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ABSTRACT
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ISLANDS AND ADMIRALS: THE U.S. NAVY, MICRONESIA,
AND THE ORIGINS OF THE COLD WAR
By

Hal M. Friedman

Previous studies of the US's role in Micronesia in the twentieth
century have focused almost exclusively on the controversy over alleged
Japanese militarization of the islands in the 1920's and 1930’s or over the
battles fought for the islands between the US and Japan during World war
Two. There have been relatively few examples of work which explore US
policy after World War Two in a Cold War context and an even smaller
number of works which analyze US naval policy specifically. This thesis is
an attempt to fill that gap in Cold War historiography. Not only does the
paper investigate US naval policy toward Micronesia in a strategic Cold War
context, but 1t also explores policy motivations among the American naval
officer corps Itself and US Micronesian policy in the context of interservice
and interdepartmental rivalry within the US government. Finally, it
attempts to elaborate on the work of the small number of scholars who have

concentrated on Micronesian affairs.
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Introduction

InJuly 1947, the United States was granted power as the sole
administering authority over the islands of Micronesia by the United
Natfons. More specifically, this international trusteeship was the only one
of eleven UN trusteeships in former League of Nations mandate areas which
was termed a "strategic” trust! and provided the administering power (the
US) with the authority to undertake fortification and other military
measures to ensure national, as well as international, security goals.

For the first six years after World war Two, the United States Navy
was the sole administering agency in Micronesia. In fact, from 1945 to
1947, before the trusteeship agreement was signed, the Navy was able to
rule over Micronesia in an arbitrary manner, similar to fts prewar
administration of Guam, American Samoa, Puerto Rico, and the US Virgin
Islands.2

What were the motives of US naval planners in obtaining the postwar
administrative control of Micronesia? How had the interwar years of
Japanese administration, the surprise attack on Pear! Harbor, and the
Pacific island hopping car-naign influenced naval planners' attitudes toward
the US role in the Pacific after 19457 The question must also be asked if
US naval planners viewed strategic trusteeship as an adequate means by

which to attain US national security goals in Micronesia or if they favored

1 William Roger Louls, /mperialism at Bay: The United States and the Dacolonizetion of the
British Empirs, 194/-45 (Oxford. Clarendon Press, 1977), 116.

2 See Whitney T. Perkins, Denial of Empire: The United States And /s Dependenciss (Leyden:
AW. Sythoff, 1962), passim.




more complete control thr ough measures ke annexation. More importantly,
how had rising global tensions with the USSR since 1944 influenced naval
planners in their perceptions of Micronesia? In arelated question, how was
Micronesia strategically linked in the planners’ minds to other geographic
regions of the worid?

Histortographically, the islands of Micronesia have been viewed
strictly in the context of their value during the interwar years as Japanese
naval bases, US concern over those bases, the cost to the United States of
conguering them from Japan, and their postwar value to the US as a
guarantee against a resurgent Japan.3 Rarely have historians viewed
Micronesia in the strategic context of the Cold War v/s-g-v/s the Soviet
union,

In addition, historians have seen US strategic security in the Pacific
in very strict military terms. The islands were percelved to have little
value beyond their use as naval bases and security outposts against a
resurgent Japan.4 It can be suggested, however, that the strategic context
in which the planners operated entailed a broader definftion of strategic
security than strictly military considerations. Evidence exists, in fact, to
suggest that elements of the naval officer corps viewed US strategic
security in the Pacific in economic and racial, as well as military, terms.
But how important were the economic and racial dimensions in relation to
the broader strategic context? Were they incorporated in US naval policy
before 19477 Finally, were economic and racfal measures advocated by a

3 For a sample of this literature, see Willard Price, Japan's /s/ands Of Mystery (New York: The
John Day Company, 1944); Eer| S. Pomeray, Pacific Quipast: American Stratagy in Guem and
Micronesia ( Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1951); and Herold J. Wiens, Paciific /sland
Bastions of the Unitad States (New York: D. Yan Nostrand Company, Inc., 1962).

4 0ne histor fan who has detected other than strategic motives in US plans is Louls, /mper/alism at
Bay, 68-698nd 77-78.




fringe element of the officer corps or the main body of officials involved in
naval postwar planning?

