diyanet to administer mosques and prayer leaders, renamed it 

from Diyanet Isleri Reisligi (an Ottoman name for president) to 

Diyanet Isleri Baśkanlari (modern Turkish word for president), added 

941 Diyanet employees, and created departments for pilgrimage and 

publications.  Despite these efforts, the DP won the May 1950 election, 

with Adnan Menderes as Prime Minister.336 

Under his leadership, Islam played a more prominent role in the 

public square.  The Parliament and Diyanet permitted the return of 

azan (prayers) in Arabic, authorized more religious education, and 

opened several radio stations and Imam-Hatip schools.  Between 1950 

and 1960, Turkey built over 15,000 mosques and restored over 600.337 

It was in this domestic context that Menderes joined NATO in 

1952, committing to a foreign policy that looked west.  The Turkish 

economy, meanwhile, spiraled downward.  Inflation by 1958 ran just 

over 25 percent338 and critical food shortages were common.  In 1958, 

during a particularly dire time in Turkey’s economic crisis, Menderes 

sent a delegation to Moscow to seek economic aid.  Moscow declined.  

 
336 Raja M. Ali Saleem, State, Nationalism, and Islamization: Historical Analysis of Turkey and 
Pakistan, (London: Palgrave McMillian, 2018), pp 171-172. 
337 Ibid. 
338  https://www.inflation.eu/inflation-rates/turkey/historic-inflation/cpi-inflation-turkey.aspx   
Accessed on 30 September 2018. 
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Ankara, with US support, received a bailout from the International 

Monetary Fund.339 

Facing a decline in popular support, Menderes became more 

authoritarian.  He established a Commission of Inquiry that consisted 

only of DP members and gave them powers to prosecute, convict, 

and sentence defendants.  This effort stifled free speech and the press, 

and it violated the constitution’s separation of powers.  These 

ingredients prompted a constitutional crisis.340 

 In early 1960, Menderes and Khrushchev announced that they 

would exchange official visits. The press release rang alarms among 

the Turkish military, throughout Washington, and among NATO 

partners.  Rumors spread that Ankara might aim to play a more 

neutral role between NATO and Moscow, to include a partial 

withdrawal from NATO. 

 
++++++++++ 

The Coup of 1960: Gürsel Reassured the Nation and NATO 

 

On 3 May 1960, Commander of the Turkish Army, General 

Cemal Gürsel, shared his concerns about the lack of constitutional 

checks and balances with Minister of Defense, Ethem Menderes.  

Gürsel expressed support for Prime Minister Menderes but opined that 

the PM should replace Bayar as President in the name of national 

unity.  

 
339 Hale, 89. 
340 Mango, 531-532. 
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Gürsel was stripped of his position and forced into early 

retirement.  His farewell letter admonished his fellow soldiers, “Always 

hold high the honor of the army and the uniform you wear. 

Protect yourselves from the current ambitious and harmful political 

atmosphere in the country.  Stay away from the politics at all cost. 

This is of utmost importance to your honor, the army’s might and the 

future of the country.”  Of note, Gürsel was a highly respected 

fatherly figure among the Turkish people and was well-liked among 

NATO circles.341 

 In an atmosphere of civilian and student riots and unrest across 

Turkey, a group of junior and mid-level army officers organized and 

conducted a coup on 27 May 1960.  They summoned Gürsel from his 

retirement home in Bodrum to serve as President under a National 

Unity Committee (NUC).  He agreed to stay in power to restore the 

constitution, freedom of the press, and Atatürk’s six founding 

principles.   

It is not clear the extent to which Gürsel played a direct role in 

arresting, trying, and sentencing Menderes and 14 members of his 

government.  The Constitutional Court charged the leaders with 

violating the constitution and sentenced them to death.   

When it sentenced Menderes to death by hanging, and it 

appeared that all of those found guilty also would be hanged, President 

Kennedy asked the Junta to commute all sentences to life.  Despite 

changes in death penalty laws, Foreign Minister Fatin Rüştü Zorlu and 

 
341 “The Coup Maker: Cemal Gürsel,” The New York Times. 28 May 1960. https:// 
www.nytimes.com/1960/05/28/archives/the-coup-maker-cemal-gursel.html  Accessed on 30 
September 2018. 
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Finance Minister Hasan Polatkan were hanged on 16 September 1961 

and Menderes followed their path on 17 September 1961.   

On 28 June 1960, Khrushchev wrote to General Gürsel and 

proposed that Turkey should opt for neutrality and that the two sides 

should hold talks on topics of mutual interest.  Moscow sought a 

“Finlandization” solution for Turkey rather than a satellite relationship. 

Gürsel did not respond, showing instead his commitment to the NATO 

alliance and Turkey’s western orientation.  He called Īnönu back into 

government to serve as Prime Minister (see photo below).  Together, 

they turned down a Soviet offer of $500 million in economic aid.  

Īnönü made clear to NATO allies that he was not predisposed towards 

neutrality with the Soviet Union. 342 

 

 
Prime Minister Īnönü and President Gürsel 

(Photo courtesy of the Office of the Turkish President website.) 
 

The sources of internal strife in Turkey in the late 1950s-1960 

were not related to foreign affairs.  They were serious economic and 

religious grievances.  Early in his administration, Gürsel issued the 

 
342 Ibid, Hale. 
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following statement on Islam, “Those who blame religion for our 

backwardness are wrong. The cause...is not religion but those who 

have misinterpreted [it] by exploiting it for their own benefits. Islam is 

the most sacred, most constructive, most dynamic, and powerful 

religion in the world.”343  This statement assured pious conservatives 

that Gürsel would take a more balanced approach to secularism than 

had Atatürk, and they were right. 

During his tenure, Gürsel oversaw Article 154 that elevated the 

Diyanet as a constitutional body.  In June 1965, he oversaw a coalition 

effort between CHP and the Adalet Party (AP) that passed Article 633, 

which outlined the duties and responsibilities of the Diyanet in 

accordance with secular principles and constitutional freedoms of 

religion and conscience.  It provided budgetary authorities designed to 

make the Diyanet “attractive to young people who wanted to be 

equipped in moral and positive sciences.” 344  It also increased the 

number of competent scholars on religious topics so that they could 

“strengthen society, and solidify and unify the integrity of Turkey in 

matters of faith and moral principles by removing bigotry, superstition, 

that are not permitted in Islam.”345  

This Act made the Diyanet subordinate to the Prime Minister to 

“mange all affairs related to beliefs, worship, and moral principles of 

the religion of Islam; to enlighten society on religion; and administer 

places of worship.”346   

 
343 Ibid, Ali Saleem, pp 172-175. 
344 Ibid, Saleem, 174. 
345 Ibid. 
346 Ibid. 
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While questions arose about the appropriateness of the secular 

state being involved in “morals” and religious issues, Gürsel’s 

leadership style marked the best of times in Turkey’s secularization 

path and served as a useful model for Muslim-majority nations.  The 

Gürsel model that appealed to both secular Kemalists and pious 

conservatives would erode.   

Throughout the 1960s, Gürsel and Īnönu steadied the Turkish 

economy, placed Kemalist leaders in charge of Turkey’s political 

parties, and reassured Washington and NATO of Turkey’s western 

orientation.  Gürsel was revered and duly elected as President in 

October 1961, a position he held through his death in 1966.  His 

policies endured several tests and strains, as seen in chapters fourteen 

and fifteen.347  

 

++++++++++ 

Cyclical Coups and the Rise of Recip Tayyip Erdoğan 

Turkey’s strict secular underpinnings, cyclical economic 

collapses, and violent social upheaval prompted a coup by memoranda 

in 1971 and a full military coup 1980.  Religious-based struggles 

emerged in the mid-1990s under pro-Islamist Prime Minister 

Necmettin Erbakan and his rising acolyte Recip Tayyip Erdoğan, who at 

that time was the mayor of Istanbul.  The National Security Council, 

led by the Turkish General Staff, issued a coup by monthly 

 
347 Andrew Mango, The Turks Today, (London: John Murray, 2004), pp 57-74.  
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memoranda in early-mid 1997, which ended by closing Erbakan’s 

political party and banning him from politics.   

Also, in 1997, mayor Erdoğan quoted the following poem by Ziya 

Gökalp in Siirt: 

"The minarets are our bayonets the domes our helmets the mosques our 
barracks and the faithful our soldiers." 

"One thing that I cannot digest, if the skies and the ground were to open 
against us. If floods and volcanoes were to burst upon us, we are those who 
are proud with the Iman of our ancestors, they never kneeled down to 
frightening things any day, deeds of glory, deed of Anatolia, from Malazgirt til 
Canakkale [Gallipoli], faith impenetrable to fortresses, our ancestors rushing 
from one victory to another, this is unity and togetherness." 

 

While this poem was listed by the Ministry of Education as an officially 

recommended reading for children, the government was cracking down 

on Islamic behaviors.  It charged Erdoğan with inciting religious 

hatred, sentenced him to ten months in jail, and banned him from 

politics.  When faced with growing demonstrations outside his jail, the 

government released him after four months.   

 

++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

Atatürk’s vision for a secular Turkey, the speed with which he 

demanded reforms, and the harshness by which he enforced them 

aimed to break the long Ottoman tradition of poverty, backwardness, 

and sharia law.  He demanded a secular constitution, introduced 

country-wide education reforms that placed a heavy emphasis on 

science and math, and placed the military in charge of protecting the 
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Turkish Republic from “anti-Turkishness” and sharia forces.  The 

downside of implementing these reforms so quickly and so harshly was 

that he alienated the pious and drove them underground.  It took 

years for them to organize various pro-Islamic political parties and 

elect governments that would promote and advocate for their religious 

freedoms and access to government jobs and contracts.  

Apart from Gürsel, each military intervention increasingly 

alienated pious conservatives in Istanbul as well as rural Anatolia and 

coastal cities.  Corruption scandals and failed efforts to jumpstart 

Turkey’s economy throughout the 20th century also frustrated the 

broader electorate.   

These dynamics paved the way for the cyclical leadership of 

Islamist politician Necmettin Erbakan and the popular mayor of 

Istanbul, Recip Tayyip Erdoğan.  Following his highly controversial jail 

sentence, the latter established the pro-Islamic but nationalist AK  

 

                        
 
  Prime Minister Necmettin Erbakan                              Istanbul Mayor Recip Tayyip Erdoğan 
                 1996-1997                                                                1994-1998 
(Courtesy of Encyclopedia Britannica)           (Courtesy of biography.com) 
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Partesi (Justice and Development Party), which won a landslide nation-

wide victory in 2002.  Once in power, AK parliamentarians changed the 

law that had banned Erdoğan and Erbakan from politics.   

Once eligible, Erdoğan ran for parliament from his home district 

in 2003.  The AK Partesi elected him Prime Minister the same year.  As 

of 2020, he had served as Turkey’s Prime Minister or President for 17 

straight years.  By way of comparison, Atatürk served 14 consecutive 

years.  The lesson for US statecraft practitioners and policymakers is 

that America shines its light best when it acts in accordance with its 

own First Amendment – it is best to promote religious freedom not just 

at home, but as a key element of foreign policy, national security and 

human conscience.   

 

 
(Photo courtesy of Turkish Office of the President)348  

 
348 See https://www.tccb.gov.tr/en/receptayyiperdogan/  Accessed on 19 March 2020. 
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12 THE BEAR, THE BRITS, AND THE SHAH; 
THE EAGLE AND KHOMEINI; THE WATCHFUL WOLF, 

1857-1980 
 
 
“By the end of 1952, it had become clear that the Mossadeq government in Iran was incapable 
of reaching an oil settlement with interested Western countries;…had weakened the Shah and 

the Iranian Army to a dangerous degree; and had cooperated closely with the Tudeh 
(Communist) Party of Iran. In view of these factors, it was estimated that Iran was in real 
danger of falling behind the Iron Curtain; if that happened it would mean a victory for the 
Soviets in the Cold War and a major setback for the West in the Middle East.  No remedial 

action other than the covert action plan [to overthrow Mossadeq] could be found to improve 
the existing state of affairs…the aim of the [plan was] to cause the fall of the Mossadeq 

government; to reestablish the prestige and power of the Shah; and to replace the Mossadeq 
government with one which would…reach an equitable oil settlement…and…vigorously 

prosecute the dangerously strong Communist Party.”349  
--Dr. Donald N. Wilber, who played an active role in the US-UK operation to 

overthrow Iranian Prime Minister Mossadegh in 1953 
 
  

“God has given us all the rules of the game.”350  
--Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini 

 

The Politics of Containment and Persian Oil 

 
In 1946, Stalin set his sights on Iranian Azerbaijan.  President 

Truman had not yet issued the doctrine that would usher in America’s 

Containment Policy.  That said, Washington and war-torn London 

clearly wanted to prevent Moscow from gaining direct access to trade 

routes and oil reserves in the Persian Gulf.  Turkey, whose border with 

 
349 Central Intelligence Agency, Clandestine Service History, Overthrow of Premier Mossadeq 
of Iran, November 1952-August 1953, written by Donald M. Wilber in March 1954, who played 
an active role in the operations.  His account was published by the CIA in October 1969.  See 
the Summary Section in https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu/NSAEBB/NSAEBB28/summary.pdf  
Accessed on 10 April 2020. 
350 Elaine Sciolino, Persian Mirrors:  The Elusive Face of Iran (NYC: Free Press, 2000, 2005), p. 
191. 
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Soviet Azerbaijan was already a source of historic wars and cross-

border tension, did not welcome the prospects of a larger Soviet 

presence in Iranian Azerbaijan.  

London and Ankara, however, were not able to pressure Stalin to 

withdraw his forces.  London’s relationship with Tehran was strained.  

As a result, Truman worked closely behind the scenes with Iranian 

Prime Minister Ahmad Qavam and devised a joint plan to demand that 

Stalin withdraw his forces.  Stalin backed down, and the US developed 

a smooth relationship with Iran for the rest of the decade.   

 Things turned ugly, however, when President Eisenhower and 

Prime Minister Winston Churchill agreed to take steps in late 1952 to 

remove popular nationalist Prime Minister Mohammad Mosaddegh.  It 

was a classic case of Great Game statecraft that played out in the 

context of Cold War Containment Policy.  Oil was the principle casus 

foederis, but containing the Bear remained the key policy agenda.    

As the Cold War began, an 1857 economic agreement in which 

Qājār Shah Nasir ed-Din had granted naturalized British subject, Baron 

Paul Julius von Reuter, the rights to control Persia’s economic and 

financial resources was unravelling.  Under the terms of this 

agreement, Britain had established the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company 

(AIOC) in 1908 and later registered a 51% interest it.  In 1951, the 

Iranian Parliament voted to nationalize the company.  Facing protests 

about his mismanagement of the economy, Shah Mohammad Reza 

Pahlavi named Mossadegh to serve as his Prime Minister.   

London rejected Iran’s decision to nationalize the AIOC and 

formed a coalition of oil companies and allied governments that agreed 
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to boycott Iranian oil.  In Washington, policymakers were concerned 

about having “lost China” in 1949 to the communists; British and US 

policymakers were not prepared to “lose Iran” to the Soviets.   

President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Winston Churchill 

authorized the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the British Secret 

Intelligence Service (MI6) to orchestrate a covert coup that would 

restore Britain’s share of the AOIC, keep Iran from falling under 

Moscow’s orbit, and shore up support for the Shah.   

On 19 August 1953 Mossadegh, in protest, resigned.  From 1953 

through 1979, the Shah restored order through “political repression, 

patronage, state control over private organizations, dependence on the 

United States, and increasingly autocratic rule.”351  As countless 

Iranians told me during my career, school children learned that the 

coup represented America’s “original sin,” in Iran; it fueled and 

justified them chanting, “the Great Satan” and “Death to America.” 

Conservative elements across Iranian society increasingly turned 

against the Shah and the United States between 1953 and 1979. 

Thousands of mosques began serving as clandestine meeting places to 

plan protests, while conservative, pious business elites, or bazaari, 

resisted doing business with foreign investors.  By early 1978, the 

bazaari had joined efforts with the clerics and were funneling money to 

students, unions, and political activists so they could stage riots, 

strikes, and demonstrations.  By November that year, strikes had 

paralyzed the nation.352   

 
351 Elaine Sciolino, Persian Mirrors:  The Elusive Face of Iran (NYC: Free Press, 2000, 2005), 
pp. 52-53. 
352 Ibid, Sciolino, 53. 
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++++++++++ 

The Ayatollah Set New Statecraft Terms 

On 1 February 1979, after nearly 15 years in exile in Najaf, Iraq, 

and Paris, Ayatollah Sayyid Ruhollah Musavi Khomeini returned to 

Tehran, where one million people lined the streets to welcome him 

home.  At his first press conference, he said, “Final success [for Islam 

over the Shah and its corrupt values] will come when all of the 

foreigners leave…I beg God to cut off the hand of foreigners and their 

helpers.”353   

The United States was highly reliant by then on military bases, 

intelligence collection sites, consulates, and an embassy that collected 

information and projected military power into parts of the Soviet Union 

that otherwise were out of reach.  If the United States were to lose 

access to bases and facilities in Iran, the next closest strategic bases 

were 1800-2800 kilometers away in Turkey.  It, however, was 

experiencing its own share of violent left-right riots, demonstrations, 

university closings, and strikes.  The region was teeming with social 

and economic discontent. 

Beyond needing to protect US oil supplies and contain Moscow, 

Washington had little to no experience managing conflicts that 

included influences from ulemas and bazaaris whose actions after the 

Great Game, WWI and WWII increasingly were guided by nationalism, 

sharia law, and Shi’a faith traditions.  Containment Policy carefully had 

avoided religious entanglements.  National security practitioners were 

 
353 Ibid, Sciolino, 56. 



 220 

skilled at managing geostrategic confrontations, understanding global 

communist parties and Soviet active measures, and monitoring Soviet 

and Warsaw Pact weapons of war.  The US had not developed 

statecraft practices to manage religious confrontations.   

The Ayatollah, however, had invoked God as his chief authority 

and Sharia Law as his source of power.  Within days of his return to 

Tehran, the Iran Revolution began.  The geostrategic and religious 

implications for the United States hit fast and hard.  As students took 

over the US Embassy on 4 November 1979 and held 52 Americans 

hostage for 444 days, 354 the Carter Administration confronted layer 

upon layer of grievances that had been festering since 1774.  

Adding further complexity and urgency, Moscow invaded 

Afghanistan in December 1979.  Policymakers and national security 

professionals wondered if the Soviets intended to advance into Iran. 

The Eastern Question and Great Game suddenly played out on 

television every evening in homes across America.  This time the 

protagonists were not rival Western European, Russian, Ottoman, and 

Persian Empires – but Soviet and Iranian successors.  It was America’s 

turn in the Lion’s den.   

 
 
 
  

 
354 Central Intelligence Agency, Studies in Intelligence, The Storming of the Embassy, 4 
November 1979, 4 November 2014.  See https://www.cia.gov/news-
information/blog/2014/storming-the-embassy-nov-4-1979.html  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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+++++++++++ 

Statecraft Consequences from a US Hostage in Iran 

 
Tom Ahern was the CIA’s Chief of Station in 1979.355  While 

serving as the CIA’s Chief of Operations for Iran, I was eager to meet 

him and seek his views.  He was exceptionally gracious with his time 

and wisdom.  He told every officer who would listen that American 

statecraft practitioners – be they diplomats, intelligence officers, or 

warfighters – must know their history, and they must have adequate 

time to prepare for their foreign assignments.  Few officers had 

learned these lessons the harder way than Tom and his colleagues 

who were in Tehran in November 1979. 

He explained that when preparing for his own assignment in 

1979, analysts and operational managers were focused on the prize – 

keeping the Shah motivated to contain the Soviet Union.  Upon arrival 

in Tehran, the challenge for Tom and his team nothing to do with the 

Shah and Moscow.  The real challenge was that US containment 

objectives took place in a local context seething with deep social, 

economic, political, and religious unrest in Iran.  The Shah had, by all 

Abrahamic standards, become a “bad king” or bad Fir ‘awn (pharaoh).  

The Central Intelligence Agency began funding and training the 

Sazman-e Etelaat Va Amniat Keshvar - SAVAK (the Organization of 

Intelligence and Security of the Country) in 1957.  It served as the 

secret police for the Shah and Prime Minister, who increasingly used 

 
355 Central Intelligence Agency, Storming the Embassy, November 4, 1979. See 
https://www.cia.gov/news-information/blog/2014/storming-the-embassy-nov-4-1979.html.   



 222 

the intelligence capabilities and security powers to monitor, arrest, 

detain, abuse, torture, and threaten Iranian dissidents and students at 

home and abroad.356   

In hindsight, containing Moscow was the achievable prize; 

restoring human rights, individual freedoms, and economic 

opportunities for Iranians was the real problem facing the United 

States.  Sadly, Containment Policy objectives and US statecraft 

practices were not set up to address those challenges.  

By 1979, Iranians had forgotten or never knew that Truman had 

thrown the weight of the United States behind saving Iranian Azeris 

from Soviet occupation after WWII.  They knew, however, that the 

United States had joined forces with “Great Game Britain” and 

overthrown the popular Mossadegh in favor of Shah Pahlavi.  They 

equated the United States with the Shah’s terror, abuse, and 

corruption.  It was hard to judge, Tom said, which country the Iranians 

detested most in mid-1979: the US, UK, or Israel. 

Nothing prepared Tom in Washington for the ground truth he 

encountered when he arrived in Tehran.  After recovering from his 

444-day ordeal as a hostage in his own embassy, Tom spent decades 

coaching and mentoring officers who worked on Iranian issues.  He 

was the great sage among us.  Like me, he loved the Iranian people 

and their rich culture, poetry, music, and food.  We worried about the 

future of Iran and the region if Tehran kept pursuing nuclear weapons.   

 
356 Ibid, Abrahamian, pp. 38, 419, 420, 436, and 451. 
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Tom told my officers that Iran’s geographic location places it in 

the crossroads of East-West and North-South dynamics.  Successful 

statecraft professionals needed to understand Farsi, Persian culture 

and history, Persian poetry and art, the reasons behind Persian 

temperaments, the good-bad-ugly of foreign alliances, and the key 

areas of misunderstandings and mistrust that have evolved between 

Britain, Russia, the United States, and Iran.  They needed to 

understand the forces – like oil and communism – that pulled nations 

towards and against Persia. 

Tom compiled these lessons in a 2010 book called, “So Little 

Wisdom: American Intelligence in Iran Under the Shah.”  It is a 

masterful, candid, and objective assessment of naïve and narrowly 

focused US relations with Iran.  It, too, raises unresolved Eastern 

Question issues that drove Iran’s unacknowledged but sustained 

hot wars with the United States between 2003 and 2020.   

 

++++++++++ 

The Wolf Watched and Waited 

Events in the 2010s shared some of 19th and 20th century 

characteristics.  The Russian Bear and the Persian Lion built 

capabilities and capacities to protect ethnic Slavs and Orthodox 

Christians (e.g., Crimea and Eastern Ukraine) and the Shi’a faithful.  

Borrowing from the military and propaganda campaigns of Catherine 

the Great and her heirs, Putin hunted throughout the 2010s for 

military bases in strategic locations beyond his borders.  The Lion, 

meanwhile, began talking of “Greater Persia” and set about forward-
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deploying military capabilities in Shi’a-controlled areas of Iraq, Syria, 

and Yemen. 

NATO’s southeastern gatekeeper, Turkey, meanwhile watched, 

waited, assessed, and cautiously courted Russian and Persian enemies 

that posed threats to Turkey’s Black Sea coast and unstable 

southeastern frontier.  Building upon lessons from Ottoman, WWI, 

WWII, and Cold War ancestors, the Wolf knew the price of isolation 

could bring war; she knew also that the cost of aligning with a 

geostrategic loser could bring sanctions and bankruptcy (as explained 

in chapters thirteen to fifteen).   

While Ankara’s engagement with Iran and Russia did not prompt 

withdrawal from NATO, it created turbulence in the alliance.  Its 

purchase of S-400 anti-NATO missile defense systems from Russia in 

2019 drove deep wedges between Ankara, Washington and Brussels.  

It was unclear as this study ended in 2020 the extent to which Ankara 

would fire up the S-400s. 

Beyond these geopolitical challenges, Ankara struggled to 

implement governance practices that included Turkish Kurds as part of 

its wolf pack.  By 2015, the government blamed ethnic Kurds in 

Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Syria – with few to no discriminators – for 

threatening Turkey’s territorial integrity and internal domestic policy 

agendas.  The cyclical hardening, softening, and then re-hardening of 

ethnic boundaries around “Turkishness” between 1980 and 2020 was a 

quintessential Ottoman behavior – one that helped distract from other 

equally challenging issues, such as unemployment, inflation, and the 

cost of caring for millions of refugees.   
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Ethnic Turkish-Kurdish issues were challenging for Washington 

and NATO alliance members to manage.  The Westphalian Peace 

Treaty of 1648 set an enduring standard that sovereign nations had 

the right to manage their own internal affairs without fear of foreign 

interference.357  Washington and NATO acknowledged Turkey’s right to 

manage Turkish Kurdish matters – within sound human rights 

practices – but not those of Syrian-, Iraqi-, or Iranian-Kurdish persons.   

The Syrian Civil War unleashed powerful cross-border 

interactions among all ethnic Kurds, thus calling on Washington and 

NATO to treat the discrete but overlapping ethnic Kurdish regions as a 

whole – while carefully respecting the sovereignty of Ankara, 

Damascus, Baghdad, Azerbaijan, and Iran to manage their own 

internal affairs.  A negotiated solution remained elusive in the 2010s. 

 

 

+++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

The Wolf remained as scrappy-yet-cautious in the 2010s as it 

had been between 1774 and 2009.  The Porte’s allied victory during 

the Crimean War – and humiliating defeat in WWI – propelled Turkish 

leaders to seek alliance partners that would support, defend, and 

protect its borders and the definition of its pack.   

 
357 Henry Kissinger, World Order:  Reflections on the Character of Nations and the Course of 
History (NYC: Penguin Books, 2014), Chapter One.  
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While Washington pursued strategic commitments with NATO 

member nations, Turkey frequently paused to study and judge the 

transactional aspects of the alliance before making commitments.  

Ankara wanted to know, for example, the extent to which various 

NATO weapons systems, joint military exercises, and political-military 

agreements would provoke or help Turkey survive confrontations with 

the Bear, the Lion, and terrorists.  When evaluating various NATO 

programs, the Wolf displayed sharp teeth, upright ears, and inquiring 

eyes.   

The US-Turkish bilateral alliance from 1952 to 2020 required 

Washington to provide a steady flow of US arms, money, persistent 

training, and for both sides to establish and maintain a whole lot of 

trust.  While military sales, economic aid, and joint training were the 

hallmarks of the alliance, trust was the glue.  When it weakened, 

offers of more arms, aid, and training helped, but did not restore 

enough trust to endure divergent national interests.  Trust was hard to 

build and even harder to sustain with the Turks.  Doing so compelled 

practitioners to view the world from Turkish eyes.   

The sustained wars in Iraq and Syria by 2020 had deepened 

cross-border ethnic and religious grievances, yielded millions of 

refugees and permanently displaced persons, and laid bare the 

enduring burdens of abject poverty.  The projection of raw American 

military and economic powers was vital, but failure to treat the East as 

one big interconnected region left the Wolf feeling surrounded by 

enemies Ankara could not manage or control on its own.  There were 

no paths to enduring peace on Turkey’s southeastern borders or along 
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the broader Eastern Mediterranean.  Trust between Ankara, 

Washington, and Brussels eroded in the 2010s and in some cases – it 

completely evaporated.   

