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THE AMERICAN PERSPECTIVE

Ralph B. Levering and Verena Botzenhart-Viehe

UNEASY U.S—SOVIET RELATIONS: 1917-1944

n March 8, 1943, the U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union, retired

Admiral William C. Standley, spoke with a group of American re-
porters in the embassy. Ever since he had arrived in Moscow early in 1942,
Standley commented, “I've been looking for recognition in the Russian
press of the fact that they are getting material help not only through Lend-
Lease but through Red Cross and Russian-American Relief, but I've yet to
find any acknowledgment of that.”

Surprised that the ambassador was criticizing America’s most powerful
ally in the war against Nazi Germany, a reporter asked whether the state-
ment could be quoted. After saying, “Yes,” Standley continued: “The [So-
viet] authorities seem to want to cover up the fact that they are receiving
outside help. Apparently they want their people to believe that the Red
Army is fighting this war alone. . . . It’s not fair—the American people are
giving millions to help the Russian people and yet the Russian people do
not know where the supplies are coming from.”’

Within hours, stories reporting Standley’s criticisms were appearing in
radio news reports and on the front pages of America’s newspapers. The story
resonated for several days as administration officials, members of Congress, ra-
dio commentators, and editorial writers offered opinions. President Franklin
Delano Roosevelt (FDR) said nothing publicly about the ambassador’s truth-
ful but undiplomatic remarks. Privately, however, FDR soon made it clear to
Standley that he no longer had his confidence and should resign.

Viewed from the perspective of normal U.S. foreign relations, Stand-
ley’s statement was highly unusual. American ambassadors normally do not
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criticize an allied nation in which they are serving, and certainly not—as in
this case—when they have failed to seek prior approval for their remarks
from higher-ranking officials in Washington. In fact, however, U.S. relations
with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (commonly abbreviated to
U.S.S.R., also known as the Soviet Union) had been abnormal in varying
degrees ever since Vladimir Lenin had proclaimed the Soviet state in No-
vember 1917, and so they would remain until shortly before the US.S.R.
ceased to exist in 1991.

Some scholars argue that the Cold War began in 1917-1920 with the first
ideological, political, and military clashes between the U.S.S.R. and the West.
But most scholars (ourselves included) believe that it makes more sense to place
the start of the Cold War in the mid-1940s when, as a result of victory in
World War II, American and Soviet leaders had the military power, the eco-
nomic resources, and the determination to engage in a far-flung and intense
ideological, political, military, economic, and cultural struggle for influence.
Deeply affecting the domestic politics and foreign affairs of most of the world’s
nations, this multifaceted competition between the United States and its allies
and the U.S.S.R. and its allies was one of the major phenomena in modern
history. .

Regardless of when one thinks the Cold War began, it is necessary to
take into account major developments in world affairs and in American life
from 1917 through 1944 in order to understand why it developed so quickly
after the end of World War II in 1945. From the outset, U.S.—Soviet relations
combined international and domestic components. The latter feature is of-
ten ignored or given short shrift; we will give it the attention we think it de-
serves. Itself multifaceted, the domestic component involved primarily the
role of the Soviet-directed Communist party and opposition to it, as well as
the way in which various segments of both the Democratic and Republican
parties responded to it. The animosity that the overwhelming majority of
Americans felt toward domestic communists and their sympathizers between
1917 and 1944—an attitude that typically was more intense and more con-
sistent than the publics generally distrustful but varying views of the
U.S.S.R.—helps to explain why America’s international/domestic Cold War
developed so swiftly after the wartime alliance with Russia ended.

U.S.—Soviet relations also involved a second combination: government
officials and private citizens. Because of the ongoing political process, pub-
lic opinion was of vital importance to officials. Both elected and appointed
officials knew that leaders in the mass media, in labor unions, in business and
farm organizations, and in religious and civic organizations often had as
much or more influence than they had on many Americans’ attitudes to-
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ward the U.S.S.R. and toward domestic communists. An example is Henry
Luce, the moderate Republican publisher of Time, Life, and other magazines
and of newsreels shown in movie theaters, who probably influenced Amer-
ican public opinion on foreign affairs in the 1930s and 1940s more than
anyone other than President Roosevelt.

In stark contrast to the Soviet government’s total domination of the
news media and harsh suppression of dissent, the American people vigor-
ously discussed issues with the confidence that government officials and fel-
low voters would pay attention. What the public thought about foreign pol-
icy issues and about America’s Communist party mattered greatly to officials
in Washington both before and during the Cold War.

A third combination that helps to explain the uneasiness in U.S.—Soviet
relations is the two-pronged approach that America characteristically takes in
conducting its foreign relations. This approach combines a careful calculation
of interests (often called “realism”) with a strong appeal to core principles (of-
ten called “idealism”). Like those of other nations, U.S. interests included such
considerations as wanting to have allies to deter potential enemies and desiring
trading partners to increase domestic prosperity. America’s core principles—
belief in a wide range of individual freedoms and in limited government with
democratically elected leaders—contrasted sharply with the politically dictato-
rial, economically collectivist, and atheistic ideology of the U.S.S.R. As John
Fousek has noted, “American nationalism has always been rooted in universal
values—freedom, equality, and justice under law—that the United States
claimed to stand for.” Another historian, M. J. Heale, is equally perceptive: “The
vigor of anticommunism has owed much to its capacity to tap the dominant
values of American life.”

In the first half of the twentieth century, the world effectively became
smaller and more closely tied together due to rapid advances in the means
of transportation and communication and in the potency and striking range
of weapons of war. Realistic and idealistic motives—and the “foreign” and
the “domestic”—were inextricably intertwined as America joined Great
Britain, Canada, and other democratic nations in opposing imperial Ger-
many in World War I, in fighting Nazi Germany and imperial Japan in
World War II, and in combating Soviet and communist expansion after
World War II.

Having outlined broad combinations that help to explain the background
of the Cold War from America’s perspective, we now look briefly at three sig-
nificant periods between 1914 and 1945 that contributed greatly to animosity
between the United States and the US.SR.: the era of World War I
(1914-1920), the Great Depression of the 1930s, and especially World War II
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(1939-1945). In light of their consistently contrasting ideologies and often di-
verging interests, it is not surprising that the two countries found their rela-
tions strained or uneasy during each of these periods. And because the long-
range goal of the Soviet-directed U.S. Communist party was to overthrow the
nation’s political and economic system, it also is not surprising that most Amer-
icans disliked communism and communists—including U.S. communists—just
as intensely during these years as they did after World War II.

THE IMPACT OF WORLD WAR I AND ITS AFTERMATH

In order to understand the coming of the Cold War roughly thirty
years later, one needs to be aware of several important developments of the
era of World War I: (1) America’s entry into the war and its vigorous par-
ticipation in the postwar settlement under the leadership of President
Woodrow Wilson; (2) the communist revolution in Russia under the lead-
ership of Lenin, including its implications for Russia’s domestic life and for
world affairs; (3) the widespread animosity in Britain, France, Japan, and the
United States toward Lenin’s government, whose decision to make a sepa-
rate peace with Germany in early 1918 increased Western anger toward the
seemingly pro-German Bolsheviks and contributed to limited Allied mili-
tary interventions in Russia; and (4) the birth of communist and anticom-
munist movements in the United States and other nations.

As numerous scholars have noted, Wilson chose to ask Congress for a
declaration of war against Germany in April 1917 not only because he
wanted to protect concrete U.S. interests, but also because he wanted Amer-
ica to have a prominent place at the peace table in order to help to make
the world better. His reformist ideals were summed up in the most famous
passage of his eloquent speech to Congress: “We are glad . . . to fight thus
for the ultimate peace of the world and for the liberation of the peoples, the
German peoples included; for the rights of nations great and small and the
privilege of men everywhere to choose their way of life and of obedience.
The world must be made safe for democracy. Its peace must be planted
upon the tested foundations of political liberty.”

Wilson’s proposals for peace based on democratic self-determination
and a League of Nations attracted widespread backing, especially among lib-
erals and noncommunist, moderate socialists in America and western Eu-
rope. But they also encountered opposition. At home, many Republicans in
Congress, who already felt disdain for the president’s idealism and presumed
arrogance, expressed skepticism about his proposals. Abroad, conservative
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European leaders, especially in France and Italy, opposed Wilson’s plan to
treat Germany leniently and were dubious about the value of the League of
Nations and about applying the concept of self-determination too broadly.