In addition to a dearth of Iiterature on these questions, the literature
to date has left other aspects of the US role in Micronesia untouched. For
instance, did the military services present a unified bloc within the US
government when it came to advocating a postwar American presence in
Micronesia or were there differences between them over strategy and the
composition of US forces in the Pacific Basin? Were there other bureaus of
the US government with perceived interests in the debate over Micronesia?
Did they agree or disagree with the military, or elements of the military, on
these questions? Finally, to what degree did Micronesia represent a
microcosm of the larger issues the US government faced as it
revolutionized US defense and foreign policy during the origins of the Cold
war? Only by answering these questions can gaps left in Cold war and
Pacific Island historfography be filled and can Micronesia's role in the
origins of the Cold War be determined more concretely.



Chapter One
Micronesia and the Origins of the Cold War

Micronesia and the Strategic Context

On July 29, 1944, Brigadier General Lemuel C. Shepard, Jr.,
commanding officer of the First Provisional Marine Brigade on Guam,
addressed his men, commending them on their efforts at liberating Guam
from the Japanese. Shepard emphasized the importance of avenging the 10ss
of Guam to the Japanese in 1941, but also stressed the island's significance
as an American fortress in the Pacific.! Shepard's statement seems to
typify the attitudes of American naval leaders toward the US role in the
Pacific. These men wanted to see not only Guam, but all Micronesia, become
an American buffer zone in the Pacific.2 To American naval decision
makers, the experiences of Pear! Harbor, the island-hopping campaign
across the Pacific, and the casualties sustained during the war were proof
enough that future US security could be guaranteed only by the complete
control of Micronesia.

Historians fully acknowledge this attitude among American naval
decision makers, but do not explore in depth the degree of control these men
hoped the US would be able to wield over Micronesia.3 By analyzing aspects

1 Paul Carano and Pedro C. Sanchez, A Comp/ete History of Guam (Rutland, Yermont: Charles E.
Tuttle Company, 1964), 303.

2 For the concept of the "American Lake" see John Dower, “Occupied Japan and the American Lake,
1945-50," in Edward Friedman and Mark Selden, eds., Amsrica sAsia: Dissenting £ssays on
Asian-Americon Relations, (New York: Yintage Books, 1971), 146-206.

3 For an example of current historiography on the U.S. in Micronesta see E.S. Pomeroy's Pacific
Oulpast: American Strategy in Guom and Micronssia. Stenford. Stanford University Press, 1951,
Michael Schaller's /e American Qecypstion of Japen: The Origins of the Cold Wer in Asia. Oxford:
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of American control seldom investigated, such as the Navy's concern with
the Soviet occupation of the Kurile-Sakhalin area or the racial and economic
dimensions of policy toward Micronesia, the student can understand better
the attitude and outlook of American naval decision makers and the'r
concern over a future war in the Pacific with the USSR similar to the one
fought with Japan.

A quick glance at a map of the Pacific immediately indicates the
strategic importance of Micronesia. The Marianas, in the northwest corner
of the chain, are only about 1500 miles from Japan, Guam 1s within striking
distance of both Japan and the Soviet Far East, and Yap and Belau, In the
southwest region of the island group, are only 600 miles from the
Pnilippines and Indonesia4 Obviously, such a strategically located group of
islands would be fmportant to any nation with perceived interests in the
Pacific or East Asia. However, the islands took on added importance for the
US after the attack on Pear] Harbor and the war in the Pacific.

To say that the attack on Pear] Harbor had a traumatic effect on the
thinking of US naval officers and their concept of national security is a
gross understatement. Not only did the attack cripple the Pacific Fleet for
many months, but the Japanese succeeded in congquering US possessions like
Guam and wake Island. Micronesia played a key role in the attack on Pear!]
Harbor, with some partici-pating Japanese units being based in the islands.s
Additionally, even the United States west Coast came under attack from

Oxford University Press, 1985, 52-76; Roger Gale, “Micronesia: A Case Study of Amer ican
Foreign Policy.” Ph.D. diss., The University of California at Berkeley, 1977; Lester J. Foltos,
“The New Pacific Barrier: America's Search for Security in the Pacific, 1945-1947," Diplomatic
History 13 (Summer 1989): 317-42.