In my experience, cornered wolves made tactical decisions 

geared towards immediate survival – not strategic ones; Turkey rarely 

trusted any partner that was not considered part of the pack.  

Decisions Ankara and Washington made in fear usually led to 

prolonged periods of mutual frustration, distrust, insecurity, anger, 

and even violence.  In Ankara, these attributes generally coincided 

with and fed authoritarian governing styles.   

Looking ahead, Washington and Ankara will need to re-frame 

their relationship every few years and acknowledge the terms and 

limits of mutual interests and collective defense.  Doing so is a 

necessary step in rebuilding lost trust in the relationship and 

strengthening it for the long haul.  
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Cold War Containment Policy and the 
Eastern Question: Three Case Studies   
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13  THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS, 1962 
 
 

“Our real problem, then, is not our strength today; it is rather the vital necessity of action 
today to ensure our strength tomorrow…I have returned from the recent NATO meeting with 

renewed conviction that, because we are a part of a world-wide community of free and 
peaceful nations, our own security is immeasurably increased.  By contrast, the Soviet Union 
has surrounded itself with captive and sullen nations. Like a crack in the crust of an uneasily 

sleeping volcano, the Hungarian uprising revealed the depth and intensity of the patriotic 
longing for liberty that still burns within these countries.”358 

-- President Dwight D. Eisenhower, 9 January 1958 
 

“Neither the United States of America nor the world community of nations can tolerate 
deliberate deception and offensive threats on the part of any nation, large or small. We no 

longer live in a world where only the actual firing of weapons represents a sufficient challenge 
to a nation’s security to constitute maximum peril.  Nuclear weapons are so destructive and 
ballistic missiles are so swift, that any substantially increased possibility of their use or any 
sudden change in their deployment may well be regarded as a definite threat to peace.” 359 

 
--President John F. Kennedy,  

22 October 1962 
 
 

We now turn to examining how Cold War containment policy 

impacted US statecraft approaches with Turkey through three case 

studies.  This chapter evaluates events that led to and alleviated the 

Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962.  Chapter fourteen looks at factors that 

impacted US statecraft decision during negotiations with London, 

Ankara, and Nicosia over the independence of the Republic of Cyprus 

in 1960 and intercommunal violence that erupted in 1964 and 1974.  

 
358 Dwight D. Eisenhower, Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union, dated 9 
January 1958.  For the full text, see 
https://www.eisenhowerlibrary.gov/sites/default/files/file/1958_state_of_the_union.pdf  
Accessed on 10 March 2020. 
359 John F. Kennedy, Radio and Television Address to the American People about the Soviet 
Arms Build-Up in Cuba, dated 22 October 1962.  See https://www.jfklibrary.org/learn/about-
jfk/historic-speeches/address-during-the-cuban-missile-crisis  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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Chapter fifteen examines Turkey’s two interventions in Cyprus in 1974.  

The research and findings were based on the availability of declassified 

documents from the US Department of State, the National Security 

Archives, and various presidential libraries.  Declassified records were 

most abundant between 1958 and 1998. 

Containment Policy dominated US national security agendas and 

statecraft methods from 1947 through 1991.  With a few notable 

exceptions, most Democrats and Republicans embraced it.  Beyond its 

stated goal of containing Soviet influence and aggression, it played a 

vital role in keeping nuclear issues “cool to cold” between Moscow and 

Washington.360   

Seminal events and East-West alliances during that era 

illuminated four recurring themes: a) the enduring nature of Moscow’s 

regional and global ambitions; b) its persistent reliance upon 

propaganda (active measures), strict censorship even within the 

Politburo, and military means to project and maintain power and 

control; c) the frequency with which Moscow and Washington 

overestimated and underestimated each other; and d) the importance 

of trusted personal relationships.361  In my experience, the most 

important factors throughout the Cold War were accurate information 

and the level of trust between Presidents and Soviet Premiers.  Talks 

tended establish and deepen personal rapport, relationships, and 

 
360 US Department of State, Office of the Historia, Milestones, 1945-52, Kennan and 
Containment, 1947.  See https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/kennan  Accessed 
on 26 December 2019. 
361 Baker, pp 275-328, 366-381, 411-429, 470-486, 514-557, 652-670.  
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convictions; rejection of talks tended to freeze relationships in place 

and reinforce negative stereotypes. 

The most poignant example of these points occurred when the 

US became aware that Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev had deployed 

nuclear-capable medium-range missile systems to Cuba between July 

and October of 1962.  The resulting standoff would take many twists 

and turns.  It is a story of frightening facts, false assumptions, deep 

convictions, fear, and a few leaps of faith. 

 
 

+++++++++++ 
 

The Authoritative Backstory 
 

The National Security Archives at George Washington University 

are an exceptional source of authoritative documents on the crisis.  

“U.S. intelligence at the [height of the thirteen day crisis] had no idea 

…that the [Soviet ship] Arkhangelsk carried 80 warheads for the land-

based cruise missile FKR-1, 12 warheads for the dual-use Luna (Frog) 

launcher, and 6 nuclear bombs for IL-28 bombers — in total, 98 

tactical nuclear warheads.  Four other nuclear warheads, for torpedoes 

on the Foxtrot submarines, had already returned to the Soviet Union, 

as well as 24 warheads for the R-14 missiles, which arrived in Cuba on 

October 25 on the ship Aleksandrovsk, but were never unloaded.”362  

 
362 George Washington University, National Security Archives, Last Nuclear Weapons Left Cuba 
in December 1962:  Soviet Military Documents Provide Detailed Account of Cuban Missile 
Crisis Deployment and Withdrawal: New Evidence on Tactical Nuclear Weapons - 59 Days in 
Cuba, National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book No. 449, Posted December 11, 2013, 
edited by Svetlana Savranskaya and Thomas Blanton with Anna Melyakova. See 
https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu/NSAEBB/NSAEBB449/  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 



 232 

While Moscow saw Cuba as a logical geographic location to 

counterbalance the placement of US nuclear weapons along the Soviet 

Union’s border with Turkey, Khrushchev underestimated and 

miscalculated American resolve to keep them out of the Western 

Hemisphere.  As President Kennedy went public with photographs of 

Soviet missile sites in Cuba, demanded Soviet withdrawal of all 

weapons, and authorized a vast US naval quarantine around the 

island, Khrushchev knew what Washington policymakers did not: he 

had delegated to mid-level Soviet military commanders in Havana the 

authority to launch the tactical nuclear weapons.  He had no real 

control over events on the ground in Cuba.  

  

      
 (Satellite Photo from the JFK Library.)                     (Map from the JFK Library.) 
 

 

Making matters worse, classified communications between 

Havana, Washington, and Cuba took hours or even days to exchange, 
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translate, and evaluate. 363364365  President Kennedy and his Executive 

Committee (known also as the EXCOMM) made their judgments based  

on incomplete and inaccurate information and highly faulty 

assumptions.  So did Khrushchev. 

 

 
The EXCOMM Members: Clockwise from President Kennedy: President Kennedy,  

Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen. Maxwell Taylor, Assistant Secretary of Defense  

Paul Nitze, Deputy USIA Director Donald Wilson, Special Counsel Theodore Sorensen,  
Special Assistant McGeorge Bundy, Secretary of the Treasury Douglas Dillon,  

Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy, Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson (hidden),  
Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Director  

William C. Foster, CIA Director John McCone (hidden),  
Under Secretary of State George Ball, and Secretary of State Dean Rusk.  

(This photo is from a White House employee, Cecil Stoughton. It is in the public domain.) 

 
363 John F. Kennedy Presidential Library, The Cuban Missile Crisis, 1962. See 
https://www.jfklibrary.org/learn/about-jfk/jfk-in-history/cuban-missile-crisis   
364 National Security Archives, George Washington University, The Cuban Missile Crisis, 1962: 
40th Anniversary: Introduction, edited by Laurence Chang and Peter Kornbluh with a Forward 
by Robert S. McNamara.  See https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu//nsa/cuba_mis_cri/declass.htm  
Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
365 Jim Hershberg, National Security Archives, George Washington University, The Cuban 
Missile Crisis, 1962:  40th Anniversary:  Anatomy of a Controversy.  The Cold War 
International History Project Bulletin, Issue 5, Spring 1995.  See 
https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu//nsa/cuba_mis_cri/moment.htm  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
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Thirteen days of intense private negotiations between 

Washington and Moscow took place while global leaders at the United 

Nations questioned Moscow’s nuclear intentions.  Soviet Ambassador 

to the United Nations, Valerian Alexandrovich Zorin, argued that 

Moscow intended to protect Cuba from another Bay of Pigs type 

invasion from the US, while at other times he argued that Moscow had 

a right to level the nuclear playing field after the US and NATO placed 

nuclear weapons and missile systems in Turkey, next to the Soviet 

Union.366 

No one knew how a nuclear exchange between Washington and 

Moscow would end.  In a memo to President Kennedy, Chief of the 

Joint Staff General Maxwell Taylor cautioned that, "If atomic weapons 

were used, there [was] no experience factor upon which to base an 

estimate of casualties.  Certainly we might expect to lose very heavily 

at the outset if caught by surprise, but our retaliation would be rapid 

and devastating and thus would bring to a sudden close the period of 

heavy losses."367  A later estimate said the “number of North American 

deaths was upwards of 200 million. Double, perhaps even quadruple 

that number of Soviet, Eastern European, and Chinese citizens [would 

perish], and no one had any reliable data on how many Western 

 
366  Ibid, Chronology of Events, September 28-October 26, 1962. See 
https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu/nsa/cuba_mis_cri/620928_621025%20Chronology%201.pdf  pp 
367-368. 
367 George Washington University, National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book No. 397, 
Posted - October 16, 2012, Edited by William Burr. 
See https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu/NSAEBB/NSAEBB397/  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
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Europeans, Africans, Asians, Australians, and others [who would be] 

killed by the radioactive fallout as it enveloped the globe.” 368   

Beyond these issues, world leaders had watched Soviet tanks roll 

into East Germany in 1953 and Hungary in 1956.  Moscow then 

erected the highly contested Berlin Wall in 1961.369  US actions in its 

near region were not always popular either.  Eisenhower and Kennedy 

had approved the ill-fated 1961 Pay of Pigs operation, and world 

leaders were still judging this decision.  The 1962 standoff was 

different than the others in that it was not geographically contained to 

Cuba, the US and USSR; it impacted most of the planet.   

Beyond cool heads and a publicly announced willingness to use 

US military force, the ultimate breakthroughs came from intense back-

channel efforts among players who were credible, knew each other, 

and spoke candidly.  Among the important dyads were President 

Kennedy and Premier Khrushchev – who had established a habit of 

exchanging personal letters through diplomatic channels starting in 

1960;370 Soviet Ambassador to the United States, Anatoly Fyodorovich 

Dobrynin and Robert Kennedy;371 and ABC News journalist John Scali 

 
368 Martin Sherwin, One Step from Nuclear War: The Cuban Missile Crisis at 50: In Search of 
Historical Perspective.  Fall 2012, Vol. 44, No. 2.  See 
https://www.archives.gov/publications/prologue/2012/fall/cuban-missiles.html  Accessed on 
20 December 2019. 
369 US Department of State Archives, Office of the Historian, Milestones 1961-1968.  See 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1961-1968/cuban-missile-crisis  Accessed on 20 
December 2019. 
370 US Department of State, Office of the Historian, Foreign Relations of the United States 
(FRUS), 1961-1963, Volume VI, 1: Kennedy-Khrushchev Exchanges. See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1961-63v06/comp1  Accessed on 20 
December 2019. 
371 Ibid, FRUS. 70: Letter from Chairman Khrushchev to President Kennedy, dated 28 October 
1962 (in response to discussions between Robert Kennedy and Dobynin on 27 October 1962).  
See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1961-63v06/d70  Accessed on 20 
December 2019. 
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and KGB Colonel Alexander Feklisov, who went by the cover name 

Alexander Fomin.372  

   

     
     
          Soviet Foreign Ministry Gromyko                                ABC News Journalist and 
     and President Kennedy in the White House     US Ambassador to the UN, John Scali 
   (Photo courtesy of the JFK Presidential Library)                      (Photo courtesy of the US 

      Department of State) 
 

 
+++++++++++ 

 
Containment Policy Strained US-Turkey Relations 

 

Similar dyads were not in place between Ankara and Washington 

during the Crisis.  The Turkish military had instigated a coup in 1960, 

and General Cemal Gürsel was leading the nation in 1962.  Although 

 
372 John Scali Obituary, 9 October 1995. See http://www.arlingtoncemetery.net/jascali.htm   
See https://www.nytimes.com/1995/10/10/us/john-a-scali-77-abc-reporter-who-helped-ease-
missile-crisis.html  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
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widely admired and trusted by the US Department of Defense and 

NATO officials, the official record shows that Gürsel was not included in 

the time-sensitive negotiations with Moscow.   

In February 1963, Secretary of Defense McNamara met with 

Turkish and Italian counterparts in Paris to explain the decision to 

remove US Jupiter warheads from each country.  Turkish Minister of 

Defense Ilhami Sancor was cautious and reserved in his response; he 

said that such a substitution must take account of political and military 

factors.  According to a State Department telegram memorializing their 

discussions, Sancor told McNamara that, “the core problem was 

Turkey’s confidence in its Allies; that there was need to avoid moral 

depression either in the people or Army. Warned against creating 

impression that the ‘best of Allies’ was leaving Turkey to a condition of 

aloneness.”373  

McNamara suggested that the exchange of aging Jupiters for the 

more “efficient and invulnerable Polaris systems” should assuage such 

concerns.  Sancor then asked about the delayed arrival of F-104-G 

fighter aircraft.  McNamara said he would work to accelerate their 

delivery and that it would be useful to link their arrival with that of the 

new Polaris system. 

During a dinner in Paris with NATO officials, the Turkish 

Permanent Representative to NATO initiated discussions about the 

Jupiters and “in strong terms, expressed resentment that Turkey had 

 
373 Ibid, FRUS, 1961-1963, Volume XVI, Eastern Europe; Cyprus; Greece; Turkey.  384: 
Telegram from the Department fo State to the Embassy in Turkey, dated 17 December 
1962.  See  https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1961-63v16/d384  Accessed on 
18 March 2018. 
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been victimized through being pressed to receive Jupiters when most 

other member [of] NATO turned them down.”  He indicated that the 

Jupiters were no good, had created special problems for Turkey, and 

that their deployment to Turkey had been irresponsible because fellow 

NATO members did not cooperate with the overall program.374  Later, 

Turkish Foreign Minister Feridun Cemal Erkin – in a much softer tone –  

asked McNamara to find “the ways and means to make clear that the 

US was continuing a military presence in Turkey and was firmly 

committed to Turkey’s defense.”375   

This exchange underscored the short and longer-range impact of 

the Cuban Missile Crisis on Washington’s bilateral relationship with 

Ankara, and underlying suspicions that it was being asked to shoulder 

a NATO burden against the Soviet Union that Germany, France, and 

Britain would not.  Turkish officials knew that their geographic 

neighborhood was hostile to the north, inhospitable to its west, and 

unstable to its southeast.  After centuries of war with Russia and 

Stalin’s endless efforts to control the Dardanelles, Ankara genuinely 

sought collective defense from NATO.  Put differently, Turks did not 

seek ways to exacerbate tensions with Moscow without firm 

assurances from the United States that it would stand behind Turkey’s 

defensive needs.  

The Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962 ended with the peaceful 

withdrawal of Soviet nuclear weapons and missiles from Cuba by the 

end of 1962, and the US withdrawal of aging Jupiter class nuclear 

 
374 Ibid, FRUS. 
375 Ibid, FRUS. 
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weapons from Turkey by April 1963.376  Long lists of miscalculations, 

faulty assumptions, and misunderstandings – amplified by lengthy 

communications lags and misgivings about human decision-making – 

prompted Washington and Moscow to install a Hotline.  Despite the 

bumpiness of the Cuban Missile Crisis, the US fairly quickly restored its  

 

 
General Cemal Gürsel, 1960 

(Courtesy of the Turkish Ministry of Defense.) 
 

relationship with the Gürsel government, and NATO deepened its 

commitment to deter nuclear war and impede further Soviet ambitions 

against Western Europe and the southwestern Black Sea. 

 
+++++++++++ 

Nuclear Weapons Trifurcated US Statecraft Practices 

After-action events by 1963 reinforced the perils, however, of 

treating the Soviet Union in one silo and Turkey as a subset or a 

completely different silo.  Turks never forgot how the US made 

unilateral nuclear weapons decisions without consulting with Gürsel 

 
376 US Department of State, Milestones 1961-1968:  The Cuban Missile Crisis, 1962.  See 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1961-1968/cuban-missile-crisis  Accessed on 4 March 
2020. 
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and Īnönu.  This wound festered more publicly during the Johnson 

administration’s Cold War management of intercommunal violence 

between Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots in 1964 (see below). 

From a broader perspective, US policies and strategies regarding 

the Eastern Question after WWII called upon American statesmen, 

warfighters, diplomats, and intelligence professionals to know and 

understand the motivations, intentions, and capabilities in both the 

Soviet Union/Russia and Turkey.  Their ambitions, security concerns, 

imperial histories, and reputations from the Black Sea to the Balkans 

and Eastern Mediterranean had tied them inextricably together for 

centuries – and Cold War policies and statecraft practices did not erase 

the underlying dynamics or their geographic locations.  The Balkan 

Wars that unfolded throughout the 1990s and post-9/11 wars and 

counterterrorism operations across the East highlighted time and again 

the depth and breadth of ethnic and religious grievances with deep 

roots in imperial European and Ottoman rule.  

The Cuban Missile Crisis also left indelible marks pertaining to 

the consequences of East-West nuclear brinksmanship.  It prompted 

the US and USSR to double-down on a long and costly arms race, but 

it also propelled the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty of August 1963,377 the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty that went into force in 1970,378 and the seeds 

 
377 United Nations International Atomic Energy Agency, The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, 1963.  
See https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/publications/magazines/bulletin/bull15-
4/15403500322.pdf  Accessed on 8 March 2020. 
378 United Nations, International Atomic Energy Agency, The Non-Proliferation Treaty, 1970.  
See 
https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/publications/documents/infcircs/1970/infcirc140.pdf  
Accessed on 8 March 2020. 
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of arms control and disarmament that impacted America’s engagement 

on the Eastern Question.379   

US arms control and disarmament policies and strategies 

between the Cold War and 2020 established three distinct silos to 

manage various treaties, information sharing protocols, and 

negotiations.  The first silo managed relations the world’s premier 

nuclear weapons holders (e.g., the UN Security Council’s Permanent 

Five nations: the US, UK, Russia, China, and France.  Most US officials 

who worked in this silo were authorized to know highly sensitive 

details about nuclear weapons designs and tests.  The sharing of this 

information beyond authorized weapons holders was deemed a 

violation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.   

US personnel who worked in the second silo interacted with close 

US allies that did not have acknowledged nuclear weapons (most 

NATO and ASEAN nations, Israel, Japan, and Five Eyes partners in 

Canada, Australia, and New Zealand).  Most of them were not 

authorized to know – and did not know – sensitive details about Perm-

5 nuclear weapons designs, tests, and implosion devices.   

US personnel in the third silo managed issues pertaining to 

rogue states (e.g., Pakistan, Iran, North Korea, Libya) that repeatedly 

used illegal proliferation practices to acquire nuclear weapons 

capabilities.  Because their efforts aimed at specific weapons designs 

and materials, some portion of the US experts who worked in this silo 

were authorized to know and manage sensitive information that 

 
379 Ibid, Milestones 1961-1968. 
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included weapons designs, test results, and state-of-the-art 

information about implosion techniques.   

The management of the Soviet Union always fell under the 

leadership of personnel who worked within the first silo.  After its 

collapse, some former Soviet stockpiles and scientists became 

attractive to rogue states, organized criminals, and terrorists.  This 

dynamic called for US personnel to treat Russia and the former Soviet 

Union under silos one and three.  The Partnership for Peace program 

included robust aid efforts to help former Soviet Republics account for 

and control rogue efforts to gain access and control over their nuclear 

weapons capabilities and know-how.380 

The US treated Turkey and most other NATO allies under the 

second silo from 1952-2020.  This management structure during the 

Cold War tended to leave Turkey feeling like an “isolated” and “lonely” 

pawn in a deadly chess match – as noted above by Turkish Defense 

Minister Sancor.  That said, Ankara repeatedly agreed to play host to 

nuclear weapons on its soil.   

 

+++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

The Cuban Missile Crisis laid bare the additional risks Turkey 

played by hosting nuclear weapons and missiles it did not understand 

and that were of profound concern to Soviet leaders and military 

 
380 US Government Accounting Office, Testimony Before the US Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs on Soviet Nuclear Weapons:  US Efforts to Help Former Soviet Republics 
Secure and Destroy Weapons. 9 March 1993.  See 
https://www.gao.gov/assets/110/104877.pdf  Accessed on 8 March 2020. 
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commanders who peered into Turkey from the Caucasus and Black 

Sea.  Lack of US consultation with Ankara during the Cuban Missile 

Crisis did not inspire confidence among Turkish officials on the left or 

the right from 1962 through 2020 that the US would act in Turkey’s 

interests.   

The trust gap that emerged between Washington and Ankara 

after the Cuban Missile Crisis ebbed and flowed but did not evaporate 

with time.  It appeared immediately and then cyclically over divergent 

national interests pertaining to Cypriot independence and 

intercommunal violence on the island and during both US-led wars 

against Iraq.  We now turn to events in Cyprus. 
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14  CYPRUS: INDEPENDENCE AND BICOMMUNAL 
VIOLENCE, 1958-1964 

 
“During the Cold War, the US threaded a needle with Turkey in ways that addressed urgent 

tactical issues, strategic alliance requirements, and special relationships.  Cyprus brought all 
three threads together into an eye that proved too small.  Exuberance following the 1960 

independence was short-lived.  Suspicion and conspiracy theories surfaced on cue; religious 
and ethnic grievances - old and new, genuine and contrived - surfaced with and without 

provocation.  Soviet influence was active and at play. Promises were situational and the shelf 
life of negotiations was quite short.  The stakes at times were high, but never enough to 

negotiate a lasting peace between Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots.” 381                                                       

-- Paula Doyle 
Remarks at Georgetown University on 2 May 2018   

 

Four US Policy Goals 

An extensive review of official unclassified government 

documentation shows that while the US had been actively engaged 

bilaterally with London, Ankara, Nicosia and Athens for five years 

before Cypriot independence, Washington’s final statecraft objectives 

did not gel until February of 1960.  According to a National Security 

Council (NSC) memo dated 9 February 1960, the US settled on four 

main policy objectives.   

First, the US would stabilize Cyprus and the region, solidifying its 

future links to Greece, Turkey, and the UK.  The Eisenhower 

Administration judged that failure to do so risked ongoing 

 
381 Adjunct Professor of Practice Paula Doyle, Remarks at Georgetown University on 2 May 
2018 on the topic of US Statecraft with Colonial Empires versus Cold War Alliances:  Lessons from 
Russo-Ottoman Wars, the Monroe Doctrine, the Philippine-American War, and Cypriot 
Independence. 
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disagreements that yielded a dangerous deterioration of Greek-Turkish 

and Greek-British relations and becoming disruptive factors for NATO 

and the Eastern Mediterranean.  The US would achieve this objective 

by supporting Cypriot independence in a manner acceptable to all 

parties and favoring its membership in the UN and “free world” 

international financial organizations.  The US also would expect to 

provide $5-$7 million in foreign development assistance a year and 

agricultural commodities.382  

Second, the US would join London’s diplomatic efforts to retain 

two Sovereign British Areas (SBAs) on Cyprus, Dhekelia and Akrotiri 

(noted on the map below).  The loss of British bases in Egypt after the  

 

 
This map was published by the  

US Central Intelligence Agency and 
annotated by R.G. Ainslee.383 

 

 
382 Ibid, FRUS: Volume X, Part 1. 1958-1960. 347. National Security Council Report, dated 9 
February 1960.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-60v10p1/d347  
Accessed on 31 March 2018.   
383 R. G. Ainslee, Secret Cold War Series, see https://www.rgainslee.com/teat  Accessed on 31 
March 2018. 
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Suez Crisis in 1956 raised the strategic importance of the SBAs.  The 

British airfields were within striking distance of the USSR, served as 

staging areas for US operations in the Middle East, and could be used 

as a back-up to Turkish facilities in Adana.   

In support of Her Majesty’s Government (HMG), the US agreed 

to look favorably upon Cypriot membership in the British 

Commonwealth to deepen its “free world” orientation.  In exchange, 

the Eisenhower Administration would take no initiative to secure 

admission of Cyprus into NATO, so as not to disrupt agreements with 

Turkey, which were viewed as vital in containing – if not confronting – 

the Soviet Union.384 

Third, the US would work to retain unfettered use of a radio 

communications relay station and Foreign Broadcast Information 

Service (FBIS) offices.  The radio communications relay station was 

judged to be vital to embassies across the Middle East and the FBIS 

bureau collected open source foreign intelligence.  Relocating them 

would be costly and would interrupt ongoing operations.  During 

negotiations with the four nations, therefore, the US would work to 

avoid any action that might suggest partiality. 385 

Fourth, the US would support the Cypriot economy to keep it 

free of communism.  This objective included containing and 

confronting the Progressive Party of Working People (AKEL), the 

largest Cypriot Communist Party, and other communist activists on 

 
384 Ibid, FRUS. 347. 
385 Ibid, FRUS. 347. 
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Cyprus.386  The Soviet Bloc, meanwhile, was offering aid through trade 

and labor organizations.  The US would counter the Soviets by 

encouraging Cyprus to adopt sound economic policies and a positive 

investment climate that discouraged ties with the Sino-Soviet bloc.   

In support of this policy objective, the US would help strengthen 

non-Communist Cypriot labor organizations, encourage Archbishop 

Makarios to ban AKEL, and work with the UK to help Cyprus establish 

internal police and security services trained to focus on Soviet 

activities and personnel.  Finally, the Administration would be prepared 

to work with the US Congress, Greece, Turkey and Britain to provide 

excess US equipment and training to Cyprus from existing Military 

Assistance Programs (MAPs).387 

Official US government archives show that five key threats or 

concerns consistently impacted US statecraft approaches with Turkey 

and Cyprus between 1958 and 1960.  They did not appear to be 

ranked in any particular order.   

First, the US and Britain had signed agreements in 1954 to 

permit the US to establish an FBIS Monitoring Station at Karavas in 

Northern Cyprus (see the next map) to translate print and broadcast  

media from the Eastern Mediterranean region.  Cypriot independence 

required the US to advise the Cypriots about the FBIS’ activities and 

renegotiate new terms with Archbishop Makarios at a time of growing 

 
386 Ibid, FRUS. 347. 
387 Ibid, FRUS. 347. 
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bi-communal violence between the Greek Cypriots and Turkish 

Cypriots.388  That said, all parties assessed that the FBIS facilities were 

 

 
 

not under any imminent threat, although Makarios on 21 October 1959 

wanted to know if the US paid rent or royalty to the British.  On 

learning the answer was no, he replied, “well, you know we will be 

poor and you will have to pay us something.”389   

On 13 January 1960, Archbishop Makarios signed an agreement 

that stated, “all international obligations and responsibilities of the UK 

shall henceforth, insofar as they may be held to have application of the 

 
388 ibid.  FRUS. 321: Telegram from the Consulate General in Nicosia to the Department of 
State, dated 14 April 1959.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-
60v10p1/d321  Accessed on 31 March 2018. 
389 ibid.  FRUS. 331: Telegram from the Consulate General in Nicosia to the Department of 
State, dated 21 October 1959. https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-
60v10p1/d331  Accessed on 31 March 2018 
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Republic of Cyprus.”390  The available materials in US archives as of 

January 2020 did not disclose final costs to the US.   