By far the most comprehensive challenge to Wilson’s vision of a liberal,
democratic peace came from the Bolshevik (communist) revolutionaries, led
by Lenin and Leon Trotsky, who seized power in Petrograd on November 7,
1917, only months after a democratic government had replaced the tsar. Al-
though the Bolshevik leaders sometimes were friendly in private talks with
U.S. visitors, most of their words and deeds challenged Western liberal val-
ues and practices. Trotsky, for example, said that his country’s fragile democ-
racy had to be “trampled underfoot” for the “sake of the loftier principles of
a social revolution”; not surprisingly, the Bolsheviks dissolved Russia’s freely
elected Constituent Assembly in January 1918. Similarly, religious institu-
tions were suppressed because, in the Bolsheviks’ view, they were dangerous
relics of earlier feudal and capitalist eras. And because the Bolsheviks did not
recognize individual rights or the rule of law, people who criticized the new
government risked their lives. Lenin described the situation clearly: “The
dictatorship means—learn this once and for all—unrestrained power based
on force, not on law.”

To Bolshevik leaders, harsh means were justified because their “scien-
tific” goal—a harmonious, peaceful worldwide society lacking class distinc-
tions and class conflict—was so desirable. But to Wilson and most other
Western leaders, Lenin’s dictatorial regime was an illegitimate abomination
that they hoped the Russian people would overthrow. Secretary of State
Robert Lansing called Bolshevism “the most hideous and .monstrous thing
that the human mind has ever conceived.” Lansing and most other mem-
bers of America’s fervently capitalist, largely Protestant, and overwhelmingly
pro-British elite hated and feared Lenin’s communistic, atheistic, and pro-
German regime.

In Lenin’s and Trotsky’s view, anticapitalist radicals in other countries
should emulate the Bolsheviks’ achievement and seek to overthrow their
existing governments. To provide direction and encouragement to fledgling
communist parties in other nations, the Bolsheviks established the Com-
munist International (Comintern) in March 1919. Inspired both by the So-
viet example and by the Comintern, radicals in Germany, Hungary, and Fin-
land sought to seize power in those countries.

In America, too, communists and other radicals led general strikes, sent
bombs through the mail addressed to high officials, and talked and wrote
hopefully about seizing power. During this first Red Scare, which peaked in
1919 and early 1920, angry and fearful U.S. law-enforcement officials at all
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levels, often joined by probusiness activists who detested leftist labor unions,
acted forcefully and often with little concern for civil liberties to quash
what they saw as a serious communist and anarchist threat to American in-
stitutions. Because many of the radicals admired the hated Bolsheviks, most
Americans supported the antiradical actions.

Disappointed by the Bolsheviks” behavior inside Russia and their calls
for revolution abroad, and hopeful that anti-Bolshevik forces might be able
to win the civil war of 1918—1920, Wilson and his closest advisers did not
seriously consider recognizing Lenin’s government. Wilson’s last secretary of
state, Bainbridge Colby, cited three main reasons in a statement in August
1920: (1) the Soviet government did not represent the will of the Russian
people; (2) it violated fundamental principles of international relations by
repudiating the tsarist government’s debts and refusing to honor contracts;
and (3) it used the Communist Information (Cominform) Bureau to fo-
ment revolution abroad.

By the time Wilson left office in March 1921, the struggle between
the capitalist, largely democratic West and the communist, increasingly to-
talitarian Russia had reached something of a standoff. Although the anti-
German powers dispatched troops to Russia from 1918 to 1920, partly to
weaken the Soviet government, they had not sent sufficient forces to tip
the balance of power from the communist “Reds” to the anticommunist
“Whites” in Russia’s civil war. The main results were enduring anger
among many Russians toward the intervening powers and some justifica-
tion for the communists’ use of the word “imperialists” to describe them.
At the same time, Soviet support for communist uprisings in Western na-
tions backfired. By frightening and infuriating most people in the affected
countries, the failed uprisings strengthened anticommunist sentiment in
the West.

Having been gravely weakened by Russia’s involvement in World War
I and then by costly civil war, needing Western assistance to rebuild and
modernize its economy, and counting as allies only small communist parties
in other countries, the U.S.S.R. was too weak in the 1920s and early 1930s
to conduct a substantial contest against the major capitalist powers. For their
part, the American people, as demonstrated in the overwhelming victory for
Republicans and “normalcy” in the 1920 election, had no desire for addi-
tional crusades anytime soon. Despite ongoing ideological antagonism re-
flected in the continuation of the nonrecognition policy and most Ameri-
cans’ animosity toward the Soviet-controlled U.S. Communist party, the
challenges posed by the U.S.S.R. largely receded from public attention dur-
ing the 1920s.
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THE DEPRESSION’S MANY CHANGES

The Great Depression of the 1930s brought sweeping changes both in
world affairs and in the role of the federal government, labor unions, and the
Communist party in America. The largely peaceful world order of the post-
war decade was threatened in the early 1930s by Japans conquest of
Manchuria, and in the middle 1930s by Italy’s conquest of Ethiopia and by the
militarism, racism, and expansionism of Adolf Hitler, Germany’s new National
Socialist (Nazi) ruler. In the same year, 1933, Hitler came to power in Germany
and Roosevelt became the first Democratic president since Wilson.

Domestically, the early Roosevelt years are best known for the many
innovative New Deal programs that sought to alleviate the worst effects of
the Depression and to reform American capitalism by giving the federal
government a major role in shaping the nation’s economic and social life. In
foreign affairs, the dominant attitude among the American people and Con-
gress was isolationist or, more accurately, noninterventionist. Most Ameri-
cans at the time had no desire for cultural or economic isolation. Largely
because of the obvious failure of America’s involvement in World War I to
ensure lasting peace, however, they strongly believed that the United States
should not send troops again to fight in European or Asian wars. For the
majority, this belief lasted until Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941.

Although Roosevelt privately thought that noninterventionism repre-
sented a shortsighted, overly rigid approach to U.S. foreign policy in a dan-
gerous and interdependent world, he yielded to public and congressional
sentiment and signed a series of neutrality acts in the mid-1930s. Even after
war began in Europe in 1939, FDR insisted that his successful effort to have
Congress revise the neutrality acts and his other pro-Allied policies were in-
tended to keep the United States out of the conflict. After Pearl Harbor,
most Americans—including most former noninterventionists—endorsed
FDR’s now openly internationalist (i.e., interventionist) views. The Amer-
ica that Soviet leaders dealt with for fifty years after Pearl Harbor was over-
whelmingly internationalist.

Ever optimistic, typically shrewd, and occasionally naive, Roosevelt
during his early years in office was much more positive than most Ameri-
cans were about working with the U.S.S.R. and accepting the U.S. Com-
munist party. He established diplomatic relations with the Soviet govern-
ment in November 1933; as the decade progressed, he tacitly accepted
communists’ aspirations to play a significant, growing role in the nation’s
public life. In short, FDR deeply influenced both U.S.—Soviet relations and
the domestic politics of the communist issue.
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In Wilson’s time and during the 1920s, virtually all Democratic and
Republican leaders had opposed both recognizing the U.S.S.l}. and grant-
ing any legitimacy to America’s small Communist party. Durmg the Roo-
sevelt years, however, lively debates took place within and outmdg the afi—
ministration on the proper policy to follow toward Russia’s dictatorial
government headed by Josef Stalin, as well as on the proper treatment o'f t}.1e
growing communist and procommunist (fellow traveler) movement within
the United States. These debates, during both the Depression and World
War 11, foreshadowed the similar but more decisive debates on these issues
in the middle and late 1940s.

EDR_ had several reasons for establishing diplomatic relations with the
U.S.S.R.in late 1933. He wanted to be able to work with Ruussia to counter
Japanese expansion in East Asia and German ambitions in Europe. He
sought increased trade between the two countries, a goal that many uU.S.
businessmen shared. Aware that nonrecognition had changed Russia’s be-
havior neither at home nor abroad, he hoped that recognition might con-
tribute to a mellowing of Soviet policy and thus to a gradual shift from a
revolutionary state to a status quo power. Viewing the U.S.S.R. as inherenﬂy
progressive and potentially democratic despite Stalin’s ruthless. dictatorship,
EDR hoped throughout his presidency that Russia and America eventually
would evolve into similar democratic nations that combined the best fea-
tures of capitalism and socialism.

Most of Roosevelt’s hopes were disappointed. Congress and the Amer-
ican people were too opposed to foreign commitments at the time to per-
mit effective strategic cooperation against Japan and Germany; U.S.—Soviet
trade remained meager; and Soviet leaders continued to direct U.S. com-
munists’ activities, despite a pledge not to do so. Moreover, Stalin’s highly
repressive policies disturbed most U.S. diplomats and journalists i}n Moscow,
as did the rudeness and dishonesty of Soviet officials, their conspicuous spy-
ing on foreign diplomats, and their frequent refusal to respond positively
even to minor requests. As diplomat George E Kennan later commente.d,
partly to emphasize his profound disagreement with FDR’s la.rgely con'cﬂ—
jatory policy: “Never—neither then nor at any later date—did I consider
the Soviet Union a fit ally or associate . . . for this country.’