4.Gale, /Micronesia: A Case Study of American Farsign Policy, 4-6.

? Jonat;wn M. Weisgall, "Micronesia and the Nuclear Pacific Since Hiroshima," S4/S Review S
198S): 41.
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Japanese submarines.6 Though the submarine attacks were insignificant,
they could only have intensified the naval officer corps’ belief that the US
had narrow ly escaped massive devastation in the war.

More importantly, the casualties sustained by the US in the Pacific in
world War Two numbered some 250,000 dead of the 407,000 men and women
lost by the United States in all the theaters of operations. A substantial
proportion of these casualties occurred in the fsland-hopping campaign in
the Central Pacific. Over 107,000 American casualties (killed, wounded,
and missing) were sustained in the Marshall, Marianas, Carolines, Volcano,
and Ryukyu Island campaigns, which included some of the most vicious
fighting of the Second World War.? The numbers had a telling effect on
American strategic planners, high casualty rates being an important
determinant for choosing an “island hopping” campaign in the central
Pacific, a campaign in which less important Japanese bases were bombed
into submission and bypassed, rather than conquered at high cost to the US.

Finally, as historian Michael Sherry indicates, Pearl Harbor and the
new weapons developed subsequent to it demonstrated the nation's
vulnerabtlity to sudden attack,8 as well as the minimal response times
avatlable to react to foreign attack. It is inconcefvable that American naval
policymakers and officers could have experienced the war in the Pacific

6 Clark G. Reynolds, “Submarine Attacks on the Pacific Coast, 1942," Pac/ic Historicsl Review
33(1964). 183-193.

7 For total US killed in action in the Pacific war see Dower, “Occupied Japan and the Amer ican
Lake,” 172. For total US casualties in the island hopping campaigns acrass the central Pacific
(killed, wounded, and missing), see the letter from Secretary of the Navy James V. Forrestal to
Senator H.f. Byrd, 24 July 1945, File 33-1-22, Box 65, Records of the Office of the Secretary
of the Navy, General Records of the Department of the Navy ( Record Group 80), National Archives,
Washington, DC. For the Mar fanas Campaign, see Foltos, “The New Pacific Barrier,” 320.

8 Michael S. Sherry, Praparing For The Mext War: American Plans For Pastwar Defenss, 194/ -
45 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1977), 23S.



without realizing the importance of island groups like Micronesia to a
future defense in depth for the continental United States.

Therefore, 1t s not suprising that the US wanted to prevent other
powers from gaining control of the 1slands as had happened in 1898 and
1919. The Navy argued for control of the islands on the grounds that
anything short of total US control would invite a repetition of history from
the interwar years, when it claimed that the non-fortificatfon clauses of
the Washington Treaty System allowed the Japanese to rearm and prepare
for war in the Pacific while the US dismantled its defenses there.® In
addition, US naval officials such as Fleet Admiral Chester Nimitz, Chief of
Naval Operations in 1946, specifically put the isiands in the context of the
"blood and treasure" with which the U.S. had paid for them.10 However, in
spite of the impact the interwar and war years had on the Navy's argument
for postwar control, the Navy's preoccupation with Micronesia took on
greater meaning due to the rising global tensions with the Soviet Unton
after {945,

During World War Two, American postwar planners were continually
struggling with strategic plans for a very uncertain postwar world. Most
planners knew, after 1943, that the postwar world would probably include a
devastated Japan and Germany, greatly weakened European colonial powers,

and the emergence of the United States and Soviet Union as the most

9 See page 2 of "Strategic Aress and Trusteeships in the Pacific,” part of a memorandum to the
State-War -Navy Coordinating Committee from the JCS entitled “Draft Trusteeship Agreement-
Pacific Islands.” SWNCC $9/7, cross-referenced to CCS 360 JCS Central Decimal File, 1946-
47,(12-9-42), sec. 28, Records of the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, RG 218, National
Archives, Washington, DC.