The second threat pertained to tough negotiations between 

London and Nicosia over British retention of two Sovereign Base 

Authorities (SBAs) for intelligence collection and military staging 

purposes.  The US and UK had signed the UKUSA Agreement in 1946 

and by 1956 it was amended to include Australia, New Zealand and 

Canada.391  UKUSA called for burden sharing arrangements, and all 

parties had agreed that they needed the unique information collected 

from the two SBAs.  The USUSA partners did not plan to share their 

collection capabilities with the Greeks, the Turks, or the Cypriots.   

Agreement on the two SBAs was the source of many 

negotiations in which London took the lead.  The British held their 

ground on the eve of the initial independence planned for January 

1960, and Makarios would not yield what he considered to be Cypriot 

sovereignty.  The British agreed to offer 7.5 million sterling pounds to 

the Greek Cypriots between 1960 and 1965, and an additional half 

million sterling pounds to the Turkish Cypriots.  The UK also offered to 

keep 20,000 troops on Cyprus.   

The next planned independence date was to be 19 March 

1960.392  According to a declassified document memorializing an NSC 

 
390 ibid. FRUS. 341: Telegram from the Embassy in the UK to the Department of State, dated 
13 January 1960.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-60v10p1/d341  
Accessed on 31 March 2018 
391 The National Security Agency.  See https://www.nsa.gov/news-features/declassified-
documents/ukusa/ Accessed on 31 March 2018. 
392 ibid. FRUS. 344: Message from Foreign Secretary Lloyd to Secretary of State Herter, dated 
19 January 1960.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-60v10p1/d344  
Accessed on 31 March 2018. 
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meeting on the topic, the UK wanted 120 square miles for the two 

SBAs, and Makarios offered 36 square miles.  The two sides remained 

deadlocked.393  On 17 March, Cypriot Justice Minister Glafkos Klerides 

asked the US to mediate with the British on the issue of the SBAs.  

The US declined, saying it “d[id] not wish ourselves to be a meddling 

power.”394 

During the 1-3 April timeframe, talks broke down again; the 

British offered 100 square miles, and Makarios offered 80 square 

miles.  All parties assessed the island would split down Greek Cypriot-

Turkish Cypriot lines; they did not.  The next round of talks broke 

down on 6 May.  In part born of fatigue and in part from sustained UK 

pressure, British and Cypriot delegations announced on 1 July an 

agreement on 99 square miles.  On 6 July Makarios and Turkish 

Cypriot Vice President Küçük initialed the agreements.395  By staying in 

the background and supporting London’s negotiating tactics, 

Washington secured a strategic victory that projected US military, 

diplomatic, and intelligence powers throughout the Levant, the Soviet 

Union, and Black Sea – all without uttering references to the Eastern 

Question. 

 
393 ibid.  FRUS. 346: Memorandum of Discussion at the 434th Meeting of the National Security 
Council, dated 4 February 1960.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-
60v10p1/d346  Accessed 31 March 2018. 
394 ibid.  FRUS. 349: Telegraph from the Department of State to the Consulate General in 
Nicosia, dated 19 March 1960. It references FRUS 394 in footnote 1:  Telegram from Nicosia, 
dated 17 March 1960.  https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-60v10p1/d349  
Accessed on 31 March 2018.  
395 ibid.  FRUS. 354: Editorial Note, dated 7 July 1960 (estimated).  See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-60v10p1/d354  Accessed on 31 March 
2018. 
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The third concern impacting America’s statecraft approach to 

Cypriot independence came from Paris.  French President Charles de 

Gaulle in June 1958 refused to base any US Jupiter class nuclear 

missiles in France.  In October 1959, Turkey agreed to host one 

Jupiter squadron, totaling 15 missiles, on NATO’s southern flank.  

Doing so placed additional pressure on the US to maintain an 

appropriate distance in advocating for or against Cypriot 

independence.  As seen above, US efforts to balance the placement of 

US nuclear weapons with Turkey’s concerns about provoking Soviet 

aggression were quite delicate.   

The fourth issue of concern centered on the AKEL Communist 

Party, which in Cyprus was large and popular.  The Soviets worked 

behind the scenes with AKEL to influence efforts to close FBIS and 

reject British demands for two SBAs.  The US sought assurances from 

Makarios that he could and would find ways to prevent AKEL from 

leading the government.396  According to a declassified US National 

Intelligence Estimate dated 6 October 1959, the CIA assessed that 

independence would “not eradicate serious tensions between the 

Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities…Though the new constitution 

will prohibit enosis (or union) with Greece, sentiment for union will 

persist not only on Cyprus but in Greece itself….The [AKEL] is under 

 
396 Ibid FRUS. 323: Telegram from the Consulate General in Nicosia to the Department of 
State, dated 19 May 1959.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-
60v10p1/d323  Accessed on 31 March 2018. 
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able and disciplined leadership and…now controls the largest portion of 

organized labor.”397    

In late 1959, the Cypriots considered a vote lifting a UK 

prohibition on AKEL being eligible to run for political office.  Such a 

vote risked forcing Makarios to deal with AKEL on negotiations 

pertaining to the FBIS bureau, communications relay station, and the 

two SBAs.  The US objected several times in private channel 

discussions with London.   

Despite US pressures, on 4 December 1959, the UK lifted the 

ban on AKEL.398  Of note, London’s decision did not sabotage 

Makarios; AKEL did not win enough votes to lead Cyprus until it 

entered into coalition arrangements between 1988 and 1993 and 2003 

and 2008.  AKEL held two positions in the European Parliament as of 

March 2020.399 

The fifth and final issue that impacted US statecraft formulation 

involved military assistance.  Archbishop Makarios repeatedly sought 

US military aid, which risked Ankara rejecting the placement of Jupiter 

class nuclear missiles in Turkey.  It also surfaced renewed concerns 

about the balance of power in the Eastern Mediterranean.  The US 

Consulate400 in Nicosia initially suggested that the Cypriots seek arms 

 
397 ibid. FRUS. 330: National Intelligence Estimate, dated 6 October 1959.  See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-60v10p1/d330   Accessed on 31 March 
2018. 
398 ibid.  FRUS. 337: Telegram from the Embassy in the United Kingdom to the Department of 
State, dated 30 November 1959.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-
60v10p1/d337  Accessed on 31 March 2018. 
399 European Parliament. Interactive Seating Plan by Party as of March 2020.  See 
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/hemicycle/index.htm?lang=en&loc=str#  Accessed on 31 
March 2020. 
400 Cyprus was under British control; the US therefore had a Consulate in Nicosia, not an 
Embassy. 
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from the Greeks and Turks. Makarios, however, did not want to 

depend upon the largess of the Greeks and Turks for his island’s self-

defense.  As a fallback position, State Department could seek approval 

from Congress for the Greeks and Turks to repurpose US materiel from 

Military Assistance Programs (MAPs) with each nation.401    

The Greek Government agreed in principle with this idea, 

according to a 13 August 1959 telegram from the embassy in Athens 

to the Department of State.402  The UK Government rejected it 

outright, however, on 23 September 1959, and recommended 

reducing the size of the Cypriot Army as well as the Greek and Turkish 

military contingents.403  Eisenhower also rejected the idea in late 1959 

but said he would discuss it with Secretary of State Christian Herter.   

On 14 January 1960, the Department of State informed London 

that, “because of importance of our facilities on Cyprus and 

importance of Cyprus in Greek-Turkish relations and Eastern 

Mediterranean generally, it is desirable that US and UK keep in step 

re[garding] their assessments Cypriot problems and we hope that, 

consistent with our own interests on Island, UK will be willing and able 

assume main burden.”404   

 
401 ibid. FRUS. 324: Telegram from the Department of State to the Consulate General in 
Nicosia.  Dated 6 June 1959. See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1958-
60v10p1/d324  Accessed on 31 March 2018. 
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2018. 
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The British indicated in February 1960 that they would consider 

requests for equipment for Cyprus, although they were not anxious to 

provide it.405  As feared by all sides, within two days of initialing the 

final agreement, Makarios asked the US Consulate in Nicosia for 

military and economic assistance.  While the US was not eager to 

consent, the State Department replied that the US would prepare “a 

modest technical assistance program."406 

As independence neared, the US — still angered by the UK’s 

decision to lift the ban on AKEL — suggested to London that UK 

interests on Cyprus exceeded those of any other power.  The US had 

kept HMG informed and avoided raising Cypriot hopes about US 

assistance so as not to jeopardize the possibility of Cyprus joining the 

Commonwealth or implementing the agreements.  The US had been 

careful to coordinate any positive US responses with London before 

sharing them with the Cypriots.  The US had taken these steps to 

maintain a “free world orientation of Cyprus.”407    

Washington warned that, “…we have no desire become involved 

in direct military assistance to Cyprus.  We plan tell Makarios this and 

at same time suggest he turn to UK, Greece and Turkey as more 
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logical suppliers.  In this connection we welcome British willingness 

consider request for equipment of Cypriot army. [sic]”408 

 
+++++++++++ 

Did Containment Policy Support Eisenhower’s Four Statecraft 
Objectives during Negotiations for Cypriot Independence? 

Of the four stated policy objectives in the 1960 NCS memo, the 

US achieved two; a third one held for nearly 50 years, and one flatly 

failed.  The US retained its communications relay station and FBIS 

bureau on the island, and the UKUSA alliance retained hard-fought 

control over Britain’s two Sovereign Base Areas (SBAs).  Cyprus 

enjoyed nearly 50 years of non-Communist Party rule; from 2008-

2013, long after the Soviet Union collapsed, the Marxist-Leninist AKEL 

Party ran the government.   

Eisenhower’s first and main objective, that of stabilizing the 

region and linking Cyprus closely to Greece and Turkey, was doomed 

to fail.  Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot leaders and communities -

leaning upon their respective guarantors in Athens and Ankara - 

demanded a power sharing arrangement (consociationalism) as a pre-

condition for independence from Britain.  By December 1963, the bi-

communal Cypriot government had failed to pass legislation to pay 

public servants and provide public services, and the government fell. 

Unprecedented bicommunal violence broke out, resulting in the 

deployment of multinational UN peacekeeping forces in March 1964.409   

 
408 Ibid, FRUS. 342. 
409 Hale, p. 106. 
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As the crisis deepened in June 1964, Turkish President Gürsel 

and Prime Minister Īnönü considered landing troops on the island 

under the Treaty of Guarantee, one of two that secured Cypriot 

independence (the other was the Treaty of Establishment).410  The 

Treaty of Guarantee authorized Turkey, Greece, and the United 

Kingdom to “undertake to prohibit, so far as concerns them, any 

activity aimed at promoting, directly or indirectly, either union of 

Cyprus with any State or partition of the island….In so far as common 

or concerted action may not prove possible, each of the three 

guaranteeing Powers reserves the right to take action with the sole 

aim of reestablishing the state of affairs created by the present 

Treaty.”411   

 In a concerted effort to persuade the Turks from exercising its 

authority and obligation to intervene, President Lyndon Johnson sent a 

pointed letter to Īnönü on 5 June 1964.  It follows below in its entirety 

because of the masterful way it placed then Greco-Turkish-Cypriot 

enmities into a larger Cold War context.  On the heels of the Cuban 

Missile Crisis, the letter reinforced strict unilateral limits Washington 

placed on the use of US arms in any actions that might provoke or 

prolong hostilities between NATO allies.  In doing so, Johnson made 

 
410 Treaty Concerning the Establishment of the Republic of Cyprus," Treaty concerning the 
Establishment of the Republic of Cyprus [with Exchanges of Notes] Nicosia, August 16, 1960: 
5-9.  For the full text, see https://heinonline-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?collection=cow&handle=hein.cow/zzcy0003&id=6
&men_tab=srchresults  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
411 "Cyprus: Treaty of Guarantee," Cyprus: Treaty of Guarantee: 1-6. For the full text, see 
https://heinonline-
org.proxy.library.georgetown.edu/HOL/Page?collection=cow&handle=hein.cow/zzcy0002&id=1
&men_tab=srchresults  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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abundantly clear once again that America was the senior power in the 

relationship.  His letter acknowledged that the US cared about Turkish 

and Turkish Cypriot interests, but not to the point of dragging the US 

or NATO into a situation in which the Soviets or Archbishop Makarios 

could tip the balance of power in Moscow’s favor.  It follows verbatim. 

    “Telegram from the Department of State to the Embassy in Turkey 
     Washington, June 5, 1964, 12:15 a.m. 
     1296. Deliver Inonu soonest following message from President: 

 
Dear Mr. Prime Minister: 
 
I am gravely concerned by the information which I have had through 
Ambassador Hare from you and your Foreign Minister that the Turkish 
Government is contemplating a decision to intervene by military force to 
occupy a portion of Cyprus. I wish to emphasize, in the fullest friendship and 
frankness, that I do not consider that such a course of action by Turkey, 
fraught with such far-reaching consequences, is consistent with the 
commitment of your Government to consult fully in advance with us. 
Ambassador Hare has indicated that you have postponed your decision for a 
few hours in order to obtain my views. I put to you personally whether you 
really believe that it is appropriate for your Government, in effect, to present 
an ultimatum to an ally who has demonstrated such staunch support over the 
years as has the United States for Turkey. I must, therefore, first urge you to 
accept the responsibility for complete consultation with the United States 
before any such action is taken. 
 
It is my impression that you believe that such intervention by Turkey is 
permissible under the provisions of the Treaty of Guarantee of 1960. I must 
call your attention, however, to our understanding that the proposed 
intervention by Turkey would be for the purpose of supporting an attempt by 
Turkish Cypriot leaders to partition the Island, a solution which is specifically 
excluded by the Treaty of Guarantee. Further, that Treaty requires 
consultation among the Guarantor Powers. It is the view of the United States 
that the possibilities of such consultation have by no means been exhausted 
in this situation and that, therefore, the reservation of the right to take 
unilateral action is not yet applicable. 
 
I must call to your attention, also, Mr. Prime Minister, the obligations 
of NATO. There can be no question in your mind that a Turkish intervention in 
Cyprus would lead to a military engagement between Turkish and Greek 
forces. Secretary of State Rusk declared at the recent meeting of the 
Ministerial Council of NATO in The Hague that war between Turkey and 
Greece must be considered as ‘literally unthinkable.’ Adhesion to NATO, in its 
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very essence, means that NATO countries will not wage war on each other. 
Germany and France have buried centuries of animosity and hostility in 
becoming NATO allies; nothing less can be expected from Greece and Turkey. 
Furthermore, a military intervention in Cyprus by Turkey could lead to a direct 
involvement by the Soviet Union.  
 
I hope you will understand that your NATO Allies have not had a chance to 
consider whether they have an obligation to protect Turkey against the Soviet 
Union if Turkey takes a step which results in Soviet intervention without the 
full consent and understanding of its NATO Allies. Further, Mr. Prime Minister, 
I am concerned about the obligations of Turkey as a member of the United 
Nations. The United Nations has provided forces on the Island to keep the 
peace. Their task has been difficult but, during the past several weeks, they 
have been progressively successful in reducing the incidents of violence on 
that Island. The United Nations Mediator has not yet completed his work. I 
have no doubt that the general membership of the United Nations would react 
in the strongest terms to unilateral action by Turkey which would defy the 
efforts of the United Nations and destroy any prospect that the United 
Nations could assist in obtaining a reasonable and peaceful settlement of this 
difficult problem. 
 
I wish also, Mr. Prime Minister, to call your attention to the bilateral 
agreement between the United States and Turkey in the field of military 
assistance. Under Article IV of the Agreement with Turkey of July 1947, your 
Government is required to obtain United States consent for the use of military 
assistance for purposes other than those for which such assistance was 
furnished. Your Government has on several occasions acknowledged to the 
United States that you fully understand this condition. I must tell you in all 
candor that the United States cannot agree to the use of any United States 
supplied military equipment for a Turkish intervention in Cyprus under 
present circumstances. 
 
Moving to the practical results of the contemplated Turkish move, I feel 
obligated to call to your attention in the most friendly fashion the fact that 
such a Turkish move could lead to the slaughter of tens of thousands of 
Turkish Cypriots on the Island of Cyprus. Such an action on your part would 
unleash the furies and there is no way by which military action on your part 
could be sufficiently effective to prevent wholesale destruction of many of 
those whom you are trying to protect. The presence of United Nations forces 
could not prevent such a catastrophe. 
 
You may consider that what I have said is much too severe and that we are 
disregardful of Turkish interests in the Cyprus situation. I should like to 
assure you that this is not the case. We have exerted ourselves both publicly 
and privately to assure the safety of Turkish Cypriots and to insist that a final 
solution of the Cyprus problem should rest upon the consent of the parties 
most directly concerned. It is possible that you feel in Ankara that the United 
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States has not been sufficiently active in your behalf. But surely you know 
that our policy has caused the liveliest resentments in Athens (where 
demonstrations have been aimed against us) and has led to a basic alienation 
between the United States and Archbishop Makarios.  
 
As I said to your Foreign Minister in our conversation just a few weeks ago, 
we value very highly our relations with Turkey. We have considered you as a 
great ally with fundamental common interests. Your security and prosperity 
have been a deep concern of the American people and we have expressed 
that concern in the most practical terms. You and we have fought together to 
resist the ambitions of the communist world revolution. This solidarity has 
meant a great deal to us and I would hope that it means a great deal to your 
Government and to your people. We have no intention of lending any support 
to any solution of Cyprus which endangers the Turkish Cypriot community. 
We have not been able to find a final solution because this is, admittedly, one 
of the most complex problems on earth. But I wish to assure you that we 
have been deeply concerned about the interests of Turkey and of the Turkish 
Cypriots and will remain so. 
 
Finally, Mr. Prime Minister I must tell you that you have posed the gravest 
issues of war and peace. These are issues which go far beyond the bilateral 
relations between Turkey and the United States. They not only will certainly 
involve war between Turkey and Greece but could involve wider hostilities 
because of the unpredictable consequences which a unilateral intervention in 
Cyprus could produce. You have your responsibilities as Chief of the 
Government of Turkey; I also have mine as President of the United States. I 
must, therefore, inform you in the deepest friendship that unless I can have 
your assurance that you will not take such action without further and fullest 
consultation I cannot accept your injunction to Ambassador Hare of secrecy 
and must immediately ask for emergency meetings of the NATO Council and 
of the United Nations Security Council. 
 
I wish it were possible for us to have a personal discussion of this situation. 
Unfortunately, because of the special circumstances of our present 
Constitutional position, I am not able to leave the United States. If you could 
come here for a full discussion I would welcome it. I do feel that you and I 
carry a very heavy responsibility for the general peace and for the possibilities 
of a sane and peaceful resolution of the Cyprus problem. I ask you, therefore, 
to delay any decisions which you and your colleagues might have in mind 
until you and I have had the fullest and frankest consultation. 
 
Sincerely, Lyndon B. Johnson” 412 

 
412 Ibid, FRUS, 1964-68, Volume XVI, Cyprus; Greece; Turkey.  54: Telegram from the 
Department of State to the Embassy in Turkey, dated 5 June 1964.  See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d54  Accessed on 18 March 
2018. 
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US Ambassador to Turkey Raymond Hare reported that Īnönü 

had read the President’s letter on 5 June.  His response was swift.  

Excerpts of their conversation follow from a telegram he sent from 

Ankara that was dated 5 June 1964 at 7pm.   

[Prime Minister Īnönü] said he, “disagreed with certain points which he would 
explain later but that he agreed with final sentence to effect that GOT would 
delay any action on understanding there would be full and frank discussion 
with view reaching peaceful solution of Cyprus problem…[He] considered it 
important [to] let public know that intervention postponed at our request and 
that American Government would assume active role in effort settle problem 
between allies.” 413 

 

 US Consul General Taylor G. Belcher in Cyprus provided his 

assessment of Greek Cypriot behaviors in a telegram from Nicosia 

dated 12 June 1964 at 3pm.  Excerpts follow.   

“Considering Cypriot temperament, strong Communist influences, 
resentments arising from current strife, and widespread holding of arms, we 
have every reason to expect Cyprus to be source of difficulties for years to 
come. It is certainly far preferable this be internal Greek problem rather than 
international problem of type now facing us.”414 

 
US Ambassador to Greece Henry Richard Labouisse, Jr. shared 

his assessment of a meeting with Greek Prime Minister Papandreou in 

a telegram from Athens that was dated 14 June 1964 at 11pm.   
 
[Greek Prime Minister observed that] “entry of Soviets in picture had made 
Cyprus issue a great deal more far-reaching than simply a Greek-Turkish 
problem. From the “security” point of view, the only hope was ‘Natofication,’ 
including a NATO base which could have Turkish NATO personnel… He 
stressed that an independent Cyprus would mean a Cuba and a partitioned 

 
413 Ibid, FRUS, 55: Telegram from the Embassy in Ankara to the Department of State, dated 5 
June 1964.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d55  Accessed 
on 18 March 2018.  
414 Ibid, FRUS, 66:  Telegram from the Embassy in Nicosia to the Department of State, dated 
12 June 1964.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d66  
Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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Cyprus would lead inevitably to conflict between the 400,000 Greeks and the 
100,000 Turks which would only continue the crisis situation.”415 

 

The Johnson letter threaded multiple complex issues and 

relationships through a tiny needle’s eye.  It prompted Īnönü to call off 

the intervention and to travel to Washington from 22-23 June.  During 

his state visit, President Johnson met him in Williamsburg, Virginia, 

and persuaded him that Washington would take a more activist role on 

Cyprus.  Īnönu and Greek Premier Georgios Papandreou agreed to the 

appointment of former Secretary of State Dean Acheson as Johnson’s 

special envoy and mediator on Cyprus.416   

Despite this short-term success, the situation on the island 

remained tense.  On 7-8 August, units of the Greek Cypriot National 

Guard – under the leadership of Greek General Georgios Grivas – 

threatened to attack a Turkish Cypriot enclave near Kokkina-Mansoura  

 
Kokkina is the Greek name and Mansoura is the Turkish name 

for the same village in northwestern Cyprus.417 
 

 
415 Ibid, FRUS.  68:  Telegram from the Embassy in Greece to the Department of State, dated 
14 June 1964.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d68  
Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
416 Ibid, FRUS. 71:  Editorial Note, dated 25 June 1964.  See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d71  Accessed on 18 March 
2018. 
417 Map provided by the British Ministry of Defence.  See 
https://www.militaryhistories.co.uk/greenline/1974_4  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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(see map above).418  In response, Turkish Cypriots organized their 

own militia, and Turkey conducted airstrikes against Greek Cypriot 

positions on 8-9 August.419  On 9 August, Washington learned that 

Makarios had formally requested Moscow to intervene militarily. 

Secretary Rusk issued the following demands on 9 August through the 

US Ambassador in Athens to Greek Premier Papandreou: 

“It is utterly essential that Papandreou concert with Grivas to insure [sic] that 
no Soviet, Egyptian or other armed forces be introduced into the island. 

The situation in Cyprus is on the verge of holocaust. Makarios has threatened 
a general massacre if the Turkish attacks do not stop. We are urgently trying 
to get the Turk planes to stand down and at the same time are pointing out to 
GOC that they will be regarded as murderers if they lose an attack on Turk 
Cypriot population generally. 

Under these circumstances Papandreou must show his leadership by stopping 
the fighting on the island and getting Makarios under control. We will do all 
possible to stop the further Turkish offensive but Papandreou must get Grivas 
and his men in hand. 

Above all Papandreou and Inonu must now promptly settle this matter along 
the lines of the Acheson proposals. There is no longer time for horse-trading 
or equivocation or passionate oratory. This is a time for calm heads, incisive 
action and rational leadership.” 420 

 

Quickly arranged cease fire efforts between 10-12 August left 

the Turks and Turkish Cypriots at a disadvantage.  By the 18th, 

Moscow was hinting that it might insert itself at the request of 

Makarios.  During tough negotiations on 21 August, US Representative 

to the European Office of the United Nations in Geneva Roger Tubby 

 
418 This map, from www.militaryhistories.co.uk, shows the extent to which Greek Cypriots and 
Turkish Cypriots lived side by side and in ethnically-defined enclaves in 1974. 
419 Hale, 106-107 and FRUS, 110: Telegram from the Embassy in Turkey to the Department of 
State, dated 8 August 1964.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-
68v16/d110  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
420 Ibid, FRUS, 114: Telegram from the Department of State to the Embassy in Athens, dated 
9 August 1964.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d114  
Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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observed that, “sovereignty is key issue in Turkish mind.  With it, they 

can pretend to their people that they have achieved [a] form of 

partition; without it they think this impossible.  I got no reaction at all 

to my repeated warning about dangers of Soviet domination of 

Cyprus. [Turkish negotiator Nihat] Erim observed very calmly that if 

this happens ‘you will have your Cuba and we will have our Cyprus, 

each ruled by a man with a beard.’” 421   

Turkey insisted at the meeting on a permanent basing 

arrangement on the Karpas Peninsula, putting partition into effect.  

This demand left Washington with few options but to support double 

enosis; Greek Cypriot union with Greece and Turkish Cypriot union 

with Turkey.  While this position held sway in Athens and Ankara, it 

did not with Archbishop Makarios in Nicosia – or with his protectors in 

Moscow. 

Complicating matters for the US, London, and Ankara, UN 

Secretary General U Thant issued a report on 10 September that, 

among other issues, recommended placing Turkish and Greek Cypriot 

National Guard Forces under the control of UN Peacekeeping Forces in 

Cyprus (UNFICYP).  It advocated also that as Turkish forces rotated 

fresh troops along the road between Nicosia and Kyrenia, that 

UNFICYP assume this responsibility.422  Ankara immediately objected. 

 
421 Ibid, FRUS, 138: Telegraph from the Mission in Geneva to the Department of State, dated 
21 August 1964.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d138  
Accessed on 18 March 2018.  
422 UN Security Council S/950, Report by the Secretary-General on the United Nations 
Operation in Cyprus, dated 10 September 1964.  See 
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3-
CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/Chapter-VII-S-5950.pdf   Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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Makarios, leveraging Moscow’s position on the UN Security 

Council, appealed to Secretary General U Thant, who urged all parties 

to respect Cypriot sovereignty.  Leveraging this political victory, the 

Archbishop announced that he would send Foreign Minister Spyros 

Kyprianou to Moscow on 1 October.   

As US-led negotiations completely broke down, Secretary Rusk 

met privately on 18 September with Cypriot Foreign Minister 

Kyprianou and issued the following frank demarche.   