In Roosevelt’s defense, it should be noted that his decision to recog-
nize the U.S.S.R. gave America a listening post and a way to raise concerns
and conduct negotiations with Stalin’s government. Most important, it fa-
cilitated the U.S.~Soviet collaboration during World War IT that con-
tributed so greatly to victory over Hitler’s Germany.
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Three other developments of the 1930s that are essential to under-
standing the Cold War merit brief discussion. The first was the rapid rise,
both in numbers and in prominence, of the American Communist party—
a development that occurred on a larger scale in France, China, and else-
where. In 1930, the U.S. party had fewer than 10,000 members and very lit--
tle political, economic, or cultural influence. The Depression’s devastating
impact on ordinary people, the widespread belief that the New Deal was
too timid in addressing economic and social problems, respect for the So-
viet stand against fascism in Europe, remarkably large financial support from
the U.S.S.R. and from wealthy left-leaning Americans—these and other
factors led to a rapid rise in the Communist party’s membership and influ-
ence. After Soviet leaders decided in 1935 that the communist parties in the
United States and elsewhere should shift course and work with noncom-
munists in “popular fronts” to oppose fascism, U.S. communist leader Earl
Browder portrayed himself as an ally of FDR and other liberal Democrats
and insisted—boldly but inaccurately—that “Communism is twentieth-
century Americanism.”

During the heyday of the Popular Front in the middle and late 1930s,
communists were especially active in the Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions (CIO), which was founded in 1936 and quickly challenged the fer-
vently anticommunist American Federation of Labor (AFL) for leadership
in the labor movement. U.S. communists also worked actively in organiza-
tions seeking equality for black Americans; in creative arts communities, es-
pecially in New York and Hollywood; on the campuses of major universi-
ties; and in the federal government. By 1939, communists held dominant
leadership positions in eighteen CIO unions that together contained
roughly 25 percent of all CIO members. At that time, Harvey Klehr and
John Earl Haynes have noted, the party “had 66,000 registered members
and perhaps ten times as many sympathizers”” Because of their frequently
high levels of education and fervent commitment to the anticapitalist cause,
communists and fellow travelers had greater influence on American life
than their numbers alone would have suggested.

The second phenomenon, related closely to the first, was the large-
scale recruiting of American citizens to spy for Russia. One consequence of
the U.S. decision to recognize the U.S.S.R. was the arrival of Soviet agents,
attached to the embassy in Washington and consulates in New York and San
Francisco, who avidly recruited spies, mainly among Communist party
members and others who sympathized with the Left. By the mid-to-late
1930s, numerous officials in such agencies as the State Department and the
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Having long been upset that Roosevelt had worked with Stalin and
had supported many of the Popular Front’s goals, Republican newspapers
seized the opportunity to criticize FDR, Stalin, and the Popular Front. “Mr.
Roosevelt’s great Russian liberal democratic friend [Stalin] has turned des-
pot,” the Chicago Tribune editorialized. “The New Deal gets the busy signal
on the Moscow line.” The editors of the New York Herald-Tribune balanced
anger at the pact with satisfaction that American communists’ “‘popular
front’ strategy is doomed, and they stand forth for what they have always
been, the tools of a dictator whose principles and objectives differ only in
nomenclature from those of [Hitler].”

Things only got worse for Stalin’s government and U.S. communists
after German troops invaded Poland on September 1, 1939, thus triggering
World War II in Europe. Two weeks later, in accordance with the pact’s se-
cret provisions, Russia invaded Poland from the east and seized almost half
the country. The next month, it demanded and received base rights in the
small Baltic nations of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia that had broken off
from the Russian empire during World War I. This was the first step toward
incorporating these nations into the U.S.S.R., despite Western protests, the
following summer. Then on November 30, 1939, after Finland had rejected
Soviet demands for bases and territory, Russian forces invaded the lightly
populated country. Although all of these moves could be justified as defen-
sive measures to protect against the possibility that Germany might attack
its new ally in the future, most Americans saw no reason to condone these
Soviet actions.

The Soviet attack on “poor little Finland” outraged Americans of all
political persuasions except for the dwindling number of communists and
fellow travelers. “In the smoking ruins of the damage wrought in Finland
lies what remained of the world’s respect for the Government of Russia,”
the New York Times, the nation’s leading newspaper, editorialized on De-
cember 1.

Roosevelt and other political leaders also condemned the Soviet inva-
sion. Urging U.S. aircraft manufacturers to stop selling supplies to Russia,
FDR invoked a “moral embargo” against the U.S.SR. And in a move that
had the effect of shoring up support among Catholic and other anticommu-
nist supporters prior to the 1940 election, FDR asserted in a well-publicized
speech that the Soviet Union “is run by a dictatorship as absolute as any
other dictatorship in the world.” The president condemned the “regimenta-
tion,” the “indiscriminate killing,” and the “banishment of religion” in Rus-
sia. But he resisted congressional pressure to break diplomatic relations. In his
response to Soviet actions, Roosevelt skillfully combined the strands of ide-
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alism and realism—and of the domestic and the international—that long had
characterized U.S. foreign policy.

During this period, American communists added to their unpopular-
ity by defending Stalin’s actions. They also triggered strikes in the unions
they controlled against industries making defense materials that were being
sold to Britain and France. Reflecting majority opinion, officials at all lev-
els responded by arresting communists—including Browder on charges of
using a falsified passport—and by passing laws limiting communist and fas-
cist activities. Directed primarily against communists, the Smith Act of 1940
made it illegal to establish or belong to organizations that would “teach and
advocate the overthrow of the United States government by force and vio-
lence.” The public agreed: In a Gallup poll conducted in May 1941, 71 per-
cent of the respondents favored making it a crime to belong to the Com-
munist party.

Anticommunist labor leaders tried to expel communists from leader-
ship positions in the CIO. This effort failed, but the United Auto Workers
and other CIO unions passed resolutions criticizing the communist-led
strikes in defense plants and condemning “the brutal dictatorships, and wars
of aggression of the totalitarian governments in Germany, Italy, Russia, and
Japan.” Because of these and many other anticommunist/anti-Russian state-
ments and actions by governmental and private bodies, the period from late
August 1939 through mid-June 1941 is often called the “little Red Scare.”

Despite the widespread animosity toward Russia and domestic com-
munists, Roosevelt worked to improve U.S.—Soviet relations, especially after
France surrendered to Germany in June 1940. FDR correctly viewed Ger-
many and Japan as serious threats to U.S. interests and Russia as a potential
ally against them. Lengthy talks in Washington between U.S. and Soviet of-
ficials bore fruit when America lifted the “moral embargo” early in 1941.
Having learned that Hitler intended to attack Russia, Roosevelt also suc-
cessfully resisted congressional efforts to prevent Russia from receiving future
U.S. aid under the Lend—Lease Act that FDR signed on March 11, 1941.

In June and December 1941, Hitler made two dramatic moves that
changed the course of twentieth-century history. Although Britain was far
from defeated, he ordered German forces to invade Russia, seeking to con-
quer that huge, populous country. Then, only days after Japan’s surprise attack
at Pearl Harbor, he declared war on the United States, another industrialized
country with a population more than twice the size of Germany’s. Through
these actions, Hitler brought into being the Grand Alliance—led by Russia,
Britain, and America—that totally defeated Germany and its relatively weak
European allies by May 1945.
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In the months before and immediately after America became fully in-
volved in the war, FDR_ established two central goals for the nation: first, to
keep the Allied nations working together effectively until victory was en-
sured; and second, to establish the basis for a lasting peace. To Roosevelt, one
key to a lasting peace was continued cooperation among the Big Three
powers plus China, which he sometimes called the “Four Policemen” in
conversations about the postwar world.

Another key to the peace, FDR and the vast majority of his fellow citi- .

zens believed, was strong U.S. leadership in world affairs. Blaming World War
II largely on America’s withdrawal from world leadership after World War 1,
most politically aware Americans thought that their country should take the
lead in shaping and ensuring the peace. Never again would a dictator be per-
mitted to divide the democracies and win an easy victory over them, as Hitler
had at the Munich Conference in 1938. Between the wars, the U.S. military
had been weak; after the war, it would be as strong as was necessary to defend
freedom and preserve the peace. The humiliating defeat at Pearl Harbor must
never be allowed to happen again. Americans also agreed overwhelmingly
that the peace should be based on such Wilsonian principles as national self-
determination, religious and other personal freedoms protected by law, grow-
ing freedom in international trade and investment, and increasingly effective
international institutions.