10 From the Forrestal Diaries, 22 October 1946. See also page one of 8 letter from the
Secretaries of War and the Navy to the President, 13 April 1945, the Forrestal Diaries; and
Report on Postwar Bass Rights, entitled “Sites for Bases,” 20 March 1943, Serial 236, File "P-
1", Box 170, Strategic Plans Records Division, Navy Operational Archives, Washington, OC.






powerful natfons on Earth. There was hope among a substantial number of
planners and officials that postwar relations with Russia would be cordial,
even cooperative. Foremost among these officials was, of course, President
Franklin D. Roosevelt, who advocated his concept of the "Four Policemen”,
consisting of the United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and China,
to “police” the postwar world against international lawlessness. Even after
FDR's death in April 1945, President Harry S. Truman was hoping for
postwar cooperation with the Soviet Union, though he was apparently less
willing to acquiesce in untlateral Soviet actions in Europe and East Asia
than FDR may have been.

Although confrontations in these areas brought about the eventual
dissolution of the Grand Allfance after 1945, American policymakers did not
see war with the Soviet Unfon as inevitable. As histortan Melvyn Leffler
asserts, the early Cold War years were ones of nearly universal agreement
in the United States government that the Soviets desired to avoid a military
engagement.!!

In 1946, for example, naval intelligence had produced a memo that
saw Russia physically and economically exhausted by the war, seeking a
Soviet-style "Monroe Doctrine” for her sphere of influence, and assuming a
decidedly defensive posture in coming years. It was a viewpoint with which
the JCS apparently agreed.'2 And in 1947, the War Department’s Military
Intelligence Division determined that in spite of an improvement in Soviet

11 Melvyn P. Leffler, “The American Conception of National Secur ity and the Beginning of the Cold
Wer, 1945-48," American Historical Review 89 (April 1984). 359,362

12 Gregg Herken, 716 Winning Waapan: Thé Atomic Bomb in the Cold War, 1945-50( New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1980), 138.
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war potential, Soviet military strength remained insufficient to carry out
an attack on the US without placing the USSR in extreme jeopardy.!3

Before the war had ended, however, some US policymakers had taken a
decidedly aggressive attitude toward the Soviet Union. They seem to have
exhibited what historian Michael S. Sherry has called the "{deology of
national preparedness”, a highly popular mode of thinking in the US military
in the 1940's. Subscribers believed that since the US had been caught so
unprepared in 1941, and since modern weaponry had eroded America's
geographic advantages in defense, future security for the United States
meant large standing military forces, outlying bases, and an economy
capable of instant and total wartime mobilization.14

In addition, Daniel Yergin has broadened this defensive outlook to the
entire American society and asserted that the US was transformed into a
“national security state” between 1945 and 1948, a state of being in which
all of a society's resources, talents, and energies are directed toward
fulfiiling the requirements of percelved security. To Yergin, this concept
was one of mentality and mindset which took on the strength of gospel, a
single, all-encompassing ideology which Yergin believes Americans needed
in order to explain their world in more simple terms.'S

Because of America's unpreparedness in 1941, the perceived strength
of the Soviet Union in 1945, and the growing 1ist of global problems which
the United States had to deal with after 1945, the defeat of Germany and
Japan did not put American policymakers at ease. In fact, as historian Larry

13 Leffler, “American Conception of Natfonal Security,” 359,362.
;‘;gherry. Praparing for the Mext Wer, ix, 34-35, 54, 84-8S, 92-93, 129, 200, 204-05,

1S Danlel Yergin, Shattarad Peace: The Origins of the Cold War and the Netional Sécur ity Stats
(Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Company, 1977), 195-98.
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Gerber suggests, the new ideas about national security were inherently
anxiety producing and thus contributed more to an underlying sense of
insecurity.!6

To reinforce the sense of insecurity US policymakers may have feit,
the tensions with Russia grew worse as time went on. From the perspective
of US decision makers, the Soviet occupation of Eastern Europe, Manchuria,
and the Kurile-Sakhalin area in 1945-46 worsened prospects for American
national security. Furthermore, the suspicions of the foreign policy
decision makers were probably heightened by warnings from people like
Averell Harriman, John R. Deane, and George Kennan.