 
“I told him [Kyprianou] that whether he went to Moscow was his own affair 
but that I would urge upon him most solemnly that it would be a great 
mistake for Cyprus to abandon its position of non-alignment and find itself in 
a military or security arrangement with the Soviet Union. I said, very directly, 
that should such arrangements be in effect and there were trouble between 
the Warsaw Pact and NATO countries or between the United States and the 
Soviet Union, the result would simply be that Cyprus would be crushed.  He 
tried to leave the impression that he expected nothing more than the 
unilateral declaration made by the Soviet Union in the Security Council 
yesterday to the effect that if Cyprus was attacked, the Soviet Union would 
defend Cyprus. I then told him that he could be sure that the Soviet Union 
would be playing a double or triple game in this situation since their object 
would be to stimulate difficulties for other people and tension 
between NATO allies. I pointed out the possibility that the Soviet Union might 
in fact stimulate Turkey to oppose enosis.” 423 
 

On 6 October, US Ambassador to Nicosia Belcher offered the 

bleak assessment that Makarios and Moscow had outsmarted the US, 

UK, Greece, and Turkey.  He argued that time had run out for a pro-

Western solution on Cyprus – and that the US and UK risked losing the 

SBAs and an option to use them for NATO peacekeeping purposes 

 
423 Ibid, FRUS, 159: Memorandum of Conversation between Secretary Rusk and Mr. 
Kyprianou, Cypriot Foreign Minister, dated 18 September 1964.  See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d159  Accessed on 18 March 
2018. 
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[meaning US, UK, and Turkish forces], something Soviet Premier 

Khrushchev referred to as an occupation designed to bring the neutral 

island of Cyprus under NATO control.  In a telegram to Washington on 

6 October 1964, Belcher warned: 

 
“Makarios, himself, of course is now talking in terms of no foreign bases on 
island at all and there is rapidly developing groundswell which, if unchecked, 
will produce almost united Greek Cypriot opposition to continued existence 
British bases to say nothing of any variety NATO base….Greek Cypriots 
regard Makarios’ negotiations with Moscow as complete success and now 
expect him to continue his victorious march through Cairo to [the UN] 
General Assembly….  

 
Unless dramatic and decisive steps are taken very soon to reverse the trend, 
Cyprus will certainly become, after UNGA, an independent neutralist anti-
Western island with a growing Communist element which could thereafter 
easily turn the island into Mediterranean Cuba….  

 
If they move fast enough to withdraw their opposition to enosis, it is possible 
they can obtain some firm guarantees of rights for Turkish minority on island 
and some face-saver for GOT. If not, Cyprus will certainly become serious and 
immediate threat to Turkey’s security.” 424 
 

Of note, Belcher’s views matched those of the US Army.  In a 

1964 handbook, the Army assessed that “the Soviet position, by 

coincidence or by design, exactly paralleled President Makarios’ views 

on the intercommunal struggles in Cyprus.”425   

By November 1964, Moscow had hosted a Turkish delegation 

and announced its support for a restoration of Cypriot independence – 

not enosis or partition.  US Ambassador to Turkey Hare observed 

 
424 Ibid, FRUS. 162: Telegram from the Embassy in Nicosia to the Department of State, dated 
6 October 1964.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d162  
Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
425 Adams, T. W., U.S. Army Area Handbook for Cyprus (5 June 1964), p 298.  See 
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.cow/aracs0002&i=305&a=Z2VvcmdldG93bi5lZHU  
Accessed on 8 March 2020. 
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shortly thereafter that US efforts regarding Cypriot independence and 

the troubles of 1964 had aimed to contain Soviet influence in the 

Mediterranean by protecting two British SBAs in Cyprus and preventing 

two NATO allies from going to war.   

Hare’s assessment of US policy goals and statecraft methods in 

the Eastern Mediterranean were spot-on as he articulated in a cable 

from Ankara on 30 November 1964.   

“In interval not only Greek Cypriots but Turks have been to Moscow… 
although does not appear have been any change in basic Soviet position, 
Soviets can now win kudos from both Greek Cypriots and Turks by taking 
public stance in favor of independence [not enosis, double enosis, or 
partition] which per se no longer appears, in Turkish eyes at least, as pro-
Makarios position… 

 
Greece and Turkey who were model members of NATO, are now unhappy 
critics of that organization and partisans of non-alignment are raising 
voices. USG is under severe criticism in Nicosia, Athens and Ankara, which is 
unpleasant but bearable in its spleenish aspect but has serious implications as 
regards our specific national interests in Greece and Turkey which tend run 
parallel qualitatively but are considerably greater in Turkey quantitatively. 
Result is that problem which started out as primarily affecting others has now 
become one in which our own interests are directly involved and fact that war 
threat has receded should not leave us in doubt as to real situation.” 426 

 
 

+++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

Achieving Containment Policy goals in Cyprus came at a 

considerable cost.  The Greeks proved unable – and perhaps unwilling 

– to manage Makarios and his relationship with Moscow; Papandreou 

 
426 Ibid, FRUS. 166:  Telegram from the Embassy in Ankara to the Department of State, dated 
30 November 1964.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16/d166  
Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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never had the leverage the Johnson administration thought he could or 

would exercise.  Tensions between Ankara and Athens simmered for 

decades and took periodic joint jabs at Washington.  Generations of 

Greek and Turkish Cypriots lived under bicommunal violence, ceasefire 

arrangements, and post 1974 Turkish occupation.  Moscow was the 

only winner. 

The Johnson Letter’s unambiguous warnings – following the 

unilateral withdrawal of the Jupiter nuclear weapons systems from 

Turkey without prior consultation – reinforced for Turks that when US 

and Turkish interests diverged, Ankara would be left on its own to 

manage difficult issues in its troubled neighborhood.  The letter hung 

like a thick fog over bilateral US-Turkish relations as bicommunal 

violence kept erupting on the island and all efforts to restore 

consociationalism arrangements under the 1960 Cypriot constitution 

failed.  Bicommunal violence reached an unacceptable level again in 

1974, when Turkey finally intervened unilaterally under the 1960 

Treaty of Guarantee.  

From a broader perspective, the fog of the Johnson Letter lifted 

but lingered as world events changed.  After the Soviet Union 

collapsed, Containment Policy gave way to NATO Enlargement and 

Partnership for Peace policies.  The fog cleared as the US and Turkey 

closely managed the violent breakup of Yugoslavia and renewed 

Russian ambitions in the Black Sea.  Closer to Turkey’s shores and 

borders, the fog hovered as US and Turkish interests diverged over 

negotiations on the wars in Iraq, the Arab Spring, relations with 
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various ethnic Iraqi and Syrian Kurds, the Syrian civil war, and Middle 

East Peace Process.   

Beyond Ambassador Hare’s clear-eyed assessments in 1964, his 

conclusions remained relevant in 2020, this time in the context of 

Russian and Iranian ambitions along Turkey’ southeastern frontiers 

with Syria, Iraq, Cyprus, and Iran.  If not careful in managing the 

national interests of littoral Black Sea nations and the Levant, the US 

could lose out again to Moscow – and maybe even Tehran.  If history 

rhymes, the East will not be simple. 
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15  TURKEY’S INTERVENTIONS IN CYPRUS IN 
1974 

 
 
 

 “Of this I am quite sure, that if we open a quarrel between the past and the present, 
we shall find that we have lost the future.” 427 

--Winston Churchill, 1940 
 

“The convictions that leaders have formed before reaching high office are the 
intellectual capital they will consume as long as they continue in office.” 428 

--Henry Kissinger, 1979 

 

Confronting Ethnic and Religious Violence 

After the international community quashed the notion of Greek 

Cypriot enosis with Greece and Turkish Cypriot protections under 

Turkish partition arrangements in 1964, Archbishop Makarios 

attempted to govern without Turkish Cypriot support.  Bicommunal 

relations remained tense between 1964 and 1974, despite the efforts 

of UN Peacekeeping Forces in Cyprus (UNFICYP).  

A Greek-inspired coup against Makarios took place on 16 July 

1974.  The military junta in Athens had seen Makarios as an obstacle 

towards enosis with Greece.  The Turkish Prime Minister at the time 

was Bülent Ecevit.  He traveled on 17 July to London where he met 

with UK and US officials to galvanize support for international action.  

 
427 Winston Churchill, Speech in the House of Commons on 18 June 1940.  See 
https://api.parliament.uk/historic-hansard/commons/1940/jun/18/war-situation  Accessed on 
10 March 2020. 
428 Henry Kissinger, The White House Years, (Boston: Little, Brown and CO., 1979), p. 54. 
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Absent gaining their support, he warned of Ankara’s plan to exercise 

its authorities under the Treaty of Guarantee.429   

The timing of Ecevit’s shuttle diplomacy efforts could not have 

been worse.  British Prime Minister Harold Wilson was leading a 

minority government in London, and President Nixon was about to 

resign as a result of the Watergate scandal and unfolding 

impeachment proceedings.             

The official archives as of early 2020 did not contain transcripts 

or summaries of discussions between Secretary of State Kissinger and 

Ecevit between 15 and 20 July 1974.  On 21 July, Kissinger phoned 

Ecevit to warn that the junta in Greece might fall, thus making more 

important Turkey’s ceasefire considerations in Cyprus.430  Of more 

interest from a containment policy perspective were transcripts of two 

quick telephone conversations on 15 July 1974 between Secretary 

Kissinger and Soviet Ambassador to Washington, Anatoly Dobrynin.   

In the first, Kissinger ran down a rumor circulating in Cyprus 

that Moscow might deploy troops to Cyprus to restore order.  Dobrynin 

said he had not heard of such plan, that it did not make sense, and 

that Moscow would not take such action without a request from 

Makarios, whose whereabouts were unknown.431  An hour later, the 

 
429 Hale, 112-113. 
430 Ibid, FRUS, 1969-1976, Volume XXX, Greece; Cyprus; Turkey, 1973-1976. 111:  Transcript 
of Telephone Conversation between Secretary of State Kissinger and Turkish Prime Minster 
Ecevit, dated 21 July 1974.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-
76v30/d111  Accessed on 20 March 2018. 
431 Ibid, FRUS, 83: Transcript of Telephone Conversation between Secretary of State Kissinger 
and the Soviet Ambassador [Dobrynin], date 15 July 1974. See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d83  Accessed on 20 March 
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two spoke again.  Dobrynin confirmed that Makarios was alive, had 

escaped from Nicosia, and that heavy fighting was underway in the 

capital.  He said that Makarios wanted the UN Secretary General to 

convene the Security Council. 432   

Kissinger and President Nixon were no fans of UN interference; 

they preferred to manage foreign affairs within the context of US 

national interests.  Kissinger told Dobrynin that the, “United States has 

no unilateral interests there [and] we support the existing 

Constitution...Let’s check before doing anything.” Dobrynin agreed.433 

 

 
 

U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger  
and Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin  
meeting on helicopter, January 25, 1974.  

(Photo courtesy of the US Government.)434 
 

 
432 Ibid, FRUS, 84: Transcript of Telephone Conversation between Secretary of State Kissinger and the 
Soviet Ambassador [Dobrynin], date 15 July 1974.  See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d84  Accessed on 20 March 2018. 
433 Ibid. 
434 See https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Henry_Kissinger_and_Anatoly_Dobrynin_1974.jpg  
United States Government Work (U.S. Foreign Policy History), Author unknown, Public domain, via 
Wikimedia Commons. Accessed on 20 March 2018. 
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US Ambassador to Turkey William B. Macomber transmitted an 

urgent telegram from Ankara to Washington on 17 July.  He had 

spoken with Ecevit, who conveyed his objectives as a) restoring 

Makarios or a constitutional replacement as head of the government in 

Cyprus; b) removing Greek officers from the Cyprus National Guard 

and from the island; and c) securing a corridor to the sea for the 

Turkish Cypriot community.  On this last point, the Ambassador asked 

Ecevit if he had arranged with the British government to use the SBAs.  

Ecevit replied, “If they do not use them now what are they for?  We 

will see what the British think.  We will explore all peaceful solutions 

before considering others.” 435  Ambassador Macomber summarized 

Ecevit’s points by saying that the Turkish government hoped the 

situation could be resolved “without Turkish military intervention.  If 

this is not done, [the Turks are] prepared to carry out military 

intervention.”436  

 

+++++++++++ 

Initial US Containment Policy Objectives 

In a telephone discussion with President Nixon on 17 July, 

Kissinger conveyed the following analysis, which perfectly described 

how containment policy impacted balance of power thinking toward 

the Eastern Question in general, and Cyprus in specific.  Kissinger 

explained, “My analysis is if Makarios is brought back [to Cyprus], he 

 
435 Ibid, FRUS, 90: Telegram from the Embassy in Turkey to the Department of State, dated 
17 July 1974.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d90  
Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
436 Ibid. 



 273 

will have to kick the Greek officers off the island and then the 

Communists will be the dominant force and to balance the Turks[;] he 

will have to rely on the Eastern bloc.  So the [Greek-inspired] coup will 

have shifted the balance to the left.”437 

On 18 July, Kissinger announced to a senior US interagency 

meeting that, “Our first objective is to avoid a Greek-Turkish war and 

Soviet intervention.  We can worry about [Greek Prime Minister] 

Ioannidis later.  We do not want to tip our hand on a Cyprus solution 

until we know what will come of it.”438  He said that he had dispatched 

special US envoy Joseph Sisco to London to meet with British Foreign 

Minister James Callaghan and visiting Turkish Prime Minister Ecevit. 

Sisco reported on 18 July that he had met with Callaghan and 

Ecevit twice that day.  During the second meeting, Turkey’s positions 

had hardened and were “tantamount to partition…Ecevit believe[d] 

that creeping enosis [was] taking place.  He call[ed] for two 

autonomous provisional governments…and free access to airports and 

seaports supervised by guarantor powers.”439   

State Department on 18 July instructed designated US 

embassies to share these instructions with foreign governments: “It is 

important that our friends and allies understand that any course of 

 
437 Ibid, FRUS, 93:  Transcript of Telephone Conversation between President Nixon and 
Secretary of State Kissinger, dated 17 July 1974.  See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d93  Accessed on 18 March 
2018. 
438 Ibid, FRUS, 94: Minutes of Meeting of the Washington Special Actions Group, dated 18 July 
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18 March 2018. 
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action relating to Cyprus which results in the overthrow of the Greek 

regime, opens up the Eastern Mediterranean to Soviet meddling and 

exploitation, and invites active Turkish intervention [that] would 

initiate a course of events which would be unpredictable, difficult if not 

impossible to control, and which would have seriously damaging 

effects on Western interests.”440 

When his diplomatic efforts failed to resonate with London, 

Athens, and Washington, Ecevit concluded that the UK and US did not 

support Turkey’s obligations under the Treaty of Guarantee or the 

depth of commitment the Turkish General Staff felt about protecting 

Turkish Cypriots.  He authorized two Turkish interventions.  The first 

one began on 20 July and the second one on 14 August. 

“UN Security Council Resolution 353 passed 15–0 on July 20. [It] 

called upon all states to recognize the sovereignty of Cyprus, cease all 

firing and foreign military intervention, exercise restraint and 

cooperate with the UNFICYP.  It also called upon Greece, Turkey, and 

the United Kingdom to negotiate a peaceful solution to Cyprus.”441 

The Greek government, led by Brigadier General Dimitrios 

Ioannides, reacted to the 20 July Turkish intervention by declaring war 

on Turkey and attempting to blame Makarios for the coup.  On 21 July, 

he “demanded that the army should attack the Turks directly across 

 
440 Ibid, FRUS, 97: Telegram from the Department of State to Certain Embassies, dated 18 
July 1974.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d97  Accessed 
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the river Maritsa in Thrace.  The Greek armed forces were quite 

unprepared for such a military operation and the [Junta] fell apart.”442   

On 23 July, former Greek Prime Minister Konstantinos 

Karamanlis, who had exiled himself in Paris after the military coup, 

returned to Athens to form a civilian government.  By then, Greco-

Turkish disputes over oil and mineral discoveries in disputed areas of 

the Aegean seabed were underway.  Adding to these disputes, popular 

Greek sentiment was that NATO had failed to stop the Turkish military 

action in Cyprus and had not compelled Turkey to agree to a cease 

fire.  Karamanlis hinted that Greece might withdraw from NATO.443 

Meanwhile in Cyprus, Junta-backed Nikos Sampson resigned on 

23 July, and Greek Cypriot politician Glafkos Klerides became the head 

of a provisional Greek Cypriot government.444  Makarios remained in 

exile in London. 

+++++++++++ 

Adjusted US Containment Policy Objectives 

 
By 28 July, the US had modified its policy priorities.  According 

to an NSC memorandum, “Our fundamental interests in the area are: 

(1) to maintain the Western defense-deterrence capability, which 

requires NATO cohesion, the maintenance of US/NATO facilities in the 

area, and Greek-Turkish harmony; and (2) to contain Soviet influence.  

 
442 Hale, 113. 
443 Central Intelligence Agency, Greek-Turkish Relations: The Deadlocked Allies, May 1982.  
See https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP83B00228R000100170005-5.pdf  
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An unstable Cyprus threatens both these interests.”445  The top priority 

had become NATO cohesion so that the alliance could contain/confront 

the Soviet Union.   

A federated solution that offered both Greek Cypriots and 

Turkish Cypriots sustainable security guarantees had been a preferred 

way to accommodate rival NATO leaders in Athens and Ankara – and 

diminish the influence of Moscow over Makarios in 1964 (known also 

as the Acheson Plan).  US Representative to the European Office of the 

UN in Geneva, Francis L. Dale, and British Foreign Secretary Callaghan 

expressed support for a similar federated solution on 9 August 1974. 

Dale communicated the details of their proposed framework to 

Kissinger in a telegram that day.  Excerpts follow. 

 
“We had a long exchange of assessments with Callaghan and his staff the 
afternoon of August 9. It led him to develop a strategy… for concluding this 
phase of the Geneva talks and establishing a framework for ongoing 
negotiations. [It] take[s] into account what UK and we have ascertained to 
date as to the positions for the various parties, including those not directly 
involved, such as Makarios and the USSR. Callaghan also stated frankly that it 
is designed to meet his minimal political needs at home where he, as 
Chairman of a Labor Party approaching elections, simply cannot…be seen as 
completely selling out the new Greek Govt. 

The basic elements of this strategy are simple and are set forth below. 

On the constitutional side, Callaghan understands the strength of Turkey’s 
demand for a prior commitment in principle by Greece (as well as Greek 
Cypriots) to the concept of an autonomous Turkish Cypriot administration in a 
separate geographical area, within an independent, sovereign state. Without 
a prior commitment along these lines Turkey may refuse to agree to ongoing 
negotiations and resort again soon to military acquisition of additional 
territory…  

 
445 Ibid, FRUS, 122: Briefing Memorandum from the Cyprus Task Force to the Secretary of State, 
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To balance the constitutional commitment by Greece, Callaghan will seek a 
commitment by Turkey on the phased reduction of troops, to begin following 
the conclusion of this phase of the Geneva talks and the beginning of 
working-level discussions on constitutional arrangements. (Dept. and Ankara 
will recall that Ecevit told me on August 4 that this was conceivable for him if 
the Greeks agreed in sufficient detail to the principle of the Turkish idea on 
geographic autonomous administration, and that it could begin before final 
agreement on the new constitutional arrangements.) Among the questions 
almost certain to arise are those of use of word “withdrawal”, time-table for 
reduction steps or phases, numbers to be evacuated in each stage, and 
linkage Greek numbers to Turkish numbers…. 

If Callaghan’s strategy is to succeed, it is clear he will require our continuing 
support. At some moment this may well require firm, high-level démarches to 
both Ecevit and [K]aramanlis. Addressees should be thinking about how this 
can best be done. My guess is that critical moment will probably hit August 
11.” 446 

 

On 10 August, Turkish Cypriot representative Rauf Denktaş 

proposed a bi-zonal federated solution for Cyprus, with a Turkish state 

in the north and a Greek state in the south.  It closely matched that 

which Callaghan and Dale had presented to Washington.  “Under 

American pressure Ankara [agreed on 12 August] to what was known 

as the ‘cantonal’ plan under which the Turkish Cypriots would be given 

six separate cantons, around existing settlements, within a federal 

structure.”447  

Diplomatic negotiations in Geneva broke down on 13 August 

over Turkish demands that Turkish Cypriots be given six separate 

cantons around existing Turkish Cypriot settlements.  Klerides asked 

for a 48-hour recess to consider them, but Turkish Foreign Minister 

Turan Güneş, citing a decade of discussions on ways to guarantee the 

 
446 Ibid, FRUS. 126: Telegram from the Mission in Geneva to the Department of State, dated 9 
August 1974.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d126  
Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
447 Hale, 114. 
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security of Turkish Cypriots, refused.  Kissinger in a phone call with 

President Ford reported that, “The Greeks are procrastinating—they 

want to go home for 36 hours and then resume discussions. The Turks 

so far have refused to grant a 36-hour extension because it would 

make it that much harder to take unilateral action.”448  Turkey 

launched its second intervention in Cyprus on 14 August.449 

Despite his pro-west leanings and admissions that the Junta had 

inspired the coup in Nicosia, Karamanlis told Washington on 14 August 

that Greece – as Paris had done in 1966 – would withdraw from NATO 

militarily, not politically.  He cited NATO’s inability to stop the second 

intervention.450  

According to an official memorandum of conversation that took 

place on 17 August with senior State Department officials, Kissinger 

admitted that he had failed to understand the situation correctly.  

 
“I didn’t understand how precarious the second round of negotiations was. I 
thought that it would lead to a technical round of discussions. Where I 
miscalculated is that it became the prelude to military hostilities. I didn’t 
know by Tuesday that no negotiations were in flux and that the Greeks had 
not made an offer.” 451  
 

In response, Assistant Secretary of State for Europe, Arthur Hartman 
said,  
 

 
448 Ibid, FRUS, 129: Memorandum of Conversation [between Kissinger and President Ford], 
dated 13 August 1974 at 9am.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-
76v30/d129  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
449 Hale, 114. 
450 Ibid, FRUS, 131:  Minutes of Meeting of the Washington Special Actions Group, dated 14 
August 1974. See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d131  
Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
451 Ibid, FRUS, 137: Memorandum of Conversation, dated 17 August 1974.  See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d137   Accessed on 1 March 
2020. 
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“Callaghan concentrated on ceasefire violations for the first four days. Güneş 
found a reason why a session on Friday could not be held. Then, over the 
weekend the Greeks took the position that the Guarantor Powers could not 
discuss a settlement. Güneş then said, ‘Why are we here?’”452 
 

Later that day, Kissinger sent the following instructions for the 

US Ambassador in Turkey to deliver to Prime Minister Ecevit.  The 

message focused on the Soviets while acknowledging Turkish interests 

in Cyprus.  It used a similar tone as that of the Johnson Letter in 1964.  

Excerpts follow. 

 
“The Prime Minister should know that the Soviets continue to press us for 
some form of joint action. They have now told us that they have no views on 
what the final outcome of the Cyprus dispute should be, so long as that 
outcome—whatever it is—is guaranteed by the Soviet Union and the United 
States. I assure the Prime Minister that this proposal, too, we shall reject. But 
the Prime Minister must understand that so long as the Cyprus dispute 
continues unresolved, and with no apparent progress toward resolution in 
sight, the USSR will continue to agitate—and I expect with growing 
insistence—for a role in the settlement. That is something that cannot be in 
the interests of either of our governments. 

 
I want the Prime Minister to know that the United States has not changed its 
position with regard to Cyprus nor its sympathy for an acceptable and lasting 
resolution of the problems the Turkish Cypriots have so long faced. What I 
have said today has been said in the spirit of frankness and friendship that 
has marked our relationship throughout these difficult days. It is because I 
want that relationship to continue that I have spoken…of…the need for a 
generous gesture from the Turkish Government to bring the disputing parties 
back to the negotiating table. I would welcome the Prime Minister’s views.” 453 

 
The UN brokered a cease fire on 16 August and on 19 August, 

during a violent demonstration at the US Embassy in Nicosia, US 

Ambassador Roger Davies was shot and killed.  Acting Cypriot 

 
452 Ibid, FRUS, 137. 
453 Ibid, FRUS, 138:  Telegram to the Embassy of Turkey from the Secretary of State, dated 
17 August 1974.  See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d138  
Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
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President Klerides phoned Kissinger to express his condolences.  

During their conversation Kissinger delivered the following request in 

the form of an oral demarche.  
  
“But the only thing I would ask is that the deliberate effort to blame the 
United States for what has happened is one of the contributing causes to this 
situation, and if we are to play a useful role, which we are eager to do, we 
cannot do it under this sort of pressure. And so we are asking all responsible 
Greek leaders to stop the anti-American agitation or we will withdraw 
completely from the negotiations, and leave it to be settled directly between 
Greeks and Turks.” 454 
 

 
+++++++++++ 

Did Containment Policy Support Adjusted Objectives? 

 
With the support of Denktaş and Klerides, UNFICYP supervised a 

humanitarian exchange of populations along ethnic lines in Cyprus 

throughout the rest of 1974.455  Energized by an activist Greek lobby 

in the United States, the US Congress on 5 February voted to suspend 

arms sales to Turkey.  The Ford administration issued the following 

strong rebuke. 
 
“Legislation enacted by Congress requires that arms deliveries to Turkey must 
be suspended February 5. The Administration will comply fully with the law. 
However, it should be made clear that military aid to Turkey is not given in 
the context of the Cyprus issue, nor has it been granted as a favor to Turkey. 
Rather, it is based on our common conclusions that the security of Turkey is 

 
454 Ibid, FRUS, 139: Transcript of Telephone Conversation between Secretary of State 
Kissinger and Acting Cypriot President Klerides, dated 19 August 1974. See 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d139  Accessed on 1 March 
2020. 
455 Ibid, FRUS, 151: Telegram from the US Embassy in Cyprus to the State Department, dated 
12 September 1974   See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d151  
Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
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vital to the security of the Eastern Mediterranean and to the security of the 
United States and its allies. 

“A suspension of military aid to Turkey is likely to impede the negotiation of a 
just Cyprus settlement. Furthermore, it could have far-reaching and 
damaging effects on the security and hence the political stability of all the 
countries in the region. It will affect adversely not only Western security but 
the strategic situation in the Middle East. It cannot be in the interest of the 
United States to take action that will jeopardize the system on which our 
relations in the Eastern Mediterranean have been based for 28 years. 

“When it is seen that the United States is taking action which is clearly 
incompatible with its own interests, this will raise grave doubts about the 
conduct of American foreign relations even among countries that are not 
directly involved in that area. 

“The Administration judges these adverse effects of a suspension of aid to 
Turkey to be so serious that it urges the Congress to reconsider its action and 
authorize the resumption of our assistance relationship with Turkey.” 456 

 

In response to the arms suspension, Turkish President Süleyman 

Demirel, who led a weak four-party government, closed US intelligence 

collection operations in Turkey and “all operations at all US facilities in 

Turkey, other than those deemed to have a purely NATO function.”457  

Demirel also insisted on the negotiation of a new four-year Defense 

Cooperation Agreement, first signed in 1969.  

These combined actions impacted US and NATO efforts to used 

radars in Turkey to monitor Soviet troop movements as well as missile 

and underground nuclear tests in the southern region of the USSR.  

Under strong pressure from the Ford administration, Congress relaxed 

portions of the embargo in October 1975 and completely lifted all 

restrictions in August 1978.458 

 
456 Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, CL 281, Memoranda of 
Conversations, Presidential File, February 1975.  
457 Hale, 116. 
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Prime Minister Ecevit in the Oval Office         Foreign Minister Īhsan Sabri Çağlayangil,  
On July 29, 1976. (Photo courtesy of the      President Gerald Ford, and US Secretary of  
Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.)             State Henry Kissinger in the Oval Office on  
                                                                 24 March 1976. (Photo courtesy of the  
                                                                 Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.) 
 