Because of the broad consensus on goals in world affairs, very few
Americans raised objections to the Allies’ two great statements of purpose,
the Atlantic Charter announced by Roosevelt and British prime minister
Winston Churchill in August 1941 and the Declaration of the United Na-
tions signed by America and twenty-five other nations—including Britain
and Russia—in January 1942.

Among other things, the Atlantic Charter asserted “the right of all
peoples to choose the form of government under which they live”; ruled
out “territorial changes that do not accord with the freely expressed wishes
of the peoples concerned”; and, in the first official reference to what in 1945
became the United Nations organization, advocated “a wider and more
permanent system of general security” (see document 1). Pledging not to
make a separate peace with any of the Axis powers until “complete victory”
was achieved, the signatories of the Declaration of the United Nations
agreed “to defend life, liberty, independence and religious freedom, and to
preserve human rights and justice in their own lands as well as in other
lands”

U.S. leaders in government and in private life enthusiastically endorsed
both statements, but Soviet officials raised objections. When a Russian
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diplomat expressed concern about the clause guaranteeing religious free-
dom, FDR blithely assured him that Russia could develop its own defini-
tion. After reading the Adantic Charter, another Soviet official, Ivan Maisky,
commented that it sounded “as if England and the USA fancied themselves
as Almighty God, with a mission to judge the remainder of the sinful world,
including my own country” Maisky was half right: Although few if any
Britons or Americans saw themselves as God, most readily criticized behav-
ior abroad that did not conform to their sense of right and wrong,.

To argue that Americans were largely united on goals is not to suggest
that they supported all the specific actions that R oosevelt undertook in pur-
suit either of Allied unity during the war or a Wilsonian peace thereafter.
On the contrary, FDR faced significant constraints and dilemmas resulting
both from domestic political realities and from Churchill’s and especially
Stalin’s wartime and postwar goals. Perhaps he himself was not certain about
whether the peace really could be built from Wilsonian materials (a mix-
ture of ideals and interests), or whether it would have to be based on the
more traditional “realist” constructs of balances of power and spheres of in-
fluence.

Aware of the conflicting pressures and the immense challenges that he
faced, Roosevelt made one of his most self-revelatory comments to trusted
aides in May 1942: “You know I am a juggler, and I never let my right hand
know what my left hand does. . . . I may be entirely inconsistent, and fur-
thermore I am perfectly willing to mislead and tell untruths if it will help
win the war.”

During the war, FDR had to try to be an even more accomplished
juggler than he had been in leading America during the Depression. With
regard only to issues involving U.S.—Soviet relations, he had to keep in the
air such domestic political balls as Americans’ desire for a Wilsonian peace,
the fears of Polish Americans and other Catholics and Americans of east
European descent that Stalin would try to dominate and communize east-
ern Europe, and the need from his standpoint to have Democratic candi-
dates for president and Congress (himself included) win the 1944 election.

Simultaneously, FDR had to keep aloft such international balls as
Stalin’s desire for an early large-scale invasion of western Europe by British
and American forces—a massive second front—to relieve German pressure
on Soviet forces and Churchill’s contrary insistence that the Western allies
should concentrate their efforts in the Mediterranean area and in south-~
eastern Europe. If Roosevelt occasionally chose to “mislead and tell un-
truths” in order to keep these and other balls in the air, he clearly was do-
ing so for what he saw as the greater good for America and the world,
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whose fates—especially after the United States entered the war—appeared
inextricably intertwined.

FDRs efforts to juggle conflicting realities were evident in a series of
diplomatic meetings in 1942 and 1943. In meetings with Soviet foreign min-
ister V. M. Molotov in late May and early June 1942, Molotov urged Roosevelt
to agree to create “a second front in Europe in 1942 Recognizing both
British reluctance to risk such a gamble and the difficulties of assembling suf-
ficient men and supplies in England to undertake such a large-scale operation,
America’s top military leader, General George C. Marshall, urged the president
to delete “in 1942” from the joint statement. FDR refused, thus creating diffi-
culties with Churchill and especially with Stalin, who was disappointed with
his Western allies when Churchill informed him a couple months later that the
second front had been postponed to 1943.

Not surprisingly, Stalin became truly angry when, in June 1943, Roo-
sevelt and Churchill put off the second front until 1944, thus in effect forc-
ing Russian soldiers and civilians to continue doing more than 90 percent
of the fighting and dying against German forces for yet another year. Yet, as
Ambassador Standley noted, Stalin also should have shown more apprecia-
tion for the huge quantities of Lend—Lease aid (e.g., 400,000 trucks) and
private assistance (e.g., through Russian War Relief) that Americans were
sending to Russia during the war. He also should have acknowledged that
America and Britain were also fighting Japan at the time and thus could not
join the US.S.R. in devoting their full energies to the war against Germany.

Nevertheless, Stalin’s expectation of territorial and other rewards for Russia
in the peace settlement, regardless of the principles proclaimed in the At-
lantic Charter and similar statements, is easily understood.

A believer in his ability to establish trust and overcome differences in
face-to-face meetings, FDR was disappointed when Stalin, angry about the
further postponement of the second front, rebuffed his efforts in mid-1943
to set up a meeting between the two leaders. But Stalin finally agreed to a
foreign ministers’ meeting in Moscow in October and to a Big Three meet-
ing in Teheran late in the year.

Soviet leaders were more cooperative at the Moscow Conference than
they had been a few months earlier. They agreed not only to join the war
against Japan after Germany was defeated, but also to support Secretary of
State Cordell Hulls—and millions of other Americans’—virtual panacea for
peace, a new international organization to replace the ineffective, discred-
ited League of Nations.

FDR had three main goals when he departed in November 1943 on his
long and arduous trip to Teheran: (1) to establish a positive personal relation-
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ship with Stalin that might last well into the postwar era; (2) to enable the three
leaders to develop a fuller understanding of each other’s positions on major is-
sues, thus limiting misunderstandings and hopefully smoothing the path toward
agreement on solutions; and (3) to persuade Congress and the American pub-
lic, after the end of the conference, that his plans for continuing Big Three co-
operation in war and peace were realistic and achievable.

At Teheran, Roosevelt worked hard to develop a warm and trusting re-
lationship with Stalin. He did so partly by slighting and criticizing his good
friend and distant relative, Churchill. R efusing to meet alone with the prime
minister either before or during the conference, he set up private sessions
with Stalin and criticized Churchill and British foreign policy both in these
conversations and in meetings at which Churchill was present. FDR later
told Labor Secretary Frances Perkins that he felt he finally established a
warm relationship with Stalin when, on the last morning of the conference,
he teased Churchill “about his Britishness, . . . about his cigars, about his
habits. . . . Winston got red and scowled, and the more he did so, the more
Stalin smiled. . .. I kept it up until Stalin was laughing with me, and it was
then that I called him ‘Uncle Joe’. . . . The ice was broken and we talked
like men and brothers.”

More important from the standpoint of policy, FDR sought Stalin’s
friendship and cooperation by repeatedly telling him that he largely agreed
with him on such major issues as the future of eastern Europe and Germany.
Only domestic political considerations, Roosevelt implied, kept him from
fully endorsing Stalin’s views.

On the important questions of Poland’s postwar boundaries, FDR
agreed with Stalin in principle that Russia should be allowed to have much
of eastern Poland, with Poland being compensated with land taken from its
western neighbor, Germany, at war’s end. But Roosevelt also told Stalin, a
U.S. aide recorded, that “there were in the United States from six to seven
million Americans of Polish extraction, and, as a practical man, he did not
wish to lose their vote” in the upcoming election. He thus hoped that Stalin
would understand that “he could not publicly take part in any . .. arrange-
ment [to redefine Poland’s borders] at the present time.”

Explaining to the skeptical Stalin and Churchill why he supported a
powerful new international security organization, FDR noted that the U.S.
public and Congress would oppose regional arrangements as creating
spheres of influence and would support only a worldwide approach. Roo-
sevelt did not need to cite public opinion in regard to Germany: He rightly
believed that most Americans, like most Britons and Russians, desired a
harsh peace. The Big Three largely agreed on this issue at Teheran.
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There is now substantial evidence from Soviet sources that Stalin never
understood how the U.S. political system worked. He apparently thought
either along Marxist—Leninist lines that the wealthiest capitalists controlled
the country or that, during wartime, FDR had the same unquestioned
power in America that he wielded in Russia. Stalin commented to aides pri-
vately that Roosevelt was raising concerns about public opinion and Con-
gress as “an excuse.” “He’s [America’s] military leader and commander in
chief,” Stalin told Molotov. “Who would dare object to him?”