One policymaker, Navy Secretary James Forrestal, had harbored
suspicions about Russia dating back to the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution. Some
historians feel that Forrestal's suspicions had more to do with his own
personal convictions against communism rather than any substantial
evidence of Soviet aggression. Michael Schaller, for instance, asserts that
Forrestal was a man predisposed to seeing communism as the work of the
anti-Christ. Yergin belfeves that Forrestal lacked personal psychological
security and offers this as an explanation for his behavior. Regardless of
whether Schaller's and Yergin's forays into psychohistory are accurate,
Forrestal certainly believed that the Russians were not to be trusted and
that events in Eastern Europe proved him correct. In a remark especially
revealing of his attitude toward the Soviet Unfon, Forrestal asserted that
the Russians were essentially “Oriental” in their thinking, untrustworthy,
and complained that the US should not try to "buy” their understanding or
trust by acquiescing to Soviet demands. Forrestal thought this to be another

16 Larry G, Gerber , “The Baruch Plan and the Origins of the Cold War " Dip/omatic Histary 6
(Winter 1982): 76.
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form of appeasement, a policy he said should not have been attempted with
Hitler or repeated with Stalin,17

In addition to revealing some of Forrestal's ractal beliefs, this
statement clearly t1lustrates his linkage of the pre-war years to the events
after 1945, In 1944 and much of 1945, Forrestal believed that he was one
of a very small number of people who knew the dangers which Stalin
presented to the United States. In May 1944 he reportedly exclaimed to
George Earle, former governor of Pennsylvania: “ ... My God, George, you and
| and B111 Bullitt are the only ones around the President who know the
Russian leaders for what they are.” What was worse to Forrestal was his
belief that most Americans believed history was " ... something that
occurred on another planet. .. “18 and that very few had any conception of
“national security”. To Forrestal, those few who did have ideas on how to
protect American interests were in for harsh treatment, destined to be
labelled fascists or imperialists while Stalin took over half of Europe with
American approval.!9 If Forrestal perceived Stalin as “another Hitler", bent
on global domination, then he may have placed greater importance on the US
retention of Micronesia in the postwar period, especially if he perceived a
Soviet naval threat in the central Pacific similar to the Japanese presence
of 1941,

As 1945 turned into 1946, Forrestal was increasingly joined by
others In the United States government who were also wary of the Soviet
Union. whether or not the US was seriously threatened in these years by the

Soviet Unfon remains a lively debate among historians. What is more

17 Schaller, Amarican Gecupation of Japan, 69. Also, Yergin, Satlerad Pascs, 133.
18 Elliot Converse, “United States Plans for a Postwar Oversess Military Base System, 1942-
1948." (Ph.D. diss., Princston University, 1984), 77.

19 Sherry, Praparing for the Next War, 1 70.







important, however, were the perceptions of people at the time. The men
who had just finished directing the war against Germany and Japan came to
see identical threats from Russia and a possible repetition of the "errors” of
appeasement of the 1930's.

Demobilization played a large part in heightening the concern of US
officials over Soviet actions. The United States military was reduced in
strength from over twelve million men and women in the summer of 1945 to
about one and a half million in the summer of 1947.20 Furthermore, it is
apparent that even though greater reliance was placed on atomic weapons as
a deterrent to Soviet aggression as US conventional forces were
demobilized, US atomic capabilities were also set back by a lack of
experienced crews, nuclear-capable aircraft, and atomic weapons
themselves. As David Alan Rosenberq has shown, as late as July 1947 there
were only thirteen atomic bombs, each of which took nearly forty men two
days to assemble. In addition, there were only about thirty B-29 aircraft
from the S09th Bomb Group in New Mexico capable of dropping atomic
weapons. Though not many decision makers knew just how poor US atomic
warmaking capability was at the time,2! a shortage of bombs had been
common know ledge among top decision makers since August 1945 and they
may not have had as great a confidence in atomic weapons as a deterrent as
'some scholars have assumed.