Ecevit led Turkey through the 1974 Cyprus crises.  He and 

Demirel each led three short-terms as Prime Minister before 

September 1980, when the Turkish military mounted another coup.  

Between 1975 and 1980, both leaders distanced themselves from 

NATO by arguing that Ankara was shouldering an unfairly large burden 

and was overly dependent upon the US. 459  

In June 1978, Ankara signed a “Political Document on the 

Principles of Good Neighborly and Friendly Cooperation with the 

USSR.”  While concluding the agreement in Moscow, Ecevit said that 

the USSR no longer constituted a threat to Turkish security.  That said, 

neither he nor Demirel withdrew from NATO or closed US facilities – as 

Moscow had hoped.460 

 
459 Hale, 118. 
460 Alvin Z. Rubenstein, Soviet Policy Toward Turkey, Iran and Afghanistan: The Dynamics of 
Influence, (NYC: Praeger, 1982), pp 40-41. 
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And so, the cycle went between 1980 and 2020.  The Turkish 

military assumed control of the Presidency from 1980-1989, during a 

time when the country once again endured violent left-right riots, 

strikes, and economic collapse.  Meanwhile, officials in Washington and 

NATO capitals were consumed by understanding and reacting to an 

Islamic Revolution that was unfolding in Iran, an unprovoked Soviet 

invasion of Afghanistan, two bombings of official US facilities in Beirut, 

the Iran-Iraq War, and a new communist movement that suddenly 

sprouted in Nicaragua.  These issues far outweighed any number of 

containment policy consequences that came with an unresolved 

Cyprus Problem and Greek and Turkish NATO partners that disliked 

and distrusted one another.   

From a broader Eastern Question perspective, the Reagan 

administration was not unhappy to see the Turkish General Kenan 

Evren take command through the National Security Council (NSC) 

from 1980-1983 and as President from 1983-1989.  While there was 

no evidence that the USSR intended to invade Turkey as part of a 

greater strategy towards weaker neighbors (like Afghanistan), Evren 

used Moscow’s naked belligerence to galvanize support at home for 

stronger relations with NATO and the United States; there would be no 

more “neutrality games” with the Soviets. 461  

Ankara, Washington, and Brussels quickly embraced Evren’s 

policies and repositioned NATO forces and intelligence collection 

capabilities along Turkey’s priceless frontier with Iran and the Soviet 

Union.  Washington and NATO leaders also “looked the other way” as 

 
461 Hale, 118. 



 284 

Evren banned pre-coup political parties – to include CHP leader Ecevit 

and Justice Party (AP) leader Demirel; closed Islamist, extreme 

nationalist, and leftist organizations; detained and arrested thousands 

of citizens; and set a permissive tone for human rights abuses.462  

Turkish Justice Ministry records released during Evren’s 2012 trial 

estimated that his government made 650,000 arrests, suspended 

23,700 civil society organizations, and banned 927 publications.463 

The fall of the Berlin Wall, German Reunification, the first Gulf 

War, multiple Balkan Wars, and NATO enlargement consumed leaders 

in Washington and NATO capitals in the 1990s.  In terms of the 

Eastern Question, the collapse of the Soviet Union changed geopolitical 

alliances along the Black Sea, the Balkans, and the Levant; most 

former Warsaw Pact nations and Soviet Republics preferred having a 

collective defense arrangement with NATO, not Russia.   

Developments along the Black Sea clearly agitated the Bear.  In 

the Levant, the Oslo Accords in 1993 breathed life to a Middle East 

Peace Process until the assassination of Yitzak Rabin in 1995.  There 

would not be peace in the Middle East though 2020– only processes 

and talks and more processes. 

Terrorism and sustained wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, Yemen, and 

Syria – combined with evidence of Russian, Chinese, and Iranian 

aggression well outside their borders against US and allied partners 

consumed policymakers and war planners in Washington and Brussels 

 
462 Hale, 118-119. 
463 Human Rights Watch, Turkey:  Coup Trial Offers a Chance for Justice, 4 April 2012.  See 
https://www.hrw.org/news/2012/04/04/turkey-coup-trial-offers-chance-justice#  Accessed on 
1 March 2020. 



 285 

between 2001 and 2020.  The Eastern Question was back - with a 

vengeance. 

Occasional tensions arose during these decades in Cyprus, but 

they never competed with the other larger world events around it.  

From 1974 through 2020, the vast majority of Greek Cypriot and 

Turkish Cypriot populations lived under ceasefire conditions that tore 

the island in two – but the two separated communities lived in relative 

peace. 

 

+++++++++++ 
 

Did Moscow Play an Outsized Role?  
 

Defying the dire analytic judgments and predictions of America’s 

leading containment policymakers in 1974, Archbishop Makarios 

returned to Cyprus in December that year, and served out his term as 

President over Greek remnants of the island until his death in 1977.  

The US actively promoted negotiations between Denktaş and Klerides 

– not Makarios - out of concern that the Archbishop would insert 

Soviet influence at every opportunity.  While Makarios remained a 

serious obstacle to peaceful negotiations until he died, it was never 

clear that his obstreperous behavior was due to Soviet influence.   

 In Athens, Karamanlis went to work right away on a referendum 

that voted to abolish the monarchy and return Greece to a 

constitutional republic.  The return to democratic rule in Greece carried 

a great deal of weight with Washington and leaders in NATO capitals.  
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The support Karamanlis received from the west for these 

achievements would not have endeared him to Moscow.  

As noted above, the withdrawal from NATO on 14 August 1974 

energized a well-funded US-based Greek lobby that worked to 

persuade Congress to impose an arms embargo on Turkey.  No 

evidence has surfaced to suggest the Soviets covertly backed or 

funded the Greek lobby’s efforts; that said, some documentary 

evidence on this point may remain classified.   

Paris, meanwhile, found a bedfellow in Athens, and the French 

government eagerly promoted the decision by Greece to join them in 

being “part-in/part out” of NATO.  These moves would have pleased 

Moscow – regardless whether the latter funded and promoted covert 

efforts to influence French statements and efforts to keep Greece in 

the “part-in/part-out” club. 

Those issues aside, the partial Greek withdrawal from NATO 

concerned - but did not consume - the Ford and Carter 

administrations.  US Ambassador to Greece Henry J. Tasca put things 

into perspective in a telegram to Washington on 15 August 1974. 
 
“I believe when the dust settles the basic elements tying Greece to the United 
States and its NATO allies will be given their appropriate weight. They are a 
small country surrounded by hostile and potentially hostile forces. 
Geographically, they clearly need friends… 
 
The US and NATO have become, almost inevitably, the scapegoats for Greek 
frustration over the Cyprus problem. The sooner we can manufacture a 
settlement that meets Greek as well as Turkish minimum objectives, and 
which is not injurious to Greek self-respect, the sooner we can begin to 
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mitigate the effects of Greece’s decision to loosen its military cooperation 
with NATO.” 464 
 
 

 President Ford on 16 January 1975 ordered a comprehensive 

review of US security policy towards Greece.   On 5 February, the 

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) provided an assessment of the two 

key issues impacting Greece and Turkey: disputes over rights to oil in 

the Aegean Sea and Cyprus.  The assessment made no mention of the 

Soviet Union.  Of note, the seabed disputes re-emerged as an 

unresolved matter in the 2010s when new oil reserves were discovered 

north of Cyprus, thus making the DIA’s assessment in 1975 relevant in 

2020.  The summary portion of DIA’s assessment follows. 
“Summary 

The discovery of oil in the Aegean in January 1974 and an un-demarcated 
seabed has resulted in overlapping claims of continental shelf rights by both 
Greece and Turkey. The Cyprus crisis preempted a possible conflict over the 
seabed issue last summer, but the problem has again surfaced as the 
principal point of contention between the two NATO allies. The Aegean issue 
is potentially more explosive than Cyprus since both Greek and Turkish 
national interests are deeply involved. Many Greek military officers believe a 
confrontation with Turkey in the Aegean is inevitable this summer and have 
prepared extensive defense plans for the Aegean islands as well as Greek 
Thrace. Athens views the islands as an integral part of the mainland and can 
be expected to defend them at all cost. 

For its part, Turkey is determined to resume oil exploration in the Aegean this 
spring and can be expected to react firmly to Greek threats or military 
ventures undertaken to prevent such activity. If it could be agreed upon, the 
most feasible solution would be a joint exploration and exploitation 
agreement between the two countries. 

Barring negotiations on the seabed issue, there is danger that an incident will 
escalate into a major confrontation as a result of misinterpretation or 
overreaction on the part of either side. Although the issue may be submitted 

 
464 Ibid, FRUS, 20: Telegram from the Embassy in Greece to the Department of State, dated 
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Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
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to the International Court of Justice, prospects for a full settlement in the 
near future are not encouraging.” 465 

 

Kissinger expressed concern in February 1975 that Denktaş and 

Klerides had not come to agreement on re-opening the Nicosia airport, 

full use of Famagusta harbor, withdrawal of some Turkish troops, and 

the return of refugees.  Makarios, despite US efforts, had reinserted 

himself into the Denktaş-Klerides negotiations.  Kissinger assessed 

that, “Makarios seems to be playing his old game…His strategy is to 

allow the situation to worsen so that he can take advantage of it.  He 

also does not wish to become an appendage to Athens but, instead, he 

wishes to be a force in his own right.  He is anxious to create 

conditions that will lead to the building of international pressures and 

that is why he wants [the US to cut] aid to Turkey.”466  It was not 

clear whether this statement obliquely referenced covert Soviet 

meddling through Makarios. 

Nothing much had changed by November 1976.  In a detailed 

internal State Department “action memo” dated 3 November, one day 

after President Carter defeated President Ford, there was no mention 

of the Soviet Union, its possible influence on Makarios, or its intentions 

 
465 Ibid, FRUS, 34: Defense Intelligence Agency Intelligence Appraisal, dated 5 February 1975.  
See https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v30/d34  Accessed on 1 March 
2020. 
466 Ibid, FRUS, 172: Memorandum of Conversation, dated 1 February 1975.  See 
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2020. 
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vis-à-vis the Cyprus Problem.467  It is possible that such information 

remained classified as of early 2020.  

President Carter, who ran for office promising to incorporate 

stronger human rights policies in international relations, worked with 

Congress to de-link Cyprus from the arms embargo and lift it in 1978.  

By that time, “[,m]any U.S. officials concluded that the embargo had 

taken a serious toll on Turkey’s defense posture—the ramifications of 

which affected not only Turkey itself but NATO as a whole—and that, 

in turn, U.S.-Turkish relations were rapidly deteriorating.”468  The 

influence of the Greek lobby had not waned.  The Turks had been 

flirting with the USSR for three years, and it was increasingly difficult 

for the US and NATO to track and confront Soviet plans and intentions 

without facilities in along the Bosporus, the Black Sea, and the 

Turkish-Soviet border.  Within a short year, the US would need to 

project more intelligence and military capabilities from Turkey against 

Iran. 

+++++++++++ 

Containment Policy Lacked Statecraft Frameworks  
for Ethnic Bonds and Enmities, Honor, Faith and Religion   

Throughout the Cold War, Turkey was the only US ally and NATO 

member whose geography permitted the US and NATO to project 

 
467 Ibid, FRUS, 194: Action Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of State for European 
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468 FRUS, 1977-1980, Volume XXI, Cyprus; Turkey; Greece.  See 
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military power simultaneously against Russia and the Middle East.  

Containment policy required US statecraft practitioners always to think 

through the various implications of any given strategy against the 

Soviet Union.  In the case of Cyprus and Turkey, containment policy 

protected several US and UK intelligence capabilities and helped to 

prevent the Soviet Union from projecting military presence in the 

Eastern Mediterranean through the rest of the 20th century.   

Containment policy assumed that Moscow had a ruble in every 

leader’s pocket and a plan to undermine the US in every corner of the 

world.  While this judgment was justified in some cases, this fixation 

arguably distracted brilliant US policymakers from identifying the key 

issues at hand between Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus – and acting upon 

them decisively, quickly, and consistent with American values.   

Having managed national security issues in this part of the world 

for over two decades, I have revisited the 1964-1974 era dozens of 

times.  The increasing levels of intercommunal violence that spread 

across the island under British rule and independence between 1955 

and 1960 built deep enmity and distrust on all sides.  The Treaty of 

Guarantee codified the distrust and set the groundwork for Greece 

and Turkey to intervene lawfully to protect their respective ethnic and 

religious communities from each other.   

In hindsight, it is surprising that Turkey did not intervene in 

1964; Kennedy had not treated Ankara well during the Cuban Missile 

Crisis and its aftermath.  The Johnson Letter then insulted Ankara 

again.   
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When Ankara intervened in 1974 after a Greek-prompted coup in 

Nicosia, containment policy may have been the guiding principle, but 

Washington was fully occupied with Nixon’s resignation, withdrawing 

troops from Vietnam, and managing Arab-Israeli relations.  Harsh as it 

may sound – the Turkish intervention in Cyprus gave Washington time 

to attend to its other crises.  It also stopped the bi-communal 

violence; propelled a nearly homogeneous partition of the island that 

has contained most bi-communal violence; and gave Greek Cypriot 

and Turkish Cypriot communities space and time to breathe.   

What is done is done and time will tell if or when the Cypriots 

will demand to live in peace side by side.  As one senior Greek Cypriot 

official told me in the mid-1990s, “let my grandchildren tear down the 

barbed wire that extends along the green line; my generation and my 

kids are too proud to admit we mistreated the Turkish Cypriots and we 

are too damn ashamed to fix it.” 

  

+++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

While the US was the clear superpower in the relationship with 

Ankara, Athens and Nicosia in 1964 and 1974, Washington did not 

appreciate the importance of four unquantifiable elements:  the 

indelible imprint of centuries of Balkan-Turkish wars; the depth of 

ethnic loyalties and enmities; the importance of honor; and the special 

role and power of faith and religion.  When taken together, these 
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variables formed a gordian knot that US power alone could not and did 

not motivate or break.   

US aid, arms, and goodwill certainly helped to steady the 

relationship with Ankara, Athens, and Nicosia – but these gestures 

lacked empathy and sincerity.  Importantly, US aid, arms and goodwill 

could be and were withdrawn in a heartbeat.  Moscow watched these 

moves – and made counter offers along the way in economic aid and 

arms (S300s and S400s) to remind the alliance that Turkey, Greece 

and Cyprus could be made to drift and flirt.   

Ankara – despite decades of NATO membership and participation 

in joint coalition operations – persistently feared isolation during the 

Cold War and NATO Enlargement era.  Turks were proud of their 

warrior roots, but military and security services knew they could not 

simultaneously confront Russia, Iran, and Kurdish separatists on their 

own.  There was no single NATO neighborhood like Turkey’s; it rarely 

had reliable friends on more than one border or shore.  That very 

vulnerability made it the perfect place for NATO to preposition military 

power, intelligence capabilities, and joint forces.  

In contrast to American policy goals and statecraft methods that 

were designed to contain and confront Russia in the Monroe Doctrine 

and the 1824 Russo-American Treaty, Cold War containment policy 

produced mixed results with lasting consequences for American 

projection of credible diplomatic, military, and soft power in the 

Aegean and across the Levant.  “Russian Reset” efforts did not fare 

any better in terms of promoting US leadership and democratic 

interests in the East.  Russia retained the upper hand in Ukraine, 
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Syria, and Libya in 2020; Cyprus remained under a 45-year ceasefire; 

and US-Turkish relations were back to being rocky. 
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16  FREEDOM, HUMAN RIGHTS, FAITH, AND 
ARMS CONTROL 1981-1992 

 
 
 

“General Secretary Gorbachev, if you seek peace, if you seek prosperity for the Soviet Union 
and Eastern Europe, if you seek liberalization, come here to this [Brandenburg] gate. Mr. 

Gorbachev, open this gate! Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall!”469 

—Ronald Reagan, address at the Brandenburg Gate, June 12, 1987 

 

 

 

Containment Policy, Freedom, Human Rights, and Arms Control 

At his inaugural address on 20 January 1981, President Ronald 

Reagan assured America’s friends and put “enemies of freedom” on 

notice when he said,   
 
“To those neighbors and allies who share our freedom, we will strengthen our 
historic ties and assure them of our support and firm commitment. We will 
match loyalty with loyalty. We will strive for mutually beneficial relations. We 
will not use our friendship to impose on their sovereignty, for our own 
sovereignty is not for sale. 
  
As for the enemies of freedom, those who are potential adversaries, they will 
be reminded that peace is the highest aspiration of the American people. We 
will negotiate for it, sacrifice for it; we will not surrender for it, now or ever.” 
470   
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Ronald Reagan during his Inaugural Address on 20 Jan 1981. 
(Photo courtesy of the Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.) 

 

Reagan’s speeches often inspired discussions among US and 

foreign diplomats, military personnel and intelligence officers.  While 

sharing views on the topic of freedom at a national day reception in 

1987, a Cuban official entered my circle of colleagues and asserted 

that his nation was able to confront the US because Castro had 

developed brave and resilient people.  Before I could respond, a senior 

Latin military official who had served at an earlier time in Washington 

asked,  
“When your brave men come home from Angola or after long days of staring 
over the horizon at Florida – are they free to pursue their personal interests, or 
to offer reasons why Cuba is losing ground all over Africa? I’ll take the land of 
the free AND the home of the brave over your lot.” 471   

 

The Cuban grumbled and walked away.  Moments like these were not 

all that rare.  Beyond the actual words exchanged that day, it was 

more impactful for the Cuban to hear these words from a fellow Latino 

 
471 This remark referenced Cuba’s Cold War operations in Angola between 1975-1991.  See 
Alex Vines, Why Fidel Castro’s Greatest Legacy in Africa is Angola. 30 November 2016. 
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than a US official.  Furthermore, the concept of freedom was deeply 

meaningful everywhere. Those who had it – especially those who had 

once lost it – were willing to fight to keep it.  Those who lacked it 

found ways to fight and die for it.  Liberty and freedom were 

contagious. 

While US foreign policies were not always properly aligned (e.g., 

the Vietnam War) or lawful (e.g., the Iran Contra scandal), they 

generally aimed to advance American power and bend the arc of 

history towards freedom, democracy, prosperity, and the rule of law. 

Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, these ingredients gave American 

statesmen, diplomats, military personnel, and intelligence officers 

valuable tools to inspire as well as to intimidate.  

The Reagan Administration doubled down on military spending 

for new weapons systems and promoted tax reforms to stimulate the 

American economy.  He initially criticized the Carter administration, for 

focusing on human rights.  Like many US statesmen before him, 

Reagan preferred to consider the “hard” powers (e.g., military and 

trade).  Under strong Congressional pressure regarding human rights 

abuses in the Philippines and Central America, Reagan reversed 

course; he made freedom a core American value and cornerstone of 

public diplomacy efforts to inspire global democratic movements.  

Doing so not only was good policy – it was morally right.  It reminded 

American statecraft practitioners to look at “hard” power in the context 

being “the light of the world” and the “city on a hill” that Reagan often 

quoted.472 

 
472 The Bible, Matthew, Chapter 5, Verse 14. 
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By 1985 relations between President Reagan and Chairman 

Gorbachev turned collegial.  The latter was introducing economic 

(perestroika) and openness (glasnost) reforms in the Soviet Union, 

and Reagan sought an opportunity for the US to pivot away hardline 

pro-nuclear weapons positions in favor of arms control, and to 

encourage Gorbachev’s efforts.473  At the Geneva Summit on 19 

November 1985, they issued a joint statement declaring that, “nuclear 

war cannot be won and must never be fought.”  Both countries agreed 

that nuclear weapons posed a common threat that must be regulated 

jointly, and both sides took steps to do so.474   

 

 
President Ronald Reagan and  

General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev  
at the first Summit in Geneva, November 19, 1985.  

(Photo courtesy of the Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.) 
 

 
473 National Security Archives, To the Geneva Summit:  Perestroika and the Transformation of 
U.S.-Soviet Relations, National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book No. 172, edited by 
Svetlana Savranskaya/Tom Blanton. See 
https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu/NSAEBB/NSAEBB172/index.htm  Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
474 Deudney, Daniel, and G. John Ikenberry. "Who Won the Cold War?" Foreign Policy, no. 87 
(1992): 123-38. doi:10.2307/1149164. 



 298 

Throughout the era of significant arms control and disarmament 

negotiations, Moscow’s regional and global ambitions did not change; 

nor did its reliance upon propaganda, censorship, and threats of 

military actions.  “Soviet troops remained stationed throughout 

Eastern Europe, as much a guarantee for Soviet security as an 

ominous reminder to Eastern European peoples of Soviet dominance 

over their countries.” 475  

The Berlin Wall was the quintessential symbol of communism 

and lack of freedom and foundational human rights.  Reagan’s call for 

its removal while standing at the foot of the Brandenburg Gate took a 

few minutes to deliver, but it drew upon two centuries of American  

 

 
President Reagan at the Brandenburg Gate,  

12 June 1987 
(Photo courtesy of the Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.) 

 

constitutional legitimacy as he called upon Gorbachev to offer 

universal freedoms to all Germans – East and West.  Moscow’s Cold 

 
475 US Department of State, FRUS Milestones 1989-1992, Fall of Communism in Eastern 
Europe, 1989. See https://history.state.gov/milestones/1989-1992/fall-of-communism  
Accessed on 20 December 2019. 
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War strategy held together until the successive uprisings in Poland, 

Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Romania in 1989, where it chose not to 

intervene militarily.  

While the average citizen living under Soviet rule may not have 

known how many weapons the US and USSR had, or the value of each 

nation’s Gross Domestic Product, every soul who heard it understood 

the message at the Berlin Wall.  As the wall fell in 1989 – Germans not 

only climbed on it as they dismantled it – they hung American flags 

along the city and thanked Reagan and the United States.  The images 

around the world showed the power of incorporating the core American 

value of freedom into the hard calculus of raw military power and 

economic might. 

Americans were not beneath the use of conniving and 

constructive ambiguity during Cold War negotiations and mediation 

efforts, but US statesmen learned repeatedly as it assumed world 

leadership positions that it was better to confront important 

differences, not downplay them.  Negotiations helped to frame the 

outer edges of possible outcomes and were, by nature, comprised of 

negotiable topics.   

Perhaps the most consequential example of the point took place 

on 2 February 1990 and became a bridge between US-led Containment 

and NATO Enlargement policies and practices.  Secretary Baker,  
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repeating what President George H.W. Bush had directed, told Soviet 

Premier Gorbachev, 
 “The President and I have made clear that we seek no unilateral advantage in 
this process” of inevitable German unification… “We understand the need for 
assurances to the countries in the East. If we maintain a presence in Germany 
that is a part of NATO, there would be no extension of NATO’s jurisdiction 
for forces of NATO one inch to the east (emphasis added).”476 

 

As we know from subsequent events, Poland, Romania, and the 

Czech Republic asked to become NATO members; the Clinton 

administration worked with NATO to establish the Partnership for 

Peace program and formalized the enlargement process.  Were Bush 

and Baker disingenuous in 1990?  No; the statement was factual at 

the time.  The Soviet Union had not yet collapsed; Poland, the Czech 

Republic, and Romania remained occupied and part of the Warsaw 

Pact through March of 1991.  Negotiations and commitments adapt to 

the times.  The times changed significantly for all parties as the Soviet 

Union and the Warsaw Pact collapsed. 

While Containment Policy and its core statecraft ingredients were 

key to managing arms control agreements and accelerating the failure 

of communism,  Secretary of State James Baker observed at the end 

of the Cold War that, “…the true responsibility for the changes in the 

world we inhabit lies in the ordinary men and women who sought 

freedom, who struggled against the darkness of totalitarianism, and 

who rose up to seize liberty for themselves.  It may have taken a leap 

 
476 U.S. Department of State, FOIA 199504567 (National Security Archive Flashpoints 
Collection, Box 38), 5: Memorandum of Conversation between Mikhail Gorbachev and James 
Baker in Moscow, 02 Feb 1990.  See https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu//dc.html?doc=4325679-
Document-05-Memorandum-of-conversation-between Accessed on 1 February 2020 and 
Robert Gates, University of Virginia, Miller Center Oral History, George H.W. Bush Presidency, 
July 24, 2000, p. 101).   
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of faith, but faith was something these peoples had in ample supply.  

And from Alma-Ata to Vilnius, and Albania to Mongolia, the people took 

destiny into their own hands and showed once and for all that freedom 

does work.”477  

Baker, more than any Secretary of State for whom I worked, 

understood the importance of the four unquantifiable elements that 

impacted American success in dealing with the Eastern Question 

during the Cold War: the indelible imprint of Russian-Balkan-Ottoman-

Arab wars; the depth of ethnic loyalties and enmities; the importance 

of honor; and the special role of faith.  He understood that gordian 

knot when working with Turkish President Turgut Özal before the first 

Gulf War and with Gorbachev and Shevardnadze throughout German 

reunification talks and the collapse of the Soviet Union.  Secretary 

Baker found a way to navigate the four elements to loosen the knot. 

Those who followed him and thought they could skip this step were 

doomed. 

 
Gorbachev and Baker in Moscow in February 1990. 

(Photo courtesy of the National Security Archives, George Washington University.) 
 

 
477 James A. Baker III, The Politics of Diplomacy: Revolution, War & Peace, 1989-1992, (NYC: 
G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1995), p. 672.  
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+++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

The Cold War produced NATO, the world’s strongest democratic 

alliance, and 70 years of peace between member states that had 

known cyclical wars for centuries.  It also flamed a dangerous arms 

race that put the world at high persistent risk of nuclear 

brinksmanship.   

From a statecraft perspective, the United States invested billions 

of dollars a year to collect and analyze intelligence, develop and 

expand worldwide diplomatic alliances, deploy weapons systems in 

support of collective defense arrangements, and promote fair trade 

practices.  These hallmarks of American power had promoted freedom, 

peace, democracy, and the rule of law as matters of principle and 

constitutional legitimacy.  A spirit of American generosity, optimism, 

and grit drew nation after nation to follow a democratic path. 

The Soviet Union also invested billions in similar instruments of 

power – but promoted communism, planned economies, censored 

speech, and totalitarian governance structures as its guiding 

principles.  Nuclear weaponry in such hands motivated the free world 

to align under US leadership.  

While the west had fought for freedom and human rights against 

Soviet tyranny, it is remarkable that no one foresaw that the Berlin 

Wall would fall on 9 November 1989 or that the Soviet Union would 

collapse on 25 December 1991.478  Moscow’s military powers, 

 
478 Ibid, Collapse of the Soviet Union.  See https://history.state.gov/milestones/1989-
1992/collapse-soviet-union   Accessed on 20 December 2019.  
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persistent propaganda messaging, tight censorship efforts, and strict 

control over American movements in and outside of Moscow had 

clouded US insights and judgments about Soviet vulnerabilities.   

 

 
 

A crowd of West Germans gathers at the newly-created opening 
In the Berlin Wall at Potsdamer Platz, 14 November 1989.479 

(Photo courtesy of the US National Archives.) 
 

The entire national security establishment and diplomatic corps 

participated in Containment Policy in one form or another.  The fall of 

the Soviet Union and disarmament agreements between 1985 and 

1992 were, therefore, a great success and a complete surprise.  

 
479 US National Archives, Identifier 6460115. 
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PART FOUR  
 
 
 
 
 

What Comes Next?  
 