In his upbeat radio address to the American people on Christmas Eve,
1943, FDR said that he had established “fine” personal relations with Stalin
and that “we are going to get along very well with him and the Russian
people.” FDR assured his listeners that they “could look forward into the
future with real, substantial confidence that . . . ‘peace on earth, good will
toward men’ can and will be realized and insured.” “The rights of every Na-
tion, large or small, must be respected and guarded as jealously as the rights
of every individual within our own Republic,” FDR asserted in Wilsonian
language. “The doctrine that the strong shall dominate the weak is the doc-
trine of our enemies—and we reject it.”

In traveling to Teheran and then communicating directly with the
public, FDR recognized that the Big Three had a dual task: to negotiate
with each other and also to persuade a broad range of leaders and ordinary
voters in the two powerful Western democracies that their words and ac-
tions were likely to lead to what a group of prominent mainstream Protes-
tants, headed by New York lawyer John Foster Dulles, called “a just and
durable peace.”

From the U.S. public’s perspective, prospects for a lasting peace gener-
ally looked good in 1943. From the great Russian victory at Stalingrad early
in the year to the conferences at Moscow and Teheran near the end, the ma-
jor media—newspapers, magazines, books, radio, newsreels, and movies—
repeatedly praised Russia’s contributions in the war against Hitler and pre-
. dicted continued Allied cooperation in the postwar world. Communist
party membership and influence were growing again, and pro-Russian or-
ganizations like the National Congress of American—Soviet Friendship
reached the height of their popularity. Seen in retrospect, 1943 marked the
apogee of American goodwill toward the U.S.S.R.

Cooperation, most Americans assumed, would largely be based on
their nation’s ideals, which were thought to be both just and universally ap-
plicable. These assumptions were evident in the wording of the question
about U.S.~Soviet relations that the Gallup poll asked most frequently dur-
ing the war: “Do you think Russia can be trusted to co-operate with us af-
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ter the war is over?” Judged by today’s standards, this question seems ethno-
centric. A more neutral question might have read as follows: “Do you think
Russia and America will be able to cooperate after the war?” Given the in-
nocent, often admirable idealism that permeated American culture in the
1940s, however, the question fit its time perfectly. Respondents could an-
swer “yes,” “no,” or “no opinion.”

From 1942 through 1944, there was typically a strong plurality of “yes”
responses, and the overall trend of positive responses was upward. Although
there were fluctuations between 36 and 50 percent,in 1942 the average per-
centage of “yes” responses was 42.3 percent. It rose to 44.7 percent in 1943
and inched up to 45.3 percent in 1944. Despite the administration’s and the
news media’s generally favorable portrayals of the U.S.S.R., roughly one-
third of respondents consistently expressed distrust of Russia.

During 1944, virtually all Americans were pleased about continued Al-
lied cooperation and progress in the war against Germany, and most people
who followed the news were pleased as well that Soviet officials participated
in the U.S.—sponsored conferences in the summer of 1944 that laid the
groundwork for the United Nations and other international institutions.
With regard to U.S.—Soviet relations, to FDRs relations with Polish Amer-
icans and other Catholics, and to his party’s ties to domestic groups with
communist members, however, 1944 was not as good a year as 1943 had
been.

Roosevelt’s two main goals for 1944 were to continue working with
the Allies for victory over Germany and Japan and a lasting peace, and to be
elected for a fourth term in November. Viewing these goals as intercon-
nected, FDR sought to play down growing differences with Stalin on sev-
eral issues, notably Poland.

As German and Russian troops were conquering Poland in 1939, many
prominent Poles fled to London, where they set up a government-in-exile.
During the winter of 1943-1944, Churchill and Roosevelt tried to improve
relations between this government, which deeply disliked and distrusted the
US.S.R., and Stalin, who felt the same way about the London Poles. In
essence, the Western leaders wanted the Poles to become conciliatory toward
Stalin and, specifically, to accept Russia’s insistence on regaining much of the
territory in eastern Poland that it had lost in World War I and then regained
at the start of World War II.

Western leaders also were prepared to ask Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, a
leader in the government-in-exile, to remove its most strongly anti-Soviet
officials. In return, Churchill and R oosevelt hoped, Stalin would agree to re-
store the diplomatic relations with the London Poles that he had severed in
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the spring of 1943, negotiate with Mikolajczyk about the numerous unre-
solved issues relating to Poland’s future that had become more urgent after
Russian troops entered Polish territory in early 1944, and thus largely ac-

cept the political independence of this populous, predominantly Catholic
nation.

Despite repeated pleas from Churchill and Roosevelt, Stalin held firm -

to his position that the London Poles, dominated by “pro—fascist imperialist
elements,” were “incorrigible” and “incapable of establishing friendly rela-
tions with the Soviet Union.” Refusing to take “no” for an answer, West-
ern leaders kept working to improve Russo—Polish relations. An apparent
breakthrough occurred in midsummer, when Stalin agreed to hold a series
of meetings with Mikolajczyk in Moscow in early August.

On August 1, two days before the first meeting took place, Polish un-
derground fighters with ties to the government-in-exile began an uprising
in Warsaw against German forces. Soviet policies toward the uprising raised
more doubts in the West about postwar cooperation with Russia than any
other wartime development. Because the Poles were assisting in the war
against Hitler and because Russian radio broadcasts in Polish had encouraged
an uprising as Soviet forces approached Warsaw, Western leaders and ordi-
nary citizens alike assumed that Russia would aid the insurgents. In their fi-
nal meeting on August 9, Stalin promised Mikolajczyk that he would do so.

To the surprise and anger of most Poles and their Western supporters,
Stalin gave no aid to the insurgents for more than a month, by which time
they had sustained more than 200,000 casualties and were largely defeated.
Equally appalling to Western leaders, Stalin strongly discouraged British and
U.S. efforts to aid the insurgents. He refused, for example, to permit U.S.
planes to land on Soviet airfields after dropping supplies over Warsaw:.

In a message to Western leaders on August 22, Stalin denounced the
Polish underground army as “a group of criminals” who began the uprising
in order to seize power. This message appeared to explain his callousness:
He wanted the Germans to defeat the insurgents in order to make it easier
to establish Soviet control of Poland under the auspices of the highly un-
popular group of Polish communists that he had assembled in Lublin.

The numerous U.S. officials angered by Soviet behavior during the
Warsaw uprising included Averell Harriman, the level-headed ambassador
to Russia whom FDR liked and respected. In a message on September 10,
Harriman, who had gone to Moscow a year earlier with high hopes for
U.S.—Soviet cooperation, deplored the Soviet leaders’ “indifference to world
opinion regarding their unbending policy toward Poland” and their ten-
dency to “become a world bully wherever their interests are involved.” Fol-
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lowing the advice of aide Kennan, a longtime expert on the Soviet Union,
Harriman urged “a firm but friendly quid pro quo attitude” in dealing with
Stalin.

Still doubting the productiveness of a firmer approach and emphasiz-
ing Big Three cooperation during his campaign for reelection, FDR did not
change U.S. policy. But at a conference in Quebec in September, he rein-
forced America’s special relationship with Britain—and not with Russia—
by agreeing with Churchill on joint U.S.—British control of atomic energy
after the war. He also talked with Churchill and other leaders about whether
it would be possible to have Western armies reach parts of central and east-
ern Europe before Soviet forces arrived.

On the home front, FDR spent considerable time and energy in 1944
trying to keep the votes of Polish Americans, many of whom feared that he
and Churchill were not doing enough to prevent Poland from coming un-
der Soviet control. Despite growing anger and well-organized protests
against U.S. policy among Polish Americans throughout the year, the mas-
ter politician succeeded remarkably well. He helped himself by deceptively
telling Mikolajczyk during a meeting in June that he had not agreed at
Teheran to give much of eastern Poland to Russia. Polish American leaders
helped him during the campaign by accepting and publicizing vague prom-
ises, including Roosevelt’s claim that he would ensure at the peace confer-
ence that Poland remained a “great nation.”

The Republican candidate for president, Thomas A. Dewey, and his
chief foreign policy adviser, John Foster Dulles, also helped FDR by agree-
ing in August to a State Department proposal to exclude foreign policy is-
sues from the campaign. Most recent European immigrants, including Pol-
ish Americans, supported the president’s liberal domestic policies (which
Dewey attacked) and were not yet very afraid of domestic communists
(whom Dewey also criticized). Agreeing to exclude an issue that many
Americans were concerned about—the danger Soviet expansion posed to
European peoples and to American ideals—was a big gift to FDR.

Browder’s endorsement of Roosevelt gave Dewey an opening that he
repeatedly tried to exploit. “In Russia, a Communist is 2 man who supports
his government,” Dewey commented. “In America, 2 Communist is a2 man
who supports the fourth term so our form of government may more easily
be changed.”