Demobilization occurred at the same time that tensions between the
US and USSR rose over Eastern Europe, Iran, and the intensification of the

20 wolfgang Krfeger , “Was General Clay A Revisionist? Strategic Concepts of the United States
Occupation of Berin,” Journal of Contsmporary History 18 (April 1983): 175. Also Herken,
The Winning Weapon, 214-15.

21 David Alan Resenberg, “The Origins of Overkill: Nucleer Weapons and American Strategy,
1945-50," /ntarnstions] Security 7 (Spring 1983): 14-1S, 11,
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Chinese civil war. To Forrestal, the public’'s overriding desire to "bring the
boys home™ proved that Americans refused to face what he thought was the
reality of the international world. It confirmed for him that the American
public had already gone through what he called "mental demobflization". that
it was blinded by Allied victory, and that it was no longer prepared to deal
with Stalin's aggression.22

Nevertheless, other prominent Americans were also aware of
declining American military capabilities. This awareness may partiaily
account for their exaggeration of Soviet military capabilities in the late
1940's. Future US ambassador to the UN Senator warren Austin, for

example, estimated that the Russians had an army capable of fielding over
ten million men. General John R. Deane, former chief of the US military
mission to Moscow during the war, thought it more Iike five million. In
actuality, neither of them probably would have conceded that demobilization
had affected Soviet society as well and that by early 1948, the Soviet
standing army would be at 1ess than three million.23 The exaggeration of
Soviet military capability not only indicated a greater suspicion about the
Soviet Union and 1ts actions around the world, but also a greater sensitivity
to the perils of rapid demobilization.

Demobilization had an impact on US policy toward Micronesia as well.
Given declining defense resources and capabilities in the early Cold War, the
concept of strategic denial may have taken on greater importance in regard
to the islands. Strategic denial meant the occupation of territory by a
nation that perceived it as vital to its national security. Declining defense

22 Vincent Davis, Pastwar Derense Policy and the U. 5. Mevy, 1943- 7946 (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1966), 215.

23 Yergin, Shattarad Paace, 270. See also Matthew A. Evangelista, "Stalin's Postwar Army
Reeppraised,” /nternationsl Security 7 (Winter 1982-1983): 110-138.
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budgets would have prevented the US from fully developing the islands as
naval bases. However, US occupation would at least have “denied” the
islands to any possible Soviet incursions and still provided the US with
inexpensive defense outposts on its Pacific frontier.

The military, of course, did not want to see its forces reduced at all,
much less in so drastic a manner. Even more importantly from the
perspective of the military, rapid demobilfzation in 1945 closely resembled
that of 1919.24 Therefore, to US military officers, an increasing Soviet
threat in the context of rapid demobilization probably seemed like a
repetition of the pattern of aggression which had led to war in the late
1930's. As tensions around the world mounted in 1945 and 1946, it must
have been disheartening and frightening for the Navy to have to admit that it
had shrunk operationally to the dimensions of about two small navai task
groups. In fact, by November of 1946, Admiral Ernest J. King stated that the
Navy was no longer capable of fighting a major battle.2S

As Forrestal’s influence in the Navy grew from 1944 on, his ability to
sway the Navy's officers toward his views on Russia may have taught them
that war with the Soviet Union threatened. In addition, World War Two,
with its more technologically sophisticated weapons and shorter reaction
times to attack, had taught them that the best defense was a good offense.
To these officers, the best way to prevent an attack on the continental
United States was to have a defense in depth with far-flung bases, bases
which could also support offensive action against aggressor nations in East
Asia. Micronesia seemed to fulfill this role. At first, the islands were to

24 or1 S, Pomeroy, Pacific Qulpast: American Stratagy in Gusm and Micranesia( Stenford:
Stanford University Press, 1951), 75-115.

25 Davis, Postwar Dsfonse Polley, 216. Sherry, Preparing for the Maxt War,217.
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be used to facilitate the control of postwar Japan. However, as Cold War
tensions mounted, Micronesia became increasingly important to American
defenses in the Pacific against Russia, not Japan.