 

The Eastern Question Brings Context and 
Clarity to Russian and Iranian Hot Wars 
against the United States in the 2010s  
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17  THE COSTS OF UNDERESTIMATING 
RUSSIA…AND IRAN 

 
 
 
 

“Considerable hatred has arisen for us in Poland…I see no honourable way to accommodate 
[Prussian] wishes…[A]t present, the King of England is dying…[I]t would be far better to have 

no allies at all rather than to vacillate from one side to another like a reed during a storm.  
Besides, wartime is not the right period for establishing an alliance…Take Ochakov [Crimea] 

and conclude a peace with the Turks. Then you will see how they slink away like snow on the 
steppe after a thaw, and how they crawl away like water in steep places” 480         

-- Czarina Catherine II writing to Black Sea Commander Grigory Potemkin,  
27 November 1788  

 

“Does Ukraine have a right to choose its future? Some US opinion leaders advocate that 
Ukraine agree to become a neutral state to resolve the crisis. But this gives away far too much 

to Putin, rewarding him for his aggression.” 481 
--Ambassador Nicholas Burns after Russia invaded Ukraine and annexed 

Crimea, March 2014 
 

Expect More Hot Wars, Cyber Warfare, and Uncertainty 

Sound policy options begin with an accurate and timely 

understanding of world events and what they mean.  How did the US 

and its broad coalition of like-minded allies miss so many successive 

warning indicators that yielded massive Russian interference in US and 

 
480Catherine II, Empress of Russia, Catherine the Great:  Selected Letters, translation by 
Andrew Khan and Kelsey Rubin-Detlev, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), letter 189, p. 
313. 
481 Nicholas Burns, Three Myths about Putin’s Russia, Globe.com, posted on 26 March 2014, 
after Putin invaded Eastern Ukraine and annexed Crimea.  See 
https://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion/2014/03/26/three-myths-about-putin-
russia/RQZSoargTqel10XHWzxBvO/story.html  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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allied elections, and to hot war exchanges in Ukraine and Syria?  How 

did the US and allies miss opportunities to intervene diplomatically or 

militarily to reshape outcomes that were consistent with America’s 

core democratic principles, the rule of law, and effective collective 

defense arrangements designed to promote and protect them?  

Available US government records between 2017 and 2020 

showed that US and allied diplomats, warfighters military planners, 

and intelligence practitioners between 9/11 and 2020 were focused on 

the following threats and topics: 1) counterterrorism, 2) timely support 

to warfighters, 3) China’s rapid military modernization and 

unprecedented levels of classical and cyber-based espionage against 

the United States, 4) growing areas of violent instability across the 

Levant, South Asia, Africa, and the Arabian Peninsula, and 5) 

countering the world’s most dangerous WMD programs and 

proliferation activities. 482483484  Each topic alone was challenging – 

when taken as a whole, they were daunting.  Russia as a single threat 

had become a second-tier national level priority throughout most of 

the period.  From a resource management perspective, national 

security practitioners who oversaw second tier priorities got less 

money, fewer people, and far less “airtime” with policymakers. 

 
482 The White House.  National Security Strategy of the United States, December 2017.  See 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NSS-Final-12-18-2017-0905.pdf  
Accessed on 10 November 2019. 
483 George W. Bush, National Security Strategy of the United States, March 2006.  See 
https://history.defense.gov/Portals/70/Documents/nss/nss2006.pdf?ver=2014-06-25-
121325-543  Accessed on 11 December 2019.   
484 Barack Obama, National Security Strategy of the United States, February 2015. See 
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2015_national_security_strate
gy_2.pdf  Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
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Each of the top five national-level priorities required deep 

subject matter expertise, frequent briefings for policymakers, the 

provision of time-sensitive requirements for diplomats and clandestine 

collectors, the coordinated formulation of accurate analytic judgments, 

and – most importantly – time to think.  Speaking as a practitioner at 

the time, the pace for national security practitioners was crushing; the 

consequences of failure were high.   

From August 1998, when al-Qa’ida bombed the US embassies in 

Kenya and Tanzania, until Moscow annexed Crimea in March 2014, the 

US considered Russia a second-tier national priority.  Several 

unclassified National Intelligence Strategies (NIS) between 2005 and 

2018 characterized Russia as a “hard target;” as a national level 

priority, however, NIS documents ranked it lower than 

counterterrorism and counterproliferation.485486  The 2009 NIS ranked 

countering terrorism and violent extremism and counterproliferation 

over all hard targets; Russia and China were listed after Iran and 

North Korea.487  The 2014 NIS ranked “regional areas” below cyber, 

counterterrorism, counterproliferation and counterintelligence 

 
485 US Office of the Director of National Intelligence, National Intelligence Strategy 2005.  See 
https://www.dni.gov/files/documents/Newsroom/Reports%20and%20Pubs/NISOctober2005.p
df  Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
486 US Office of the Director of National Intelligence, National Intelligence Strategy 2007.  See 
https://www.dni.gov/files/documents/Newsroom/Reports%20and%20Pubs/2006AnnualReport
toCongress.pdf  Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
487 US Office of the Director of National Intelligence, National Intelligence Strategy, August 
2009.  See 
https://www.dni.gov/files/documents/Newsroom/Reports%20and%20Pubs/2009_NIS.pdf  
Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
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priorities.488489  The 2019 NIS was the first in years to call out Russia 

as one of two leading strategic threats to the United States and 

allies.490  Given the steady pace of Russian aggression outside its 

borders between 2008 and 2018, why had Russia fallen from the top 

tier of threats?   

One key answer was that after the Soviet Union collapsed, 

Presidents George H.W. Bush, Clinton, George W. Bush, and Obama 

adopted various “Russian Reset” policies.  George H.W. Bush had 

developed a close relationship with Soviet Premier Gorbachev, and 

Secretary Baker had developed an equally close one with Soviet 

Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze.  Both US leaders had assured 

their counterparts that the US would not, after German reunification, 

take further steps to enlarge NATO.491   

The Clinton administration received a steady stream of 

compelling requests for collective defenses under NATO membership 

from the Baltic nations, Poland, the Czech Republic, and Romania.  

While attempting to reassure Russia, Clinton and Secretary of State 

 
488 It should be understood, however, that cyber and counterintelligence threats included 
Russia and China. 
489 US Office of the Director of National Intelligence, National Intelligence Strategy. 2014.  See 
https://www.dni.gov/files/documents/2014_NIS_Publication.pdf  Accessed on 11 December 
2019. 
490US Office of the Director of National Intelligence, National Intelligence Strategy, 2019.  See 
https://www.dni.gov/files/ODNI/documents/National_Intelligence_Strategy_2019.pdf  
Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
491 U.S. Department of State, FOIA 199504567 (National Security Archive Flashpoints 
Collection, Box 38), 5: Memorandum of Conversation between Mikhail Gorbachev and James 
Baker in Moscow, 02 Feb 1990.  See https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu//dc.html?doc=4325679-
Document-05-Memorandum-of-conversation-between Accessed on 1 February 2020 and 
Robert Gates, University of Virginia, Miller Center Oral History, George H.W. Bush Presidency, 
July 24, 2000, p. 101).  
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Madeleine Albright pursued a policy of NATO enlargement and 

Partnership for Peace (PfP).492   

Building upon efforts to reassure Russia while enlarging NATO, 

George W. Bush famously said during a press conference on 24 March 

2001 that he had, “looked Putin in the eye…and found him to 

be…trustworthy…I was able to get a sense of his soul…It’s time to 

write new history in a positive and constructive way.”493  By 2001, I 

had been around US presidents, politicians, and policymakers long 

enough to know that they said things at times to flatter and appeal to 

specific counterparts.  This public statement, however, gave Putin 

public credibility at a time when he had not yet earned it, and drew 

derisive comments from the media, statesmen, and plenty of long-in-

the-tooth US national security practitioners, warfighters, and 

diplomats.   

 

+++++++++++ 

Summary Observations 

US national security practitioners with whom I worked – along 

with various allied partners – generally agreed that between 2010 and 

2016, various “Russian Reset” efforts had clouded analytic 

assessments and judgments about Russia’s true ambitions and 

motivations.  US policymakers may have wanted Russia to become 

 
492 Madeleine Albright, Speech at North Atlantic Council Ministerial Meeting, 29 May 1997, 
Sintra, Portugal. See https://www.nato.int/docu/speech/1997/s970529f.htm  Accessed on 1 
February 2020.   
493 President George W. Bush’s comments at a press conference in Slovenia on 24 March 2001 
with Russian President Vladimir Putin,  See https://www.nbcnews.com/video/flashback-
president-bush-on-putins-soul-208352323648.  Accessed on 1 December 2019.   
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more of an ally, but they were far better off judging Moscow by its 

actions, not by its official statements and speeches.  US policies and 

strategies during this timeframe did not outpace or outsmart the 

intensity and speed with which Putin acted against Ukraine and Crimea 

or in Syria, spied against the US, and interfered in US and allied 

elections.  

These Russian actions all but guarantee the use of military force 

against the United States and its allies.  Beyond these challenges, the 

Supreme Leader has watched US reactions to Russian invasions, 

occupations, and actions along Turkey’s Black Sea shores and 

southeastern border.  As it became more clear that US troops would 

remain in the region, Tehran doubled down on incorporating Hizballah 

into military operations in Iraq, Syria, Yemen, Lebanon, and 

Afghanistan.  These actions also all but guarantee the continued use of 

military force against the United States and its allies.    

With history as a guide, Moscow and the Supreme Leader have 

never shown affection for – nor an abiding interest in – democracy, the 

rule of law, or collective defense arrangements that promote and 

protect these principles.  Future US administrations and allies would be 

justified in formulating policy options and national security strategies 

that retain Russia as a top-tier threat and priority and look at Iran as 

more than a nuclear threat.   
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18  FRAGMENTED US POLICIES AND 
STRATEGIES DID NOT CURB RUSSIAN OR IRANIAN 

HOT WARS AND DAMAGED US RELATIONS WITH 
TURKEY, 1990-2020 

 
 
  
  

“Truth is incontrovertible. Panic may resent it, ignorance may deride it, malice may distort it, 
but there it is.” 494 

--Winston Churchill, 1916 
 
 

“Continuity with the Soviet era and even earlier periods of Russian history is a hallmark of the 
Kremlin’s current foreign policy and the toolkit it relies on to advance its goals.” 495 

--Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2019 
 
 

“Forty years after its creation, the Islamic Republic has not exported its unique theocratic 
system but has significantly expanded its influence. But while Iran's leaders once saw the 
export of their movement as a goal to aspire to, they now see it as a means to help Iran 

secure its interests and maximize its power.” 496  
--Rand Corporation, 2019 

 

As noted in the prologue, US policies, national strategies, and 

statecraft methods covering the Eastern Question became increasingly 

fragmented across the US national security establishment after the 

Cold War.  Throughout the Cold War, US statecraft practitioners 

managed containment policy objectives across the vast East by 

 
494 Colonel Winston Churchill, Speech to the House of Commons on 17 May 1916.  See 
https://api.parliament.uk/historic-hansard/commons/1916/may/17/royal-
assent#S5CV0082P0_19160517_HOC_399  Accessed on 10 March 2020.  
495 Julia Gurganus and Eugene Rumer, Russia’s Global Ambitions in Perspective, Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, January 2019.  See 
https://carnegieendowment.org/2019/02/20/russia-s-global-ambitions-in-perspective-pub-
78067  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
496 Ariane M Tabatabai, The Islamic Republic’s Foreign Policy at Forty, Rand Corporation, 8 
February 2019. See https://www.rand.org/blog/2019/02/the-islamic-republics-foreign-policy-
at-forty.html  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
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dividing it into three distinct subregions: Warsaw Pact nations in 

Eastern Europe, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the 

Levant.497  The US built capabilities and alliances to help policymakers 

understand state actors and world events and, when necessary, to 

confront and neutralize threats and enemies by using national 

instruments of power.   

Containment policy goals were clear and consistent: contain and 

stop communism.  The strategies supporting this policy drew upon 

democratic principles that promoted peace, prosperity, the rule of law, 

and human rights.  By their very nature, the national security 

strategies also were muscular; they used instruments of US and allied 

power to conduct diplomacy, collect and analyze intelligence, and 

confront and neutralize threats and enemies through military action, 

law enforcement, and covert action.   

The strategies mapped neatly to containment policy objectives. 

Rightly or wrongly, whether practitioners served in Vietnam, Latin 

America, Iran, or the Soviet Union, their number one goal was to 

contain communism.  As observed by Ambassador Dennis Ross, “The 

cost of such a deterministic approach became all too clear.  The reality 

of local nationalism unconnected to a global template was slowly and 

painfully understood.”498    

As policymakers shifted to promoting NATO Enlargement, 

Partnership for Peace (PfP), and globalization policies in the 1990s, the 

 
497 See footnote 1.  This study uses the broader Levant definition that includes all littoral 
states along the Eastern Mediterranean, extending from present-day Greece to Cyrenaica in 
Libya.  
498 Dennis Ross, Statecraft and How to Restore America’s Standing in the World, (NYC: Farrar, 
Straus and Giroux, 2007), p. 3. 
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strategies continued to draw upon democratic principles that promoted 

peace, prosperity, the rule of law, and human rights.  But what worked 

for Poland did not map to the Balkans; what worked for Russia did not 

map to Iran; Turkey was the gatekeeper geographically and its 

borders, shores and airspace were under increasing sources of threat.  

In this context, national security strategies increasingly diverged from 

nation states and focused instead on counterterrorism, 

counterproliferation, counternarcotics, and countering foreign use of 

offensive and defensive cyber warfare capabilities.   

As the Berlin Wall fell and the Soviet Union collapsed, the 

Congress responded with deep “peace dividends,” slashing federal 

budgets for departments and agencies that managed national security 

operations.  Fewer dollars and experts were left to monitor and assess 

the leadership ambitions and military capabilities of strategic 

adversaries like Russia, China, Iran, North Korea and Pakistan – which 

never took their eyes off the United States.  Even fewer experts 

devoted their careers to understanding the impacts of globalization 

and NATO enlargement on US allies – old and new. 

 

+++++++++++ 

Two Enduring Effects of “Peace Dividends” and Fragmented 
Policies 

The peace dividends and fragmentation of US policies and 

national security strategies had two dramatic effects between 1991 

and 2020.  First, they placed much more emphasis on questions 

concerning “who” was making decisions and “where” various threats 
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were hatched and less focus on “why and how” various state and non-

state actors planned to act.  The national security establishment 

became quite good at identifying, tracking and countering terrorism 

and proliferation threats, and less adept at knowing the underlying 

root causes of conflict and the extent to which each non-state threat 

actor enjoyed safehaven protections from allied, “frenemy” and enemy 

nation states.   

The answers to “who and where” questions often came from 

open and technical sources such as SIGINT, GEOINT, and digital 

geolocation capabilities.  When enemy actors did not employ denial 

and deception techniques, the intelligence tended to be quite reliable.  

The answers to “how and why” questions generally came from 

diplomats, military attaches, and intelligence officers who lived abroad 

and talked regularly to their foreign counterparts.  Relationships took 

time to establish, cultivate, and validate; a great many foreign sources 

aimed to influence as well as to inform Washington.  It would take 

many more deep subject matter experts serving abroad and at home 

as diplomats, military attaches and advisors, and intelligence officers 

for the United States to develop a core of reliable human sources as 

policymakers shifted to NATO Enlargement, PfP, and globalization 

policy objectives. 

The second dramatic effect of “peace dividend” budget 

constraints and fragmented US policies was that they produced parallel 

chains of command between functional and country experts whose 

views and analyses were often at odds.  Terrorist and proliferation 

activities took place in specific locations – with regional contexts.  How 
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could policymakers and statecraft practitioners ensure they “saw” and 

considered the whole picture?   

 

+++++++++++ 

Fragmented Post-Containment Policies on Russia 

 

Take Russia, for example.  Moscow used the terms “terrorism” 

and “separatist” concerns in the 1990s to legitimize its decision to 

destroy entire ethnic Tartar villages and population centers in 

Chechnya.  After two long wars, Moscow steadily repopulated Muslim-

controlled areas with ethnic Russians.   

Was the US response to this matter best managed under the 

“Russian Reset” and goals of the PfP program?  Or counterterrorism?  

Or growing concerns about ethnic-cleansing – which was unfolding in 

the Balkans at the same time?  If a combination, what was the 

umbrella policy and “grand” strategy?   

The record shows that Washington and Brussels were eager to 

show progress under “Russian Reset” and PfP goals so that Moscow 

would trust and support NATO Enlargement efforts.  As a result, 

Washington and NATO member states deferred to Moscow to manage 

its “own internal security and terrorism matters” in Chechnya.499  

Russian leaders may or may not have believed in the “Russian Reset” 

and PfP, but they quickly learned after the Soviet Union collapsed that 

 
499 Elizabeth Bagot, US Ambivalence and the Russo-Chechen Wars: Behind the Silence, The 
Stanford Journal of International Relations, Fall 2009, Vol. XI No. 1, p 32-37. See 
https://web.stanford.edu/group/sjir/pdf/Chechnya_11.1.pdf  Accessed on 28 February 2020. 
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the US and NATO would not intervene on issues it defined as 

“domestic terrorism” and “separatist” concerns. 

After 9/11, US policies and national security strategies tended to 

measure the potential and value of foreign governments by their 

support for and participation in the US-led Global War on Terror 

(GWOT) and the war in Iraq, and their willingness and ability to stop 

proliferating networks from advancing unauthorized weapons 

developments.  When Moscow invaded South Ossetia in 2008, and 

eastern Ukraine and Crimea in 2014, it offered wafer-thin assertions 

that ethnic Russians were under threat, and that Mother Russia was 

obligated to protect them.  

These were invasions of sovereign nations, not Russian 

management of “internal matters,” not counterterrorism, and not 

counterproliferation.  When Moscow invaded Afghanistan in 1979 the 

US led world efforts to condemn it and the whole US national security 

apparatus got involved.  Between 2008 and 2014, which US policy 

prevailed?  Were “Russian Reset” and associated PfP objectives still 

valid?  Did NATO aspirations of Georgia and Ukraine trump US policy 

objectives with Russia?  What about concerns from NATO member 

states about collective defense obligations in the event of a hot war 

with Russia?  If some combination thereof, what was the overarching 

US policy priority and “grand strategy?”  

I was a senior intelligence official throughout these events and 

had a first-row seat to the debates.  Between 2008 and 2014, the US 

had shifted trillions of dollars and hundreds of thousands of national 

security personnel to work on counterterrorism, warfighting operations 
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in South Asia and Iraq, counterproliferation, and to develop and deploy 

cyber capabilities to aid in these efforts.  

In contrast, few career-long experts with strong language 

capabilities worked in or supported the efforts of US personnel in 

embassies in Georgia, Ukraine, and Russia.  Expert warnings and in-

depth analyses on issues unfolding in the Black Sea competed with 

daily updates on terrorism threats, US-led combat operations, and 

significant counterproliferation developments and interdictions.  They 

also competed with mounting foreign cyber intrusions, attacks, and 

espionage against critical US infrastructures, government networks, 

and sources of US intellectual property – many of which were 

attributed to Russia and Iran (author’s note: China is out of scope for 

this study).   

While reporting on “Russian Reset” developments sometimes 

made headlines in the Oval Office, Russian military invasions always 

got top-level attention, along with certain Russian espionage 

operations against the US.  As acts of Russian aggression rose and 

spread from the Black Sea to the Levant, fewer and fewer statecraft 

practitioners collected, analyzed, and made sense of Moscow’s plans 

and intentions across the vast “East.”   

The boldness with which Moscow invaded Georgia took the 

national command authority by surprise; while Russian forces 

withdrew within days, Putin learned two clear things.  First, Moscow 

could deploy military forces to “protect” ethnic Russian minorities in 

other sovereign nations.  Despite worldwide condemnations that 

included de-emphasizing the “Russian Reset” and imposing new 
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sanctions, the Kremlin faced few serious ramifications.  Second, 

Georgia did not join NATO – which was Russia’s main policy objective.  

The same two lessons applied to Putin’s swift invasion and occupation 

of eastern Ukraine and annexation of Crimea in 2014.  Here too, 

Moscow faced few serious ramifications, and Ukraine did not join 

NATO.   

If “Russian Reset” efforts increasingly eroded after Moscow 

invaded Ukraine, annexed Crimea, and landed forces in Syria, and 

repeatedly violated Turkish sovereign airspace in 2015, they all but 

evaporated after Russia interfered in the 2016 US elections.  These 

actions spotlighted the incongruities in US policies towards Russia and 

the fragmented nature of the national security strategies that 

supported them.  The cauldron of new uncertainties re-awakened 

interest in the Eastern Question.  

It is worth noting that it took all these events to first dampen 

and then drive a stake through “Russian Reset” policies that had 

transcended multiple US administrations of both political parties.  I 

observed over the course of my 32 years of service that, in the 

absence of new foreign policy and national security direction, former 

policies and strategies retained tremendous inertia and budgetary 

staying power – especially pertaining to Cuba, Iran, and North Korea.  

There was an unnatural “allure” about “Russian Reset” goals that, in 

retrospect, did little to enhance the national security of the United 

States and NATO.  On the contrary, the policy harmed both. 

Russia competed throughout the 21st century against US-led 

NATO enlargement goals.  As it failed diplomatically, it turned to cyber 
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means to influence public opinions in the west and to interfere in 

western elections.  Most importantly, it cheated on the Intermediate-

Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty by “developing an intermediate-

range, ground-launched cruise missile…[that] pose[d] a significant 

threat to our European allies”500 (see graphic).501 

 

 
(Map courtesy of the US Senate.) 

 
 

+++++++++++ 

Fragmented Post-Containment US Policies on Iran 

Adding complexity to America’s post-Cold War policy shifts were 

tensions along NATO’s volatile southern flank.  Iran had acquired and 

tested medium-range ballistic missiles during the 1980s and 1990s.  

 
500 Press release by US Senator Roy Blunt, INF Treaty – Russian Cheating and American 
Suspension, 14 February 2019. See https://www.rpc.senate.gov/policy-papers/inf-treaty_-
russian-cheating-and-american-suspension  Accessed on 28 February 2020. 
501 Ibid, the graphic shows that the INF Treaty prohibits ground-launched ballistic and cruise 
missiles, both nuclear and non-nuclear, with ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometers. 
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By 2000, the missiles could reach 1600-2000 kilometers – far enough 

to harm allies in Israel, Jordan, Turkey and the Caucasus. 502  

In response to earlier developments, the Congress passed the 

Iran Nonproliferation Act of 1990, which authorized the US to impose 

sanctions on Chinese, North Korea, Russian, and other actors that 

supplied Iran’s missile, nuclear, chemical, biological, and dual-use 

weapons programs.503  The George W. Bush and Obama 

administrations added a Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) program that 

was designed to protect NATO, Asian, and Levant allies against an 

attack from Iran.  The ideal location for the placement of sensitive 

NATO-based BMD capabilities was Turkey.  As the US-led war in Iraq 

unfolded, however, Ankara became less interested in and committed 

to hosting BMD capabilities.504   

In search of new BMD partners, Poland and the US signed an 

agreement on 20 August 2008, just days after Moscow invaded South 

Ossetia (5-12 August 2008).505  Moscow, citing “Russian Reset” talks 

and PfP assurances, swiftly complained, asserting that the BMD system 

 
502 The Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Weapons Control, A History of Iran’s Ballistic Missile 
Program, 1 May 2012.  See https://www.wisconsinproject.org/a-history-of-irans-ballistic-
missile-program/  Accessed on 27 February 2020. 
503 US Congress, Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000, Public Law 106-178, signed on March 
2000.  See https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/PLAW-106publ178/pdf/PLAW-
106publ178.pdf  Accessed on 11 December 2019.  
504 Mustafa Kibaroglu, “Between Allies and Rivals: Turkey, Nuclear Weapons, and BMD”, 
Proliferation Papers, No. 49, 2014.  See 
https://www.ifri.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/pp49kibaroglu.pdf  Accessed on 27 
February 2020. 
505 US Department of State, Milestones 2001-2009. Ballistic Missile Defense Agreement 
between the US and Republic of Poland, signed on 20 August 2008.   See https://2001-
2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2008/aug/108659.htm  Accessed on 11 December 2019. 
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posed an immediate and direct threat to Russia.506  Washington made 

efforts to calm Russian concerns by reinforcing NATO’s focus on Iran, 

but to little effect.   

Iran, meanwhile, took the BMD announcements on face value.  

The Supreme Leader, President Mahmood Ahmadinejad, and other 

hardliners had been asserting their sovereign right to develop nuclear 

technologies after having placed them on a strategic pause in 2003.507  

Tehran continued to acknowledge feeling increasingly threatened by 

foreign troops positioned to their east and their west.508   

The Supreme Leader authorized additional lethal military 

operations against US and allied troops.  As he ratcheted up the pace, 

Iran’s senior military commander General Qasem Soleimani realigned 

more IRGC and Qods Force personnel to Iraq, Yemen, and Lebanon, 

from where they trained and equipped more Hizballah and other Shi’a 

proxy forces to carry out attacks against US and coalition forces.   

As the CIA’s Chief of Operations for Iran, it was remarkable to 

me that President Bush, who vigorously promoted and defended the 

US-led wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, did not order even narrowly-

defined surgical attacks against Iran’s external forward operating 

bases, especially after the Iraq Survey Group’s December 2006 report 

blamed Iran for undermining US policies and killing US troops in Iraq.  

His administration, like his father before him (e.g., Bush 41) and 

 
506 US Missile Defense Agency.  See 
https://www.mda.mil/system/international_cooperation.html  Accessed on 11 December 
2019.   
507 Ibid, CIA’s National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on Iran, 2007.  
508 Dr. Mahmood Ahmadinejad, Address before the Sixtieth Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly, New York, 17 September 2005.  See 
https://www.un.org/webcast/ga/60/statements/iran050917eng.pdf  Access on 1 March 2020. 
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President Reagan, had a strong bias towards diplomacy, military and 

covert action, not in-action.  US troops were dying at the hands of Iran 

and Hizballah, not just al-Qa’ida and its offshoots in Iraq.   

The 2007 actions by Israel may have helped to rationalize Bush 

43’s overall non-US action against Iran.  Israeli forces unilaterally 

destroyed Syria’s nuclear reactor facility at al-Kibar in 2007.509  Israeli 

President Netanyahu wrote on Twitter, “Israel’s policy was and 

remains consistent - to prevent our enemies from arming themselves 

with nuclear weapons.”  Israel’s military intelligence chief at the time, 

Amos Yadlin, succinctly added, “No core. No war.”510   

The military air strike in 2007, like the one Israeli conducted 

against Baghdad’s Osirak compound in 1981,511 destroyed nearby 

nuclear capabilities and sent a clear message to Iran and proliferating 

sources in Pakistan and North Korea.  Looking back, it was a most 

effective use of statecraft.  Imagine the Syrian Civil War – and an 

ability by Assad to launch not just chemical weapons against his 

opponents – but nuclear ones.  The mere notion of such a prospect is 

horrifying. 