The communist issue probably had the greatest resonance among
voters—especially among Catholics and rural or small-town Protestants—
of all the issues Republican candidates and their supporters raised in 1944.
“The greatest potential menace to permanent peace is Soviet Russia,” the
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editors of Catholic World wrote in October 1944. “Fascism is not and never
was as dangerous as Communism.” That same month, the editors of Farm
Journal and Farmer’s Wife put the communist danger exactly where Dewey
was putting it, in America: “The coalition of the machine bosses with the
spokesmen of radicalism and Communism is ominous for freedom, and a
challenge to all American ideas of liberty and democracy.”

Partly because of the communist/labor issue and partly because the
public as a whole had become less liberal, the election results were surpris-
ingly close—the closest, in fact, since 1916. Roosevelt had much going for
him—a wealth of experience and political skills, the widespread popularity
of both the New Deal and his internationalist foreign policy, the desire of
many Americans for continuity of leadership in wartime, organized labor’s
skill in identifying Democratic supporters and getting them to vote, and
Dewey’s stiff personality and inexperience in national and world affairs. Yet
FDR received only 53.4 percent of the vote, hardly a ringing endorsement
of his leadership, and Republicans gained seats in the Senate.

On the defensive on the communist issue during the election, there-
after Roosevelt largely remained on the defensive in regard to U.S.—Soviet
relations. He was caught politically between repeated promises to deliver a
Wilsonian peace and Russian actions, especially in Poland, that threatened
those promises. Happily playing offense in November, the conservative Sat-
urday Evening Post urged Russia to ease Allied fears “with a broad and gen-
erous policy toward her neighbors and more assurances that she has no plans
for a new hegemony over the European ‘heartland.” In December, William
Green, the head of the AFL, warned the rival CIO that its representatives
should not attend an international gathering of trade unions that would in-
clude delegates from the U.S.S.R. because the Russians “do not have free
trade unions” and because U.S. and Russian workers’ “fundamental philoso-
phies and objectives are diametrically opposed.”

Unhappily playing defense, Roosevelt met in the White House on De-
cember 23 with several internationalist senators and successfully urged them
not to open a debate on foreign policy that could harm U.S. relations with
Russia and Britain.

Roosevelt was less successful in dealing with Stalin. Fearing both do-
mestic and international repercussions if the Soviet dictator decided to rec-
ognize the Lublin committee as Poland’s government, FDR pleaded with
him in mid-December not to do so before the next Big Three meeting oc-
curred. When Stalin replied that he was going ahead, the president re-
sponded that he was “disturbed and deeply disappointed.” R ecognition fol-
lowed in early January 1945.
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Most Americans continued to hope, with Roosevelt, that the United
States and the U.S.S.R would find a way to cooperate in the postwar world.
But America intended to remain heavily involved in international affairs,
with or without Russian cooperation. Espousing a much broader conception
of national security than before Pearl Harbor, and wishing to maintain what
historian Melvyn P. Leffler has called “a preponderance of power” over all
potential enemies, U.S. officials—with strong public support—were planning
throughout the war to organize as much of the postwar world as possible
along Wilsonian and geostrategic lines. Several agencies—notably the State
Department and the War Department—did detailed planning for the peace
in 1943 and 1944 based on the twin assumptions of the universal applicabil-
ity of America’s ideals and the continuing superiority of U.S. military power.

In short, by the winter of 1944-1945 America’s leaders intended to
run the postwar world economically, politically, and militarily, even as they
hoped to do so in cooperation with Britons and Russians. As FDR stated
in a radio message on January 6, 1945, “We can fulfill our responsibilities for
maintaining the security of our country only by exercising our power and
our influence to achieve the principles in which we believe and for which
we have fought.”

President Wilson, a deft wordsmith, had made many memorable
speeches with virtually identical themes between 1917 and 1920. But it is
doubtful that even he could have offered a clearer and more insightful sum-~
mary of America’s internationalist foreign policy.

FROM WARTIME ALLIES TO COLD WAR RIVALS: 1945-1946

There is a story, dating from the late 1960s or early 1970s when the Amer-
ican academic debate over the Cold War’s origins was most heated, about a
graduate student who had written his doctoral dissertation on the subject.
Three professors would decide whether he passed: one thought that U.S.
and British leaders’ assertive actions and anti-Russian attitudes were re-
sponsible for the Cold War; another blamed Russia’s expansionism and
Stalin’s uncooperative approach; and the third thought that the unstable, un-
certain political and economic conditions in many nations at the end of
‘World War II and the almost inevitable jockeying for power in these coun-
tries among the three main victors triggered the conflict.

Because of their contrasting, strongly held opinions, the three profes-
sors were barely on speaking terms with each other. One of them asked the
first question: “How do you explain the coming of the Cold War?” After a
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long silence in which the tension in the room rose even higher, the flustered
graduate student finally said in a low voice, “The answer is—uh, uh—in
part.”

Although the professors were disappointed, in fact the answer reflected
the profound truth that all short answers to the question—or, indeed, lengthy
ones like those that have appeared in hundreds of books on the subject—are
likely to be partial and incomplete. One reason is that available Soviet sources
have been much scarcer than Western ones. More important, the complex-
ity and interrelatedness of all the factors involved, combined with scholars’
diverse predispositions and values, have made it hard thus far to agree on any
one set of relevant facts, much less on one interpretation. In reaching their
own conclusions, readers thus are encouraged not only to weigh the per-
spectives offered in this book, but also to undertake further study of this fas-
cinating subject.

Our short answer to the question begins by acknowledging the con-
siderable truth reflected in each professor’s viewpoint. We agree that West-
ern leaders often were assertive and anti-Russian, that Stalin’s government
typically was expansionist and uncooperative, and that jockeying for power
was almost inevitable, especially in the huge power vacuums in Europe and
Asia left by Germany’s and Japan’s defeat.

Writing with a U.S.—centered focus, we would add that the over-
whelming majority of both the public and officials in Washington believed
in 1945-1946 and thereafter that a lasting peace would have to be based
largely on Wilsonian—by then, bipartisan American—principles. They also
believed that communism was an inherently evil system of government and
that Soviet expansionism—like German and Japanese expansionism in the
1930s—threatened peace, freedom, and prosperity. Strongly nationalistic and
proud, Americans thought that they lived in the world’s most powerful,
most virtuous, and most freedom-loving nation. Partly because they wanted
above all to enjoy liberty and prosperity at home, they wanted a peaceful,
cooperative world order. Because “isolationism” failed to ensure peace after
World War I, Americans were determined not to repeat that perceived mis-
take.

Given beliefs like these, and given the fact that Britons and other Eu-
ropeans generally shared Americans’ love of freedom and distaste for ex-
pansionist dictatorships, it is hard to imagine that a Cold War with Russia
could have been avoided unless Stalin had been willing to cooperate with
Western governments and peoples largely on their own terms. Especially af-
ter the end of the war with Japan in August 1945, the strongest message that
most Americans and Europeans thought they were getting from Stalin was
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his unwillingness to do so. “If we cannot have a world community with the
Russians as a constructive member,” a disappointed British Foreign Office
official noted in early 1946 in words that easily could have been written in
‘Washington, “it seems clear that the next best hope for peace and stability
is that the rest of the world, including the vital North American arsenal,
should be united in defense of whatever degree of stability we can attain.”

Perhaps the biggest interpretive error that students of the early Cold
War sometimes make is to assume practical and moral equivalence between
U.S. and Soviet behavior. Both America and Russia were powerful militar-
ily and expansionist for security and ideological reasons, and each stood firm
for its vision of the postwar world. But there the similarities largely ended.
Throughout eastern Europe and in their occupation zone in Germany,
Russians and their local communist allies in the middle and late 1940s re-
peatedly deprived large numbers of people of every individual right valued
in the West, including freedom of speech and religion, the right to own
property, the right to choose one’s place of residence, the right to a fair trial,
and the right to choose political leaders through free and fair elections. In-
deed, about the only positive the Russians had going for them in some of
the countries they occupied was the fact that they were not the hated Ger-
mans. And even that did not help them in Germany and Austria, where So-
viet soldiers and officials raped many thousands of women and carted off
large quantities of property.

Some individual Western occupiers acted improperly, but in the main
west Europeans, from Norway to Italy, welcomed the U.S. and British pres-
ence on the continent as a counterweight to Soviet influence. Local popu-
lations also generally understood that America and Britain sought to restore
individual rights, prosperity, and democratic governments.