Though Russia did not possess a great navy at this time, American
naval officers knew 1t possessed a large submarine force and thought it
might have the industrial capability to create a large navy in the Pacific.
Furthermore, military decision makers were not thinking solely in terms of
the immediate future, but of long-term security. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS) advised the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee (SWNCC) in
October 1946 of a possibly unfriendly Asiaor " ... Aslatic-European
coalition..." in the future. They admitted to thinking in terms of one
hundred years into the future, but envisioned a Eurasian continent
industrialized and communized, turning 1ts munitions capability against the
United States under Soviet direction.26

According to Marc Gallicchio, the JCS believed that if Russia
controlled Asia, the US could still ensure its security in the Far East if it
controlled certain regions in the Pacific, including Micronesia. Still, the
JCS was quick to point out to SWNCC that if the US did not take direct
control of the islands it would probably have to repeat the costly process of
1943-45 at some future date .2’

The cost of conquering Micronesia from the Japanese, the
entrenchment of the Pearl Harbor syndrome in strategic thinking, and the
rising Cold war tensions with Russia all seemed to have convinced American

26 Seg pages 3-4 of "Strategic Aress and Trusteeships in the Pacific, part of a memorandum for
the State-War -Navy Coordinating Committee from the JCS entitled "Draft Trusteeship
Agreement -Pacific Islends,” SWNCC 59/7, cross-referenced in CCS 360, JCS Central Decimal
File, 1946-47 (12-9-42), sec. 28, RG 218, NA.

27 See Marc S, Gallicchio's 74 Cold War Bagins in Asia: Amér ican East Asian Policy and thé Fall of
the Japaness Fmpire (New York: Columbia University Press, 1988), 36. Also, Ibid.




16

strategic planners that the fundamental security requirement for the United
States was control of the Pacific Ocean Area. It was almost certainly for
this reason that the US Military Staff Committee to the United Nations
elaborated on the value of the islands to the United States during the
negotiations over the international trusteeships. The committee asserted
that possession of the mandates by any other power would provide that
power with bases from which to attack or intimidate the US, or to cut it off
from Pacific nations with which the US had important commerical interests.
Additionally, the committee claimed that even if the islands were
neutralized, the threat of sefzure by an aggressor nation was enough to
force the US to forfeit control of its strategic approaches. Ominously, the
committee concluded that the US " . .. cannot permit those fslands to fall
into the hands of any power which might ever be hostile to the United
States."28 The report conveniently limited the possible options for the US
to total control and military fortification, denying the feasibility of even
neutralizing the islands. Though the report may have been oriented toward
controlling postwar Japan, the continual references to “any other power”
clearly indicated Russia.

Finally, an episode at the time of the United Nations negotiations over
Micronesia definitively fllustrates the importance the islands held in
American strategic planning. Negotiations became so heated at one point
that John Foster Dulles, then a US negotiator at the UN, warned the UN
General Assembly that if it did not accept US proposals for Micronesia, then

28 page S of Norris, Assistant Secretary of the Military Staff Committee to Truman, 22 February
1947, CCS 360, Central Decimal File, 1946-47,(12-9-42), sec. 29, RG 218, NA.
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the United States was iIntent on bypassing the United Nations and continuing
de racto occupation unilaterally.2®

Of course, we do not know to what degree Dulles was speaking for the
United States government, since Truman favored strategic trusteeship
through the United Nations. But if there was any credibility to Dulles’
statement, then it is quite revealing about US policy toward Micronesia and
the influence the Pacific War had on that policy. One of the most important
foreign policy goals of the United States after the war was to establish a
credible and effective United Nations. The actfon suggested by Dulles could
have inflicted irreparable damage on the UN. If Dulles was accurate and the
US was willing to bypass the UN to achieve naval security in the Pacific,
then US determination to control Micronesia was very strong indeed.

Micronesia and the Kurile-Sakhalin Area

One aspect of the US acquisition of Micronesia rarely explored by
historians is the relatfonship between the control of Micronesia and Soviet
control in the Kurile-Sakhalin area and Eastern Europe. Marc Gallicchio has
begun to explore US-Soviet relations in Northeast Asia, but even he does not
explore the possibtlities that some sort of qu/d pro gquo may have existed
between the United States and the Soviet Union over the two areas.30

At the Yalta Conference in February 1945, Franklin D. Roosevelt had
assured Stalin that upon <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>