The Obama administration also took no military action against 

Iranian actions outside its borders, although Tehran continued 

 
509 United Nations, International Atomic Energy Agency, Board of Governors, Implementation 
of the NPT Standards in the Syrian Arab Republic, issued on 19 November 2008.   See 
https://isis-online.org/publications/syria/IAEA_Report_Syria_19Nov2008.pdf  Accessed on 18 
March 2018. 
510 Stephen Ferrell, Israel Admits Bombing Suspected Nuclear Reactor in 2007,Warns Iran, 
Reuters, 20 March 2018, See https://www.reuters.com/article/us-israel-syria-nuclear/israel-
admits-bombing-suspected-syrian-nuclear-reactor-in-2007-warns-iran-idUSKBN1GX09K  
Accessed on 1 April 2018. 
511 Council on Foreign Relations, Iraq:  Weapons of Mass Destruction, 3 February 2005.  See 
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/iraq-weapons-mass-destruction  Accessed on 1 March 
2020. 
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directing lethal operations against US troops.  The policy decisions 

between 2013 and 2015 to separate Tehran’s expanding military and 

terrorism operations from its nuclear weapons ambitions only 

exacerbated the complexities and consequences of fragmented US 

policymaking towards Iran.  For reasons that still make no logical 

sense, the United States of America agreed in the multinational Joint 

Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) agreement that Iran could 

retain physical possession of its centrifuges, other machines and 

peripherals critical to enriching uranium and reprocessing capabilities, 

and its know-how if it signed the protocol.  Also concerning, the JCPOA 

had several sunset provisions, some ending in ten years, others in 

fifteen.512513   

Separating Iran’s nuclear weapons ambitions from its ongoing 

lethal support to terrorism; military operations against the United 

States and allies; and mounting cyber intrusions, espionage, and 

attacks against the United States and allies had two effects.  First, 

national security practitioners with expertise on Iran’s non-nuclear 

activities were not at the negotiating table.  They could not, therefore, 

provide valuable context on ways the United States could apply 

broader leverage over Tehran’s overall behaviors and ambitions.  

Second, Tehran saw a pathway to ratchet up non-nuclear operations 

against the United States without fear of retribution.  Like Russia – it 

had learned that Washington most likely would not take military action 

 
512 US Department of State, Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, issued on 14 July 2015 in 
Vienna, Australia.  For the full text, see https://2009-
2017.state.gov/documents/organization/245317.pdf  Access on 18 March 2018. 
513 Ibid, JCPOA Annex I.  For the full text, see https://2009-
2017.state.gov/documents/organization/245318.pdf  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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in or near Iran.  Tehran and the Iranian people had grown accustomed 

to diplomatic slights and economic sanctions.   

Candidate Trump renounced the US decision to disassociate 

Tehran’s lethal actions from its nuclear ambitions in the JCPOA.  

Among his earliest presidential policy decisions, he withdrew the 

United States from the agreement on 8 May 2018, but did not 

announce how he planned to approach a holistic policy on Iran. 514  By 

then, Iran had grown accustomed to having things both ways; it was 

projecting lethal activities and using cyber warfare techniques against 

the United States and several allies.  Importantly, it retained the 

ability to restart its nuclear weapons program at any time. 

 

+++++++++++ 

Fragmented Post-Containment US Policies on Turkey 

 
Chapters nine through fifteen provide an accounting and 

evaluation of US-Turkish relations through the Cold War.  As seen 

throughout this study, the United States did not have a policy 

framework to deal with allies like Greece and Turkey when their 

respective national interests collided.  Each crisis, therefore, took 

enormous efforts by Presidents, Secretaries of State, ambassadors and 

envoys – perhaps more than dealing with the Soviet Union.  With 

Containment Policy in the rear-view mirror, the United States had an 

 
514 Donald J. Trump, President Donald J. Trump is Ending United States Participation in an 
Unacceptable Iran Deal, The White House, 8 May 2018.  See 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/president-donald-j-trump-ending-united-
states-participation-unacceptable-iran-deal/  Accessed on 1 March 2020. 
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opportunity to fashion tailored policies and strategies towards Ankara, 

Athens, and Nicosia that matched US goals for each nation as well as 

the Aegean and Eastern Mediterranean region.   

As US policy priorities shifted to welcoming and integrating 

former Warsaw Pact and Baltic nations into NATO and Brussels did the 

same with the European Union (EU), Ankara and Athens intensified 

their rivalries over Cyprus and continental shelf disputes in the 

Northeastern and Southwestern Aegean Sea.  President Clinton vowed 

to make progress towards resolving both disputes and, like his 

predecessors, found that he needed equally willing and motivated 

counterparts in Ankara and Athens.  While Ankara and Athens worked 

through serious differences regarding the violent break-up of 

Yugoslavia – neither proved willing to give an inch on matters of 

sovereignty. 

In late January 1996, the Greek and Turkish navies faced off 

over a miniscule set of two tiny islets (9.9 acres) the Greeks called 

Imia and the Turks called Kardak.  The conflict arose when a Turkish 

cargo ship went aground on one of the rocks and the captain did not 

distance himself from it.  The Greek mayor of a distant islet raised a 

Greek flag on Imia/Kardak – where no flag had flown before – thus 

igniting passions. 

 On 28 January Turkish journalists arrived on Imia/Kardak, 

removed the Greek flag, and planted a Turkish one.  The Turkish 

government did not condone the act and sought a diplomatic solution; 

Greek Navy commandos arrived on the scene, lowered the Turkish flag 

and hoisted a Greek standard.  The tit-for-tat nearly led to full-out war 
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between Greece and Turkey.  On 31 January the United States 

mediated a solution, averting a war that would have played out not 

just along the Aegean, but probably also in Cyprus.515   

Within days, Prime Minister Konstantinos Simitis, who assumed 

office on 22 January, complained that the United States had not 

protected Greek sovereignty rights over Imia and possibly other Greek 

islands and islets along the Turkish coast.  Turkish Prime Minister 

Tansu Çiller, whose government had supported the Gulf War against 

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait and played host to Operation Northern 

Watch, appreciated Washington’s intervention.  The Cypriots were 

cautious in their public statements but were relieved to have been 

spared another bicommunal war.  And thus, went the cycle of 

engagements between the US, Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus throughout 

the 1990s.   

President Clinton remained committed to reducing intra-NATO 

tensions and the Cyprus Problem.  Tensions remained high between 

Athens and Ankara, and it appeared that resolving the Cyprus Problem 

might provide relief.  He named Ambassador Richard Holbrooke in 

June 1997 as Special Presidential Envoy on Cyprus as a sign of 

American commitment to the region.   

I met often with Ambassador Holbrooke as he shuttled between 

Ankara, Athens, Nicosia and London.  No capital was willing to 

reconcile key issues: Greece was unwilling to take responsibility for the 

1974 coup or for its role in promoting bicommunal violence between 

 
515 Carol Migdalovitz, United States Congressional Review Service, Report 96-140, Greece and 
Turkey, the Rocky Islet Crisis, issued on 7 March 1996.  For the full text, see 
https://wlstorage.net/file/crs/96-140.pdf  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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1963 and 1974.  Ankara was unwilling to concede an inch of what it 

considered to be a physical safehaven and barrier for Turkish Cypriots 

to live in peace for the first time in decades.  Nearly every family in 

Turkey claimed to have a father, grandfather, son, uncle, or a close 

friend who had fought for Turkish Cypriots in 1974; Ankara never 

galvanized enough support from them to credibly cede back territory 

to the Greeks or Greek Cypriots.  Ankara was equally unwilling to 

withdraw its occupying forces.   

Greek Cypriot President Glafkos Klerides was willing to negotiate 

through US mediation, but he found little support from Athens.  

Turkish Cypriot “President” Rauf Denktaş aligned his views with those 

of Ankara.  London’s interests remained focused on the two Sovereign 

British Areas (SBAs) that, by then, were uniquely positioned to collect 

time-sensitive intelligence on Hizballah, Lebanese-Israeli conflicts, the 

Middle East Peace Process, and Syria’s ongoing protection of PKK and 

PLO training camps in Lebanon’s Biqa Valley.  

When pushed to choose sides, Washington found ways to 

support all three countries, thus drawing the ire of all three.  Athens 

fired up the Greek Lobby in the United States, which pressured 

politicians and candidates to adopt and promote pro-Greek positions.  

Elected US officials heard loudly and often from their Greco-American 

constituents.  Turkey did not enjoy the support of a Turkish Lobby 

effort in the United States.  It leveraged instead its large and well-

trained armed forces, willingness to join the US on dangerous coalition 

combat missions, and its geographic role as the gatekeeper between 

NATO and its volatile southeastern flank.  Turkey was simply too 
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important to risk losing.  The Five Eyes community advocated for 

London’s continued full control over the two SBAs; Washington was 

not willing to risk losing vital warning and collection capabilities on 

either SBA. 

Athens opted to work throughout the 1990s with the European 

Union (EU) to accelerate the full membership of Cyprus and to prevent 

Turkey’s application from advancing.  Both statecraft tactics were 

successful.  While Turkey had been waiting since 1963 for full 

membership in the EU and the European Economic Commission, its 

application was not formally accepted until 1999 – the year of a 

devastating earthquake near Istanbul that quieted old rivalries through 

humanitarian disaster relief efforts.  Brussels that year published 

criteria and schedules for admitting Cyprus, the Czech Republic, 

Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and 

Slovenia in 2004 and Bulgaria and Romania in 2007.  Ankara’s 

application stalled in 2016, where it remains.  The United States could 

do little to influence these outcomes. 

The US-led war in Iraq was especially hard on the bilateral 

relationship.  While the war plan called for US troops to enter Iraq 

from Turkish soil, US policymakers and statecraft practitioners who led 

those efforts did not know – and did not want to know – the history of 

Iraq, Turkey, the region’s ethnic make-up, or the capricious manner in 

which modern Levant nation states emerged after WWI.  The US was 

at war, and it was a time when allies were judged by the extent to 

which they were “for us” or “against us.” 
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When the US approached Ankara with the war plan, the latter 

warned that removing Saddam Husayn would unleash powerful 

socioeconomic, ethnic, and religious grievances from underserved and 

unrepresented Shi’a, Iraqi-Kurdish, Turkmen, and Yazidi populations. 

The Turks expressed three main concerns.  First, sectarian violence 

would spill over into Turkey and Syria.  Second, a war of any duration 

would interrupt Turkey’s vulnerable supplies of Iraqi oil.  Third, Turkey 

would be flooded by Iraqi-Kurdish refugees.   

America’s fragmented policies and statecraft mechanisms during 

the Iraq War exposed multiple raw nerves.  NATO leaders – to include 

a very activist Turkey – wanted to know the details of America’s 

“endgame” planning, which did not materialize because – there was no 

plan.  America’s Iraq Teams didn’t know or make time to learn and 

consider Turkey’s national sensitivities.  The Iraq Teams also did not 

know enough about the historic rivalries among the ethnic Kurdish 

clans and tribes or how to manage them in a modern context.  The 

Iraq WMD teams did not know what the Iraq Teams and CT Teams 

were doing.  The Iraq Reconstruction Teams did not know how to 

connect with any of the other teams.  Turkey and other allies had a 

front-row seat as they watched fractured US practices unravel in broad 

public view throughout Iraq.  

As events unfolded between 2003 and 2020, Ankara’s analytic 

judgments proved to be correct.  Being right, however, gave no boost 

to US-Turkish relations.  Turkey’s entire southeastern border soon 

resembled 1920-1923, and Russia was on the prowl again along 

Turkey’s long Black Sea shores.  The Eastern Question was boiling hot, 
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and all east-west and north-south roads and sea lanes went through 

Turkey. 

In this messy hot cauldron, Moscow gave yet one more reason 

for Washington and NATO to bury the “Russian Reset” follies when 

Putin pursued a new course of action with embattled Turkey.  

President Recip Tayyip Erdoğan was recovering from a failed coup 

attempt in 2016 and managing an inflow of more than 3 million Syrian 

refugees, an economic crisis, violent conflicts against forces 

representing Bashar al-Assad and Syrian Kurdish groups, a growing 

presence of Iranian Qods Forces and Hizballah fighters along the 

Syrian border, and a decision by the US to withhold the sale of Patriot 

anti-aircraft missile defense systems.  In this context, Moscow offered 

two attractive deals.  First, it would sell Turkey S-400 anti-NATO air 

defense systems at a greatly reduced price and second, it would 

include Ankara in the January 2017 Astana Peace Talks pertaining to 

the future of Syria.  In view of so much instability, Ankara accepted 

both. 

By 2020, Russia controlled eastern Ukraine, Crimea and Syria’s 

naval center.  As Turkey worked to operationalize the S-400 system, 

Moscow stood to gain vital intelligence on the inner-workings of 

NATO’s most advanced warplane, the F-35, and other allied weapons 

systems.  Within a few short years, Russia had extracted territorial, 

political, diplomatic, military, intelligence, and warm water navigation 

advantages throughout the vast East – and the US risked losing its 

strategic relationship with Turkey, too.   
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No US alliance throughout the decades was without blemishes.  

Turkey rarely enjoyed stable relations with amicable friends on more 

than one border or shore.  It rarely managed a strong and uncorrupt 

economy.  It often denied or strictly curtailed freedoms of speech, 

assembly, and religious expression.  And yet, it was the ideal location 

for the United States and NATO to preposition military power, 

intelligence capabilities, and joint forces.  It was the ideal location to 

care well for destitute refugees from neighboring Syria and Iraq.  As 

home to the last Caliph, it was the ideal location from which to reject 

violence in the name of the Qur’an, to promote religious tolerance, and 

to help the United States advance and enforce foundational pillars of 

lasting peace in the Middle East.   

As of early 2020, Washington struggled to gain the upper hand 

in the Black Sea, Turkey, Syria, Iraq, and across the broader Eastern 

Mediterranean.  It lacked a comprehensive policy and cogent set of 

internally consistent national strategies and statecraft methods that 

treated this vast region as an interconnected “ecosystem.”   

The US alliance with Turkey was strained, but it offered unique 

opportunities for the United States to leverage while insisting that 

Turkey address its significant human rights record and stop flirting 

with enemies in Russia and Iran.  Achieving these outcomes, however, 

would require a coherent and integrated strategy that considered the 

interwoven nature of the vast region aptly labeled the Eastern 

Question.  

History showed time and again in this study that the East did not 

lend itself to shortcuts or “one-size-fits” the region.  The future offers 
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nothing different; if anything, the future will demand a tightly 

integrated approach in which Turkey – if Ankara addresses its own 

human rights shortcomings and stops flirting with Russia and Iran – 

can play a significant and productive role.    
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19  EASTERN QUESTION: LESSONS AND 
FINDINGS FOR POLICYMAKERS AND STATECRAFT 

PRACTITIONERS   
 
 

 

The vast East was as much a puzzle to European empires as it 

was to US and NATO statesmen and practitioners in the 2010s.  Time 

and again, rival empires waged war using military might and economic 

strength.  They did not, however, establish governance structures that 

unified conquered people, provided them equal access under the law, 

or settled old scores.  Empires conquered and colonized; they did not 

enable and empower.  Religious and ethnic grievances in the Balkans 

fed similar grievances in the Black Sea and the Levant; wars between 

Russia and the Ottoman – whether fought for religious or geostrategic 

reasons, or both – left deep scars. 

This study showed that unresolved sovereignty claims, violent 

ethnic disputes, and opposing religious claims and grievances kept 

accumulating between 1774 and 2020.  The US tried to alleviate some 

of them after WWII.  Washington led multiple Middle East Peace 

Process efforts during and after the Cold War, worked with several 

NATO partners to force Serbia to the negotiating table in the 1990s, 

and promoted confidence building measures that helped to prevent 

Greece and Turkey from going to war.   

The efforts yielded mixed results.  As of mid-2020, there was no 

sustainable two-state peace plan between Israel and Palestinians, but 
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Serbia no longer posed an outsized threat to neighboring states in the 

Balkans.  Turkey and Greece had not gone to war, but there were no 

solutions on the table to address the Cyprus Problem or sovereignty 

disputes over Aegean islands and islets near the Turkish coast.  These 

issues have never been like fine wine; they will not improve with 

inaction or inappropriate action over time.   

Russia and Iran have fueled ethnic and religious-based 

grievances and insecurities, and both have learned how to manipulate 

increasingly fragmented US policies and national security practices.  

By 2020, Russia had been waging a sustained but unacknowledged 

hot war against the United States and Ukraine for six years and 

another hot war against the United States and coalition partners in 

Syria, Iraq, and Turkey for five years.  Iran had been waging 

sustained hot wars against the United States and coalition partners 

in Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Afghanistan, and Yemen since at least 2006.  

While Washington, Tehran, and Moscow were careful not to describe or 

characterize them as hot wars, real US and allied troops had died; 

millions of refugees had emerged; and all sides were dug in for a very 

long haul.  These issues were not on a course towards peace, 

prosperity, and democracy.   

This study examined the extent to which historical events and 

statecraft practices surface telltale patterns and lessons by examining 

measures that US Ambassadors Dennis Ross and Richard Holbrooke 

and Secretary of State James Baker employed in their extensive 
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experiences and writings.516517  Their frameworks and this study 

examined key events that influenced US and foreign leaders at that 

time; their assessments of the stakes, events, and threats to national 

interests and values; their diplomatic, military and/or trade objectives; 

and the means they used to achieve them.  Following below is a 

summary of the key lessons and three recommended courses of action 

for 21st century practitioners whose aim is peace, prosperity, and 

democratic freedoms for American allies and neighbor across the vast 

“East.” 

 
+++++++++++ 

Three Key Lessons from Early American Statecraft  

 
This study identified three specific reasons empire-based 

statecraft approaches failed to deliver lasting or even intermittent 

peace, prosperity, and democratic freedoms across the East.  First, 

European and Ottoman empires for centuries had waged war as a 

preferred means to achieve balance of power objectives.  War, not 

diplomacy and trade, was the preferred statecraft means by which 

empires seizes, held, and colonized territories; protected citizens and 

resources; and expanded mercantilist trade.  Unsurprisingly, therefore, 

 
516 Dennis Ross, Statecraft and How to Restore America’s Standing in the World (New York: 
Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 2007), pp 29-72, 133-142, 173-215.  Dennis Ross.  Doomed to 
Succeed: The US-Israel Relationship from Truman to Obama. (New York: Farrar, Straus, and 
Giroux, 2015), pp. 27-179.  Richard Holbrooke, To End a War (New York: Random House, 
1998), pp. 140-195.   James A. Baker III.  The Politics of Diplomacy: Revolution, War & Peace, 
1989-1992.  (New York: G.P Putnam’s Sons, 1995).  pp. 61-176, 230-59, 411-513, 652-670. 
517 Where appropriate, the author offers observations based on her own direct experiences in 
developing statecraft strategies and implementing them in the US Department of State (1985-
1993) and the US Intelligence Community (1994-2016). 
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European and Ottoman empires negotiated alliances and peace 

treaties that, by and large, prepared them for future wars and 

conquests - not for peace.  Their leaders knew and expected these 

terms and acted accordingly.   

America, in contrast, was eager to put the costly Revolutionary 

War behind her.  The young US sought stable European and Ottoman 

partners to buy her agricultural and manufactured goods, textiles, and 

raw materials.  America made clear through treaties and military 

deployments that she would protect and defend herself, but she 

avoided alliances that committed the US to war efforts between 

colonial empires.  It took time for rival empires to adjust to America’s 

use of constitutional legitimacy, military power, and vast sources of 

wealth as its core instruments of statecraft – and whose chief policy 

aim was not war.   

Second, statecraft between the rival empires invariably stoked 

the fires of historic geostrategic, ethnic, and religious grievances, and 

promoted nationalism.  These variables, in turn, promoted secret 

agreements and codicils that codified insincere, incoherent, and 

inconsistent promises between and within alliances.  The consequences 

of such statecraft contributed to endless wars. 

America had emerged from the Revolutionary War as a melting 

pot that sought to harness its talent and resources for economic gain 

and westward expansion.  The Founders staked out immediate 

constitutional guarantees, the first of which singled out religion: 

“Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, 
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or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.”518  This freedom distinguished 

what it meant to be an American.  As put into practice in treaties and 

trade agreements, the First Amendment put monarchs, Sultan-Caliphs, 

and Shahs with religious authorities on notice that they would find no 

religious equivalent in the United States.     

Beyond religion, the US Constitution, Bill of Rights, and tax 

codes provided frameworks for Americans to air their grievances 

through the courts, promote legislation that represented the will of the 

majority of the people, and fund issues of common concern, such as 

national defense, public health, and public education.519  These 

practices at home were rooted in law, not allegiance to a monarch, or 

a president, or a privileged political entity.  American core principles 

were written into foreign contracts and treaties.  While the US was not 

beneath entering secret treaties and codicils between 1789 and WWI, 

foreign governments came to see how Washington honored its treaty 

obligations and preferred transparency in its contracts.    

Third, rival empire statesmen used third languages (usually 

French) to negotiate their terms and promulgate their treaties. 

Agreements described in this study showed that statesmen from rival 

empires assiduously avoided efforts to ensure all sides had the same 

interpretation of the terms.  Ambiguity codified in treaties provided 

victors and losers alike with top cover and moral high ground to 

profess new grievances and initiate new wars.  Multiple Russian, 

Ottoman, Balkan, and Austrian wars broke out over rival 

 
518 The US Constitution, Bill of Rights, 1789. 
519 Native Americans and African American slaves did not have equal access to the law until 
much later. 
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interpretations of the Küçük Kaynarca Treaty of 1774 (see chapters 

three and four).  

Signed treaties and laws carried obligations and real-world 

consequences.  For that reason, the US tended require greater candor 

and specificity in written form, and affirmative confirmation from all 

parties that each shared the same interpretation in their native 

languages.  While US diplomats, envoys, and Secretaries of State were 

as cunning as any other foreign counterpart in terms of promoting and 

defending the growing nation’s interests and freedoms, America’s 

written word generally was worth the paper on which it was signed.  

Rival empires, in contrast, frequently broke promises, entered into 

tangled webs of secret treaties, and deepened the root causes of 

ethnic, religious, and socio-economic strife in the vat regions they 

conquered and administered. 

 

+++++++++++ 

Three Key Lessons from US-Led Containment Statecraft 

Containment Policy brought similar lessons.  Building upon early 

American statecraft techniques with European and Ottoman empires, 

the United States used warfare as an instrument of power with 

increasing frequency after WWII.  It also established and cultivated 

geostrategic alliances and offered generous economic aid packages 

that, in the case of NATO and the Five Eyes, promoted democratic 

principles, the rule of law, open markets, and foundational human 

rights practices.   
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While sensitive to ethnic grievances and religious differences 

within and among NATO, Five Eyes, and other regional alliances, 

Washington was careful – arguably too careful in the cases of Greece, 

Cyprus, and Turkey – to avoid wading into matters of faith, human 

rights, and ethnic grievances that manifested themselves in the 

context of Westphalian-bound sovereignty practices.  Containment 

Policy practitioners focused instead on containing Soviet communism 

through military, intelligence, diplomatic, and economic alliances 

around the globe.  

Examples in this study highlighted a new and enduring lesson.  

America’s preponderant military and economic powers were vital in 

shaping Cold War events, but the raw projection of power alone did 

not have the desired long-term impact.  The US was strong enough to 

push, persuade, and intimidate enemies and allies throughout the Cold 

War – as seen with Moscow and Ankara during and after the Cuban 

Missile Crisis and events in Cyprus.  Raw power, however, risked 

leaving trails of bitterness, distrust, and revenge.  As military 

capabilities evolved and sources of wealth diversified in Moscow and 

Ankara – Washington did not always hold or use the right set of power 

cards. 

Throughout the era of Containment Policy, Soviet, Turkish, 

Cypriot, and Greek leaders had their own motivations, ambitions, and 

sets of domestic circumstances.  American use or refusal to use 

military and economic powers during crises rested upon an assessment 

of Soviet intentions and military capabilities; the US and allies relied 

upon their own and collective military and economic strengths, along 
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with authoritative streams of information from diplomats, back-

channels, and spies.   

The stakes grew immeasurably during the Cold War because of 

nuclear weapons and called for new skills.  A second and enduring 

lesson of the Cold War was that during fast-moving events, American 

engagement oftentimes lacked cultural context, empathy, and trusted 

relationships that came with time-intensive “emotional labor” 

investments.520  Khrushchev and Kennedy were an exception; they 

exchanged frank personal letters in 1962 that gave each leader insight 

into the other.  As the two superpowers with the most nuclear 

weapons pointing at each other, the stakes for each leader and nation 

were exceptionally high.  Their letters before and during the Cuban 

Missile Crisis appear to have made a positive difference on the 

outcome.   

In contrast, President Johnson exchanged letters with Turkish 

Prime Minister Bülent Ecevit in 1964 but treated the latter as a junior 

partner.  Ecevit and those around him found the letter offensive; it did 

not reflect an American appreciation of Turkey’s national interests, 

security concerns, or deep sense of obligation to protect the Turkish 

Cypriots.  

The impacts of the letter lingered well beyond the issues of the 

day.  Turkish officials still referred to it while I worked with them on a 

variety of delicate issues in the 1990s and 2000s.  It took a great deal 

 
520 Hall, Todd H. "FURTHER STUDIES IN EMOTIONAL DIPLOMACY." In Emotional 
Diplomacy: Official Emotion on the International Stage, 164-86. Cornell University Press, 
2015. Accessed March 14, 2020. www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.ctt15hvsjz.9. 
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of “emotional labor” on my part and hundreds of hours over thousands 

of cups of tea with Turkish officials before I began to break through 

decades of resentment, mistrust, and doubt. 

A third Containment Policy lesson was that America’s national 

security worked best when it leveraged two strong and co-equal 

pillars: national military and economic interests and core American 

values.  President Ronald Reagan set the tone for this strategy as he 

incorporated topic of freedom into the fabric of America’s military and 

economic powers throughout his presidency.   

A third Containment Policy lesson was that America’s national 

security outcomes were productive and effective when they leveraged 

two strong and co-equal pillars: military and economic power and core 

democratic principles and values – especially practices that promoted 

freedom.  President Reagan set the tone for co-equal pillars when he 

equated freedom and human rights and wove them tightly into the 

fabric of American foreign policy objectives. 

Looking beyond arms control and disarmament negotiations and 

the collapse of the Soviet Union, Containment Policy did not always 

measure up when evaluated against Moscow’s use of non-conventional 

weapons and occupations.  For example, it did not prevent the Soviet 

Union from invading and occupying Eastern Europe after WWII, 

building the Berlin Wall and shooting those who attempted to cross 

into West Berlin, provoking the Cuban Missile Crisis, invading 

Afghanistan, or establishing pro-Soviet “satellite states” around the 

globe.  US-backed negotiations surrounding the independence of 

Cyprus focused on containing the Soviet Union more than addressing 



 342 

the violent human rights abuses among the Greek Cypriot and Turkish 

Cypriot communities and their deep scars. 

Finally, Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon used 

Containment Policy’s “bumper sticker” simplicity and appeal to justify 

US involvement in the Vietnam War.  As noted by Ambassador Dennis 

Ross, “The cost of such a deterministic approach became all too clear.  

The reality of local nationalism unconnected to a global template was 

slowly and painfully understood.”521    

Containment Policy’s greatest legacy was the creation of 

America’s vast network of pro-Western global alliances that 

strengthened collective offensive and defensive military capabilities 

around the globe, amplified the impact of US economic policies and 

trade agreements, and galvanized left- and right-wing support for 

human rights initiatives.  The coordinated nature among US allies that 

applied persistent military, economic, and human rights pressures – 

combined with massive economic mismanagement failures in Moscow 

– contributed heavily to the eventual collapse of the Soviet Union.522  

 
  

 
521 Dennis Ross, Statecraft and How to Restore America’s Standing in the World, (NYC: Farrar, 
Straus and Giroux, 2007), p3. 
522 Baker, pp 41-46, 61-83, 144-176, 230-259. 
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+++++++++++ 
 

Three Key Lessons After 9/11  
 

 

First, Russia and Iran mounted sustained hot wars against the 

United States and Allies without sufficient ramifications; by not “losing” 

to the United States in a specific showdown or peace treaty, they 

projected a dangerous air of victory.  Second, Russia and Iran opposed 

US-led efforts to promote democracy, the rule of law, and collective 

defense arrangements in the East, again – without sufficient 

ramifications.  In this arena, too, Moscow and Tehran projected a 

craven but dangerous air of prestige, status, and influence in the East.  