Another common interpretive error is to argue that America’s “real
motive” in leading an anti-Soviet coalition after World War II was eco-
nomic. To be sure, most Americans valued money and, with the Depression
a fresh memory, concern about postwar prosperity was widespread. The
economic interpretation’s great flaw, however, is that it is far too narrow and
monocausal. Most Americans wanted friendly, democratic nations overseas
not only for economic reasons, but also for political and strategic ones. As
true Wilsonians, they wanted the horrors of war to be redeemed in the
building of a freer, more democratic, prosperous, and peaceful world. Al-
though most Americans disliked Stalin’s communist system and did not
want it to spread, his disregard for other people’s basic human rights also
helped to turn tens of millions of Americans against the U.S.S.R. in the
early postwar years.
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GROWING DIFFERENCES DURING ROOSEVELT’S FINAL MONTHS

On January 10, 1945, Arthur Vandenberg of Michigan, the leading Re-
publican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, delivered a major ad-
dress. Speaking on the Senate floor, Vandenberg called on the administration
to “reassert, in high places, our American faith in . . . the Atlantic Charter.”
The former noninterventjonist criticized “Russia’s unilateral plan” that ap-
peared “to contemplate the engulfmment . . . of a surrounding circle of buffer
States, contrary to our conception of what we thought we were fighting for
in respect to the rights of small nations and a just peace.” Instead of acting
unilaterally, Vandenberg argued, Russia should work with its allies to estab-
lish “collective security” to prevent future German aggression. Although he
did not mention Poland by name, he strongly implied that Soviet domina-
tion of that country and its neighbors would betray “our aspirations, our
sacrifices and our dreams.”

Vandenberg’s speech was significant for two reasons. First, he was ex-
pressing the Wilsonian sentiments not only of most Republicans, including
Luce, the highly influential publisher of Time, Life, and Fortune, but also of
many Democrats, including the six million overwhelmingly Democratic Pol-
ish Americans and the roughly fifteen million other largely Democratic
Catholics in the Northeast and Midwest, as well as most of the generally con-
servative Protestant Democrats in the South. Second, by making this well-
publicized speech at a time when FDR had requested congressional silence
on Big Three relations until after his upcoming meeting with Stalin and
Churchill, Vandenberg was serving notice that, as in 1919—-1920, Republican
leaders intended to play a large role in shaping postwar U.S. foreign policy.

A second major development in Big Three relations during early 1945
was the Big Three meeting held at Russia’s Black Sea resort of Yalta from
February 4 to 11. As at Teheran, FDR’s main goals at Yalta were to
strengthen Allied cooperation and to fashion a communiqué that would
convince the American people and Congress that the Big Three were
working together effectively in waging the war and planning the postwar
world. The physically ailing president achieved mixed results in both areas.

On issues other than the future of eastern Europe, FDR got most of
what he wanted: agreement on several matters involved in setting up the
United Nations Organization that spring; the division of Germany—and
Berlin—into four sectors, with overall direction lodged in an Allied Con-
trol Council; and the renewed assurance that Russia, in exchange for terri-
torial concessions in East Asia, would enter the war against Japan not more
than three months after the end of the war against Germany.
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Some key issues relating to Germany, including Stalin’s insistence that
Germany pay $10 billion in reparations to Russia, were not resolved. The
same was true for Poland. The Big Three agreed on that nation’s eastern
border with Russia, but they did not agree where Poland’s western border—
the one with Germany—would be. Nor, more importantly, did they reach
agreement on Poland’s future government. Stalin wanted the group he
dominated, the Lublin committee, to rule. He thought that Churchill and
FDR should defer to him on this issue, just as he was deferring to them on
the composition of the French government. In contrast, Western leaders
wanted the Lublin committee to have not more than one-third of the
power in Poland. Then the Poles would have a realistic. chance to govern
themselves and, equally significant, the large number of Americans and
Britons who desired a self-governing future for Poland—including Roo-
sevelt and Churchill themselves—could be satisfied.

Because Soviet troops and officials controlled Poland at the time, and
because Western leaders had no thought of going to war with Russia to
gain Poland’s freedom, compromises on this issue favored Russia. The con-
ference communiqué stated vaguely that the current Lublin government
should be “reorganized on a broader democratic basis with the inclusion of
democratic leaders from Poland itself and from Poles abroad,” and that there
should be “free and unfettered elections.” The all-important details were to
be resolved later. Details also were absent in the communiqué’s Declaration
on Liberated Europe, which promised that governments in all of the nations
liberated from Germany would be based on free elections and other ideals
mentioned in the Atlantic Charter.

After looking over the final report on Poland, Admiral William Leahy,
the president’s top military aide, told Roosevelt that “this is so elastic that
the Russians can stretch it all the way from Yalta to Washington without
ever technically breaking it.” “I know, Bill,” FDR replied. “I know it. But
it’s the best I can do for Poland at this time.”

Partly because presidential assistant James Byrnes told journalists in
Washington on February 12 that the Big Three leaders were united and sup-
ported U.S. ideals, the initial reaction to Yalta was highly positive. Largely fa-
vorable newspaper, magazine, and radio stories strengthened the public’s hopes
for a just and lasting peace. In a Gallup poll in late February, 55 percent—the
highest percentage ever—responded that Russia could be trusted to cooper-
ate after the war.

Not everyone was positive. “American idealism has been defeated as
conspicuously at [Yalta] as it was at Paris 26 years ago,” conservative colum-
nist David Lawrence argued, complaining that “a Polish puppet state under
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Russian domination has been set up and now its title and authority are con-
firmed.” Following the lead of the London Poles, numerous Polish Ameri-
cans denounced the Yalta agreements. The editor of the Detroit Polish News,
Frank Januszewski, asserted in a long memorandum to Vandenberg that
FDRs effort “to camouflage the violence done Poland ... will not succeed”
(see document 2). Vandenberg commented publicly on March 8 that deci-
sions made in regard to Poland and other nations “under the duress of war”
should be reconsidered after Germany was defeated.

Angered by heavy-handed Soviet behavior in R omania and Poland af-
ter the conference, Churchill twice suggested to Roosevelt that they appeal
jointly to Stalin to live up to the letter and spirit of Yalta. FDR refused, but
he did cable Stalin on March 31 that the American people would view the
Yalta agreements as a failure if the Big Three did not work out something
more than “a thinly disguised continuation of the present Warsaw regime.”
“I wish I could convey to you,” he added, “how important it is for the suc-
cessful development of our program of international collaboration that this
Polish question be settled fairly and speedily.”

Twwo weeks later, on April 12,1945, Roosevelt suffered a massive stroke
and died, thus leaving the many difficult problems in U.S.—Soviet relations
to his successor, Harry S. Truman.

UNDERSTANDING HARRY TRUMAN

Whereas Wilson is best characterized as a visionary intellectual and FDR
as a charismatic, skillful politician who juggled conflicting ideas and pressures,
‘Truman is best viewed, biographer Alonzo L. Hamby has observed, as a “man
of the people.” This familiar phrase has positive and negative connotations,
both of which fit Truman. Positively, Truman was a modest, optimistic, reli-
gious, and honest American who believed that the country—and especially
the Democratic party—stood for ideals and policies that would benefit aver-
age citizens both at home and abroad. Seeing America as a great nation, this
man with middle-class, Baptist roots in Missouri strove to do his best in the
office he had neither sought nor wanted. His modesty, faith, and desire to suc-
ceed came through in a comment to congressional friends the day after he
became president: “Boys, if you ever pray, pray for me now:”

Truman’s view of himself as a man who kept his word had major im-
plications for U.S.—Soviet relations. “When I say I'm going to do some-
thing, I do it,” he wrote, “or [I] bust my insides trying to do it”” Believing
that the America he led kept its commitments, he judged the U.S.S.R. by
the same standard and concluded with disappointment and growing anger
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that it was not living up to its agreements. The more relativistic Roosevelt
was slower to take offense at Stalin’s cavalier attitude toward his promises.

More negatively for one who had become president of the world’s
most powerful nation, Truman, like most Americans then and now, lacked
the public speaking skills and the personal charisma that had helped FDR
become a great leader. He also lacked the social and intellectual confidence
and economic advantages that education beyond the high school level
might have given him.

Aware of his limitations, Truman was unsure of his ability to succeed
as president. He also lacked detailed knowledge and practical experience in
wortld affairs at this pivotal moment in world history. Although Truman
soon learned much about foreign relations, historians Randall B. Woods and
Howard Jones rightly have noted that he “was never able to rid himself of
a deep-seated inferiority complex.” This sense of inferiority may well have
contributed to his tendency to lash out, largely in private, at “professional
liberals,” “prima donnas,” and others at home and abroad who opposed his
policies or criticized him or members of his family.