Third, Russia and Iran increasingly interfered in the official affairs of 

American and allied governments, in their critical infrastructures, and 

in the shaping and formation of domestic public opinion.  The overall 

impact of the combined lessons was far greater than the sum of the 

three parts. 

If history keeps rhyming along the Black Sea, in the Balkans, 

and the greater Levant region, this study reinforces that we can expect 

Russian military forces to engage overtly or covertly against weaker 

sovereign states.  Catherine II, Alexander I, Nicholas II, Alexander II, 

Alexander III, Nicholas II, Lenin, and Stalin mounted multiple wars, 

seized and controlled territories, and encouraged Russians to migrate 

to newly-conquered areas.   

 Whether Putin was angered and motivated by NATO’s 

enlargement policies and practices or judged that Czarist policies and 

statecraft were more effective in extracting geostrategic gains – the 



 344 

record shows that he followed in Czarist and Soviet footsteps.  Unlike 

Nicholas I and Alexander II, who faced a united interfaith allied 

opposition in the Crimean War, and Soviet premiers who confronted a 

mostly united US and NATO alliance, Putin had not faced serious 

consequences as of mid-2020.  He had weathered embargoes, 

sanctions, and public condemnation from Washington and other NATO 

capitals.  He had not withdrawn troops from Ukraine or Crime.  He had 

reinforced his military bases in Syria and doubled down on arms sales 

to and energy deals with Turkey.  Putin, from 2008 to 2020, achieved 

what no Czar or Soviet leader had attained.  Why would he retreat 

from these gains, the prestige he has accrued in Mother Russia, and 

the fear he instilled in weaker neighbors?   

Post-Soviet era military actions in Chechnya, the Balkans, 

Georgia, Ukraine, and Syria tell a frank story and project an 

unpromising trajectory.  Russian interference in European and US 

elections throughout the 2010s also paint a picture of an emboldened 

Russia that is willing and able to use cyber methods and wafer-thin 

justifications as tools against democratic principles and practices, the 

rule of law, and NATO’s collective defenses.  Furthermore, he 

commands a stockpile of advanced nuclear weapons, delivery systems, 

and cyberwarfare capabilities.  Most troubling of all, Russia has been 

engaged in sustained but unacknowledged hot wars with the 

United States, NATO, and other allies in the Black Sea and along 

Turkey’s southeastern border since 2015; it has opposed US-led 

efforts to support and sustain peaceful and democratic governments 

across the East that adhere to the rule of law; and it mounted large-
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scale efforts to interfere in and influence US and allied elections, 

governance practices, critical infrastructures, and public opinion. 

 Adding to Russian-generated threats, Iran as of mid-2020 had 

repositioned significant military, diplomatic, humanitarian, and 

religious assets to regions that stretch from Tehran and Beirut to 

Sanaa, Baghdad, and Damascus.  Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei, his 

warfighters, and Hizballah proxies had extracted military, spiritual, and 

financial gains and influence over large Shi’a populations who had lived 

for decades or centuries under Sunni-controlled leaders in several oil-

rich areas.   

Like Putin, Khamenei had surpassed what no other Supreme 

Leader, Shah, or modern-era Shi’a religious authority had attained.  

Why would he retreat from his gains in Iraq and Syria, the prestige he 

has accrued among the Shi’a faithful, and the costs he had extracted 

thus far from Saudi Arabia and the United States through the violent 

proxy war in Yemen?   

As of mid-2020, Khamenei had no incentive to withdraw his 

forces, humanitarian aid, or proxies from Yemen, Iraq, and Syria to 

Iran and Lebanon.  He commanded a break-out nuclear weapons 

capability that could become operational within a few short years.  

Historic trends indicated that he would not surrender his freedom to 

pursue nuclear weapons.  He had built, bought, and tested advanced 

missile delivery systems and cyberwarfare capabilities.  He had 
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deployed cyber espionage and cyberwarfare tactics against the United 

Stated and allies on a recurring basis since at least 2009.523  

The trajectory of Iranian and Hizballah actions from 1979 to 

2020 paints an undeniably bleak and troubling picture.  Iran held US 

hostages for 444 days in Tehran and quickly formed Hizballah in the 

early 1980s.  In 1983, they bombed the US embassy and US Marine 

Barracks in Beirut.  The FBI indicted three Iranians for their 

participation in bombing the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia in 1996.  

During US-led military and counterterrorism operations in Afghanistan, 

Iraq, Yemen, and Syria, Iran mounted periodic attacks against 

American and coalition forces, personnel, and facilities, and was 

responsible for one in six US combat casualties. 524  For all intents and 

purposes, Iran has been engaged a sustained but unacknowledged 

hot war with the United States since at least 2006.  Equally troubling, 

Tehran vigorously opposes US-led efforts to support and sustain 

peaceful and democratic governments across the Levant that adhere 

to the rule of law. 

  The stakes in the East were high in mid-2020.  Absent a new 

policy direction in Washington and NATO capitals, the trajectory of 

Iranian ambitions in the Levant posed unacceptable hurdles for nations 

seeking to live under democratic governments.  The trajectory of 

Russian ambitions posed equally concerning outcomes littoral Black 

 
523 The History of Cyber Attacks:  A Timeline. NATO Review Magazine.  Last updated October 
2013.  See https://www.nato.int/docu/review/2013/Cyber/timeline/EN/index.htm  Accessed 
on 10 March 2020.   
524 US Department of Defense.  Iran Military Power Report Statement, dated 19 November 
2019.  See https://www.defense.gov/Newsroom/Releases/Release/Article/2021009/iran-
military-power-report-statement/  Accessed on 10 March 2020. 
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Sea, Balkan, and Levant nations.  Iranian and Russian forces showed 

no signs of retreat, withdrawal, or return to their homelands.  This 

bleak outlook called for new thinking in Washington.  The US needed 

an integrated set of consistent policies and strategies to confront 

Russian and Iranian threats to peace, prosperity, and democracy 

across the vast East – and the mounting costs of their hot wars 

against the United States and allies.   

 
 

+++++++++++ 

A New Approach:   
Three Findings to Strengthen Peace, Prosperity, and Democracy  

Where do we go from here?  America is the only nation I know 

that fights bitter wars and finds ways to patch things up later.  We 

need only look to the Revolutionary War and the “special relationship” 

Washington, London, and Ottawa have enjoyed since WWII; the 

enormous loss of American lives during WWII and the enduring 

investments the US has made in rebuilding and collectively defending 

Germany and Japan; and the tragic loss of lives on all sides of the 

Vietnam War and the courageous decision to reestablish diplomatic 

and economic relations with Hanoi.   

Some suggest that Americans are blessed with short memories, 

which is why we fight and make amends.  I would suggest that we are 

an optimistic, adventurous, curious, scrappy, and imperfect country 

that surprises the world on a regular basis with new thinking, new 

opportunities, and a bias towards action against tyranny and human 

tragedy.  
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While growing up in South Dakota, parents and teachers told 

children that we were not to start fights but that if someone hit first – 

we were to defend ourselves, finish the fight, and then make up and 

move forward.  As I traveled the world with my own kids – I used the 

same rules.  I found that what worked in South Dakota on a 

community level worked just as well on international playgrounds with 

children of all faiths, socioeconomic status, and cultures.   

On a national level, I found that centuries-old grudges took an 

enormous amount of unproductive energy, time, and money.  Whether 

blessed with short-term memories or exuberant optimism, America 

was among a handful of nations with the constitutional legitimacy, 

military might, and diplomatic credibility to promote real peace, 

freedom, and prosperity. 

After 32 years of service and three years of deep research, I can 

offer with high confidence that there is no one “magic formula” to 

solve the wide range of Eastern Question challenges in a region that 

extends from the Black Sea to the Balkans, the Levant, and Iran.  That 

said, there are compelling reasons to approach the East as a single 

ecosystem into which multiple nuclear powers have rival interests. 

There are enduring variables that lend themselves to courses of action 

Washington can take to protect American interests and values and 

promote the causes of peace, prosperity, and democracy across the 

vast East.  With humility but conviction, I offer these three 

contextualized lessons and associated findings.   
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+++++++++++ 
 
Finding 1:  Confront Russian and Iranian Hot Wars against the 

United States and Allies  
 

For all the changes the world presented after 1990, in some 

ways by 2020 it felt as if the clock had suddenly turned back to 1774 – 

only this time, the rising Russian power did not threaten the Ottoman, 

British, French, Persian, and Austrian Empires.  With calculated 

boldness, relative ease, and non-punishing consequences, it targeted 

the United States and its closest NATO and FIVE EYES allies.  It did so 

by mounting hot wars, cyber warfare, cyber-enabled propaganda 

campaigns, and espionage operations against political parties.  It 

hunted and intimidated weaker states in the Black Sea that aspired 

permanently to escape the yoke of communist Moscow and Imperial 

St. Petersburg.  It pounced on hemorrhaging conditions in Syria to 

reposition combined air, land, sea, and cyber forces for the first time 

ever along Turkey’s southern border.  If the leading US policy goal 

after 1991 was the peaceful integration of Russia into the west 

through PfP programs – the US took its eye off the ball.  Russia 

retrenched under Putin and re-emerged in 2008 with a vengeance.   

The US in mid-2020 needed a new policy framework that 

focused on specific ways to confront Russia diplomatically, 

economically, and – if necessary - militarily.  US-led containment 

policy during the Cold War may have kept the pressure on Moscow and 

accelerated the fall of the Soviet Union, but its goal was containment – 

not confrontation.  The Russia we see in 2020 uses statecraft practices 

that include invasions foreign lands, unlawful occupations, 
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foreign interference, intimidation, cyber-based espionage and 

manipulation on a massive scale, and hot wars.  We have seen 

this behavior before.  These were the behaviors of men named Stalin 

and Hitler.   

It is vital that the United States label Russian behavior correctly 

and clearly.  The American people especially need to know that 

Moscow has mounted sustained hot wars against the United States 

and our allies in the Black Sea since 2014 and along the southeastern 

Turkish border since 2015.  Real Americans, real allies, and real 

innocent civilians have died as a result.  

Containment policy left in its wake a myriad of unresolved ethnic 

and religious grievances in the Balkans, the Black Sea, and the Levant 

that deserved US and allied attention beyond the lens of containing the 

Soviet Union.  Events since 2008 have called for a bolder US policy 

commitment to aspiring democracies in these regions that need a hand 

up from the world’s leading democracy – not just loans and a few 

weapons systems that all too often lead to resentments and 

authoritarian behaviors.  Repairing relationships and building up 

resilient democracies across the vast East will take time, but America 

has the experience, relationships, and resources to do so. 

Iran and Hizballah, meanwhile, did not cave under the pressure 

of sustained US and UN sanctions or US and allied efforts to prevent 

Tehran from obtaining one or more nuclear weapons.  The sustained 

US pressures were important in helping to curb Iran-sponsored 

terrorism and the pursuit of nuclear weapons – but it did not stop 

either.   
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As the United States and several allies deployed tens of 

thousands of troops to Afghanistan to fight al-Qa’ida and the Taliban 

and to depose and disarm Saddam, Tehran and Hizballah steadily 

accelerated and expanded the territorial reach of their 

unacknowledged but sustained hot wars that began in 1983 when 

they bombed the US embassy and the US Marine Barracks in Beirut.  

They repeatedly targeted Israel between the 1980s and 2020 and 

showed no signs of stopping.  By 2006, they were responsible for one 

in six US combat casualties in Iraq and the region.  By 2020, they had 

troops and military bases in Syria, Iraq, Yemen, Lebanon, and 

Afghanistan.   

If the leading US policies were to stop Tehran’s use of state-

sponsored terrorism, curb its regional combat operations, and prevent 

it from obtaining nuclear weapons – US strategies and statecraft 

practices fell short or completely failed.  The US by mid-2020 needed a 

new policy framework that confronted Iran diplomatically, 

economically, and if necessary – militarily.   

US-led counterterrorism and counterproliferation policies and 

national security strategies from 1984 to 2020 may have kept the 

pressure on Tehran and Hizballah, but their goals were to counter 

them, not confront or destroy them (as was the stated goal for al-

Qa’ida and Da’ish).  The Iran we see in 2020 is confrontational. 

There is no other description for a nation that has mounted sustained 

terrorism and hot wars against the United States and our allies 

since 1983. 
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Moscow and Tehran steadily positioned themselves in the 2010s 

to realize extraterritorial geopolitical and protectorate ambitions 

through sustained military, humanitarian, and propaganda operations. 

They feigned interest in US-led “reset efforts” and nuclear negotiations 

but neither held up their ends of the deals.  Russia and Iran aimed to 

project power beyond their borders, control oil prices and supplies, 

control alleged ethnic and religious “kin” outside their sovereign 

boundaries, and command prestige and respect on the world stage. 

The United States has opportunities to change the dynamics for 

both war-promoting nations.  In the coming decade, as Russian and 

Iranian forces take up longer-term residence in Syria, they were bound 

to collide for at least four reasons.  First, they do not share a common 

view about the future of Iraq, Syria, or Turkey.  Second, neither is 

prepared to house, feed, educate, train, and care for millions of 

refugees who want to return to Syria, or millions of displaced and 

homeless persons in war-torn Syria.  Third, they compete for some of 

the same oil and natural gas trading partners.  Fourth, both are 

involved in sustained but unacknowledged hot wars with the United 

States.   

Moscow and Tehran must prepare, for example, for a time when 

one or both nations cross a line that Washington cannot ignore.  War is 

the least favorite and last option of most US and allied statecraft 

practitioners – I included.  War and military actions are seen as 

failures of diplomacy, intelligence, and all forms of persuasion.  That 

said, Putin and the Ayatollah have waged hot wars and cyber-enabled 

warfare against the United States and several allies on a sustained 
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basis since at least 2015.  They have not responded to statecraft 

options short of military action.  The question arises, then, would the 

US and NATO allies tolerate Russian and Iranian hot wars against  

victims located in Paris, London, Madrid, or Brussels?  I think not. 

The story of the East is that the United States must be willing to 

confront – not just contain – authoritarian governments that 

unlawfully invade, occupy, censor and control democratic movements 

and efforts at self-governance.  The United States must be willing to 

label unacknowledged but sustained hot wars for what they are – 

and act accordingly to protect and defend the nation and our allies 

from further attacks on our sovereignty, freedoms, elections, and our 

very liberty.  

Mid-2020 was an inflection point that was not too different from 

Hitler’s rise and the outbreak of WWII.  When all was said and done, 

he did not need to be contained – he needed to be CONFRONTED and 

STOPPED before his first conquest.  Hot wars against the United 

States simply cannot stand. 

Like Hitler and Stalin, Putin and the Ayatollah have manipulated, 

intimidated, invaded, and occupied other nations; they have rejected 

America’s world view of peace and prosperity through democracy, 

individual freedoms, the rule of law, and respect for human rights and 

human dignity.  Their actions – if not checked – will lead to broader 

scale wars, insurmountable global debt, and millions more people 

living under totalitarian conditions and as refugees.  This is the time 

for US leadership and resolve; inaction and fragmented policies and 

strategies have produced unacceptable results. 
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In pressing forward, it is important to underscore that the raw 

projection of state power without basis in a strong rule of law and 

foundational democratic freedoms has led to dark and dishonorable 

places in the vast East for over two centuries.  A key lesson about the 

Eastern Question is that military power and prosperity alone cannot 

reconcile deep grievances or abuses.  The Eastern Question requires a 

deep commitment also to peace and social justice.  The projection of 

raw military and economic powers can shape environments but they 

do not win the hearts and minds of the peoples of the East.  Putin the 

Ayatollah do not care about the peoples of the East; they care about 

power and control.  Americans for generations have fought to protect 

and preserve peace, prosperity and freedom.  It is America’s time to 

lead with these values and principles across the East. 

 
 

+++++++++++ 
 
Finding 2:  Demand Energy Independence and Energy Security  

 
 

For the foreseeable future, the East will remain prone to 

repeated cycles of violent wars, nuclear brinksmanship, and rival 

claims over unique oil and natural gas reserves, geostrategic seaports, 

rivers, straits, overland routes, and mountain passes.  The region’s 

unresolved ethnic minority grievances and religious rivalries are likely 

to intensify, not dissipate.  Cyber-based information operations will 

help Russia and Iran fuel violence, divisiveness, and anti-American 

sentiments.   
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The United States, Saudi Arabia, Russia, Iraq, and Iran were 

among the world’s top ten crude oil producers between 2016 and 

2019, and the United States consumed slightly more oil than it 

produced.525  Unless and until the United States is energy-independent 

and energy secure, the American economy will need multiple 

unimpeded and reliable sources of oil.  Russia, Iran, Iraq, and Saudi 

Arabia are not likely to meet these requirements. 

For too long, the United States has tarnished her own 

democratic principles, prestige, image, and credibility by engaging with 

oil-producing and transporting nations that have not lived up to their 

governing responsibilities.  As the world’s leading democracy, the 

United States must do more persuade its energy trading partners to 

adopt democratic principles; the rule of law; and strong records on 

human rights, ethnic and religious tolerance, and foundational 

freedoms of speech, assembly, religion, and petition.  Looking ahead, 

the United States can limit foreign energy agreements to nations that 

meet America’s high standards – while becoming energy independent 

and energy secure.  Let this generation of US and allied statesmen and 

statecraft practitioners be the first in over a century to shape foreign 

policies and national security strategies without the burden of 

depending upon one more barrel of Saudi, Russian, Iraqi, and Iranian 

oil. 

 
 
 

 
525 US Energy Information Administration, What Countries are the Top Producers and 
Consumers of Oil?” See https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=709&t=6  Accessed on 19 
November 2019. 
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+++++++++++ 
 

Finding 3:  Rebuild a New Strategic Relationship with Turkey 
 

In the crosshairs of sustained Russian and Iranian hot wars 

against the United States is Turkey.  From the Korean War to the first 

Gulf War, and from the Blackhawk Down operation in Somalia to the 

post Yugoslavia Balkan Wars, and from battling al-Qa’ida to Da’ish 

Turkey has joined thousands of dangerous US-led coalition air, land, 

and sea missions.  It has done so in the name of collective defense – 

which Ankara knows it needs from fellow NATO partners.  The Turks 

are proud of their warrior roots, and they are proven warfighters.  That 

said, Turkish military and security services have known since WWI the 

perils of trying simultaneously to confront Russia, Iran, and Kurdish 

separatists on their own.  They have tried; they simply cannot do it 

alone. 

Under such stresses, Turkish leaders from Atatürk to Erdoğan 

cyclically have flirted with Soviet/Russia and Persia/Iran in search of 

“friendship agreements,” economic bailouts, and energy deals. 

Internally, Ankara has adopted dark and authoritarian governance 

practices in which the state has jailed and/or killed hundreds of 

thousands of dissidents, journalists, academicians, union leaders, 

human rights activists, women who veiled, men who wore the fez, 

Turkish-Kurdish activities, non-conformists, and free speech 

advocates.  Each instance has tarnished Turkey’s reputation from the 

inside out and the outside in.   
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American policymakers and statecraft practitioners who 

observed Ankara’s use of authoritarian means to control internal 

affairs often abstained for one of two reasons.  First, international 

statecraft practices since 1648 have honored the Peace of 

Westphalia that gave nation states broad authorities to manage their 

own internal affairs without the fear of foreign interference.  The US, 

EU, and NATO member states have tended to respect Westphalian 

practices with democratic nations.  In the case of Turkey, Washington 

has walked fine lines to justify decisions to cooperate with military-led 

governments and democratically elected governments alike that have 

hardened their laws against the use of Turkish-Kurdish languages, 

literature and music; against veiling and not veiling; and against free 

speech and assembly.   

The second reason the US has abstained from commenting and 

sanctioning objectionable Turkish domestic practices is purely 

geostrategic.  Turkey is home to vital joint military bases and 

intelligence collection sites that warn of and defend against tactical 

and strategic threats to the US and alliance partners.  When collection 

sites in Turkey “go down,” part of America’s global warning system 

“goes deaf and dark.”  When military bases in Turkey are not available 

for use by the US and other NATO partners, dangerous force posture 

gaps emerge.  In other words, the US cannot fulfill its NATO 

obligations regarding collective defenses without Turkey’s participation 

and support. 

Regardless the predicate, when the US has opted to defer to 

Ankara to manage its internal affairs using highly objectionable means, 
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some of the resulting tarnish has rubbed off on American hands.  The 

thing about tarnish is that when America describes herself as the “city 

on a hill,” it means that she cannot engage with bad Kings and 

Pharaohs and expect to be viewed as the fair, just, and objective 

mediator and arbitrator working towards peace and stability.  

Nations across the East have very long memories and they 

record American actions in great books that get handed down from 

government to government, from generation to generation.  It is one 

reason the US-UK “special relationship” places America – rightly or 

wrongly – in much longer books on British actions in the region.  

America’s role as a credible peacemaker will always require relatively 

clean hands.  Despite deep cleaning – tarnish has a way of resurfacing.  

If or when Turkish Prime Minister Recip Tayyip Erdoğan loosens 

laws that have jailed nearly 100,000 dissidents, journalists, military 

officers, academicians, human rights activists, and free speech 

advocates, the US, NATO, and the EU can sustain a much broader and 

brighter path for productive relations with Ankara.  US statecraft 

practitioners can accelerate this outcome by urging Turkey to lean into 

the fine practice of, “Help me help you.”  

Between 2017 and 2020, Russia took new steps as it prowled 

around Turkey’s frontiers by offering Ankara deep discounts on S-400 

anti-NATO air defense missile systems and on oil agreements.  Moscow 

also offered Ankara a seat at the table with Iran and Syria as they 

discussed the latter’s future.  For the first time since the Cold War, 

Russia and Iran took simultaneous actions that eroded US leadership, 

alliances, prestige, and credibility in the East.  US statecraft 
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practitioners must warn Ankara repeatedly that Russia and Iran are 

involved in hot wars along the Turkish border; they have absolutely 

no interest in enabling a strong and resilient Turkey. 

As this study came to an end in mid-2020, there were many 

reasons to avoid the topic of Turkey.  Internally, its governance style 

had turned terribly anti-democratic and increasingly corrupt.  

Externally, it had entered into a dangerous series of harmful 

agreements with Russia and diplomatic engagements with Iran.   

On a positive note, however, Ankara took political heat from 

Riyadh when it publicly accused Saudi Arabia of murdering Washington 

Post journalist Jamal Ahmad Khashoggi at its consulate in Istanbul.  

While the publicity put additional strains on the Turkish-Saudi 

relationship, it also put the world on notice that the Saudis would use 

a consulate for such unspeakable purposes – to quiet a dissident 

journalist who enjoyed US residency.   

Ankara also supported private humanitarian relief missions that 

aimed to feed and care for Palestinian refugees living beyond an Israeli 

blockade.  Doing so temporarily but decidedly ruptured Ankara’s highly 

functioning relationship with Israel.  It set a tone in the region that 

power and might alone did not always carry the day.  Palestinians 

were starving; Ankara would intervene on the side of the refugees this 

time.  On a similar note, Ankara quickly established safe, clean, and 

healthy refugee camps for 3.5 million desperate refugees feeling the 

Syrian civil war, beginning in 2012.   

The United States and Turkey have been through tough times 

before.  The Cuban Missile Crisis negotiations and the Johnson Letter 
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could have been more attentive to Turkey’s enduring concerns about 

its proximity to the Soviet Union.  While the US could have come down 

much more harshly on Turkey’s second intervention in Cyprus in 1974 

– it instead has been careful to look at the events leading to 1974 

through the lens of the legitimate Treaty of Guarantee, the generous 

evidence of enosis violations, and an acknowledgment that the island 

has been relatively free of violence since the second intervention.  

Peace has a way of extracting costs; Turkey, Greece, and Cyprus have 

been at relative peace since 1974.    

The US-led war in Iraq forever changes the region and Turkey’s 

southeastern border.  Having taken the actions that unleashed great 

forces and grievances in the Levant, the US needs a new umbrella 

policy and an integrated set of national strategies for the East.  The 

way forward must confront and stop Russia and Iran and reassure 

US allies around the globe that the United States and NATO are 

equipped and willing to stand by their collective defense agreements.  

For the foreseeable future, this means working with Turkey to 

overcome its serious transgressions with Russia and doubling down on 

measures that will protect and defend it and other littoral Black Sea 

nations from Russian aggression.   

This course of action does not need to be viewed as a 

capitulation or a “reward” for bad Turkish behavior, but rather as a 

clear and unambiguous signal to Moscow and Tehran that Turkey is 

and remains a key US and NATO ally – and that the US will fight to 

keep it on side.  It means also understanding that Ankara is not able 

to confront the Bear and the Lion without allied support.  Ankara and 
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Tehran aware that Shi’a adherents along Turkey’s southeastern border 

now outnumber Turkey’s population of 82 million, 88 percent of whom 

are Sunni.526 

Littoral Black Sea states and Transcaucasian, Levant, and 

Arabian Peninsula nations also lack the means to defend their 

sovereign borders and to protect their citizens from Russian and 

Iranian propaganda and interference in domestic affairs.  While NATO 

can and should do more to build capabilities and capacity where states 

are threatened, Washington might look to create a dedicated alliance 

that confronts aggressors that act against sovereign states along the 

Black Sea, Balkans, Levant, and Arabian Peninsula.  Such an alliance 

would work to identify and resolve the key sources of ethnic and 

religious conflict, violence, and war.  As of 2020, Turkey is the only 

littoral Black Sea and Mediterranean nation with the requisite NATO 

experience, geographic location, and history of managing conflicts 

throughout the vast East.  

In my experience, while it was always challenging defending the 

United States of America and her allies from threats and threat actors, 

there were few debates about the need to do so.  The more difficult 

task most days came down to building and sustaining strong alliances 

that helped manage, understand, reduce, or eliminate specific threats.  

American priorities were not always shared by allied partners; allied 

priorities were not always on America’s radar.   

 
526 Michael Lipka, The Sunni-Shia Divide: Where They Live, What They Believe, and How They 
View Each Other, Pew Research Center, 18 June 2014. See 
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2014/06/18/the-sunni-shia-divide-where-they-live-
what-they-believe-and-how-they-view-each-other/  Accessed on 18 March 2018. 
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In the case of Turkey, the lift almost always was a heavy one. 

When Turkey agreed to join a coalition effort, however, it almost 

always went “all in.”  When it was uncertain or wanted to extract yet-

to-be-specified concessions, Ankara would pause… consider… 

reconsider… ask for terms such as arms and loans… pause… reconsider 

some more…. often in hopes that the crisis at hand would pass.  These 

statecraft practices were as old as the seeds of the Ottoman Empire 

and did not usually align with the speed of American activism in the 

world.  The Turks taught me that building and sustaining a highly 

effective US alliance required sustained personal contact, knowledge of 

history’s many twists and turns, and thousands of cups of tea over 

small talk and big things.  In the end, I learned that having Turkey on 

America’s side was a worthy investment.   
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