As a senator, Truman had been mainly interested in domestic affairs
and had supported FDR’s New Deal programs. He considered himself a
practical Wilsonian in foreign policy, strongly supporting overall U.S. lead-
ership in world affairs, a new world organization, and freer trade. In a widely
quoted comment that summed up what many American were thinking
when Hitler attacked Russia in June 1941, Truman suggested that the
United States should weaken both nations by aiding whichever one was los-
ing, thus implying that both governments were equally bad. Like most
Americans, Truman became at least superficially pro-Russian after Pearl
Harbor. Also like most of his compatriots, he believed that true peace could
be achieved only if Russia largely cooperated on U.S. terms.

During most of 1945, Truman thought, as had FDR, that this kind of
peace might well be achieved. “I’'m not afraid of Russia,” he wrote in his di-
ary on June 7. “They’ve always been our friends and I can’t see any reason
why they shouldn’t always be.” But he was more skeptical of Stalin’s gov-
ernment than FDR had been, as comments in a memorandum to himself
the previous month suggest: “I've no faith in any totalitarian state, be it
Russian, German, Spanish, . . . or Japanese. They all start with the wrong
premise—that lies are justified and that . . . the end justifies the means. . . .
Honest Communism, as set out in the ‘Acts of the Apostles, would work.
But Russian Godless Pervert Systems won’t work.”

One last point about Truman deserves emphasis. Especially in
U.S.—Soviet relations, Truman set his compass on the political center and
largely let it chart his course. Knowing that most Americans—and most
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members of Congress—wanted to try to work out a postwar accommoda-
tion with Russia, he made sincere, substantial efforts during his first nine
months in office to do so. But when public and congressional opinion be-
gan to turn against the U.S.S.R..in late 1945 and early 1946, Truman moved
with majority opinion toward a firm policy of opposition to further Rus-
sian expansion.

Truman did not make a single anti-Russian speech—or even a negative
public comment—before his famous “Truman Doctrine” address of March
1947, even though a similar speech six months earlier almost certainly would
have helped his party in the 1946 election. The president increasingly permit-
ted administration officials to criticize Soviet actions, both in speeches and in
conversations with journalists, but he himself remained remarkably cautious as
a leader of public and congressional opinion on this issue.

The U.S. political system generally pushes presidents—even strong,
charismatic presidents like FDR and Ronald R eagan—toward the political
center. Nevertheless, the contrast between Roosevelt and Truman is clear:
Whereas FDR had been a leader of public, congressional, and administra-
ton thinking on U.S.—Soviet relations, Truman was largely a follower in all
three areas.

U.S.—SOVIET RELATIONS UNTIL WAR’S END

Like FDR earlier, Truman sought from April through August 1945 to
continue to build a framework for postwar Great Power cooperation. In do-
ing so, Truman permitted much more discussion and debate within the ad-
ministration—and listened carefully to more opinions—than FDR had
done. In particular, he listened in mid-April to the view, expounded by
Ambassador Harriman and others, that the best way to gain Stalin’s respect
and cooperation was to replace U.S. generosity with reciprocity in the rela-
tionship and insist that the Soviets carry out their commitments in eastern
Europe. A few advisers, including Secretary of War Henry Stimson, argued
that America should remain magnanimous and that the United States
should not press Stalin in a region of vital interest to him. This diversity of
opinions, combined with Truman’s lack of experience and initial lack of
knowledge, led to a raggedness in policy from April through June that may
well have damaged U.S.—Soviet relations. Three developments illustrate this
raggedness.

The first was a meeting between Truman and Foreign Minister Molo-
tov in the White House on April 23. With several U.S. and Soviet aides
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present, Truman bluntly told Molotov that Russia had not been carrying
out the Yalta agreements on Poland. When Molotov disagreed, Truman cut
him off and told him that the United States wanted to cooperate with Rus-
sia, but not as a one-way street. At one point, Molotov commented, “I have
never been talked to like that in my life.” According to Truman’s later ac-
count of the meeting, he replied: “Carry out your agreements, and you
won'’t get talked to like that.”

U.S. officials disagreed about whether Truman had been wise to ad-
dress Molotov so undiplomatically in his first substantive meeting with a So-
viet official. Although some were pleased that Truman, in his words, had
given Molotov a “straight one-two to the jaw;” Harriman noted later that
Truman’s “behavior gave Molotov an excuse to tell Stalin that Roosevelt’s
policy was being abandoned. I regretted that Truman gave him that oppor-
tunity.’

Whether or not Truman’s blunt words to Molotov were a mistake, vir-
tually everyone involved in U.S.—Soviet relations agreed that it was unfortu-
nate that most Lend—Lease shipments to Russia were ended abruptly a cou-
ple days after the war in Europe ended on May 9. Under orders from Foreign
Economic Administrator Leo Crowley based on a directive that Truman had
signed casually, ships carrying Lend—Lease material not intended for the war
against Japan were told to turn around and return to port.

‘Wrongly but understandably thinking that Truman was trying to use
blatant economic pressure to gain political concessions, Stalin and other So-
viet officials were furious. In fact, Truman never intended to cut off supplies
already en route to the U.S.S.R., and he quickly countermanded the turn-~
around order. But the damage to U.S.—Soviet relations had been done: the
apparent insult found a home in Stalin’s proud, suspicious mind.

Having contributed to the downturn in U.S.—Soviet relations that was
evident at the conference in San Francisco to establish the United Nations,
and desiring “peace for the world for at least 90 years,” Truman decided in
mid-May to send FDRs close associate Harry Hopkins to Moscow in the
hope that “Harry would be able to straighten things out with Stalin.” As a
longtime supporter of U.S.—Soviet cooperation who had Stalin’s trust,
Hopkins was a good choice for a mission with this goal. Yet the choice of
Hopkins reflected a continuing unevenness in policymaking because it
might well have suggested to Stalin that Truman did not mean what he had
said to Molotov a month earlier.

At their first meeting on May 26, Hopkins worked hard to explain to
Stalin why many Americans—including liberal supporters of “Roosevelt’s
policy of cooperation with the Soviet Union”—were deeply concerned
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about Soviet actions in Poland. Americans, Hopkins pointed out, believed
that only a peace based on such universal principles as self-determination
could last. Many Americans thus were upset about the unilateral, antidemo-
cratic actions of the Russians and the Lublin Poles in Poland. “Without the
support of public opinion and particularly of the supporters of President
Roosevelt it would be very difficult for President Truman to carry forward
President Roosevelt’s policy,” Hopkins presciently told Stalin.

Stalin admitted taking unilateral actions in Poland, but claimed he had
done so only for military reasons. He offered a solution that fleshed out
what had been agreed to at Yalta: The Lublin Poles would form the basis for
a reorganized government, but representatives from other Polish groups
would have four or five of the new government’s eighteen or twenty min-
istries.

Wanting an agreement and recognizing his limited power, Truman ac-
cepted the offer that Hopkins passed along to him. To the dismay of many
Polish Americans, other Catholics, and conservatives, Truman recognized
the Polish government on the condition that free and fair elections would
be held—even though he knew that they probably would not be. Basically,
he accepted the argument that Poland and the rest of eastern Europe had to
be abandoned for the sake of better relations with the U.S.S.R., including
Russia’s help in the war against Japan. Not surprisingly given Stalin’s and
other communists’ contempt for democracy, the Soviet-controlled govern-
ment did not permit elections until January 1947, and these were neither
free nor fair.

With media coverage in June focused on the war against Japan, the
typical American did not pay much attention to Hopkins’s trip to Russia or
to developments in Poland. Except for U.S. communists and the readers of
a few liberal magazines, the public generally was not aware of an article
written in Moscow in 1944 and published in April 1945 in a French com-
munist journal under the name of a French communist, Jacques Duclos.
The article sharply criticized Browder’s support for class collaboration (i.e.,
the Popular Front). Instead, the article contended, the worldwide class strug-
gle would resume after the war.

Reacting like the puppets that they were, party members quickly took
away Browder’s executive powers and then, early in 1946, expelled him
from the party. Commenting in 1960, Browder called the rigidly ideologi-
cal article “the first public declaration of the Cold War.”

In America, the first noteworthy declaration may well have occurred
the same month that the Duclos article appeared. In a speech in Cleveland,
a city known for its large number of Catholics, many of whom were recent
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immigrants from eastern Europe, Father Edmund Walsh of Georgetown
University predicted that a race for domination between communism and
democracy would be the “next chapter in the history of civilization.”
Walsh’s speech was well publicized in Catholic and immigrant media.

In addition to America’s conditional recognition of the Polish govern-
ment, the two main developments affecting U.S.—Soviet relations in the
summer of 1945 were the Big Three meeting in Potsdam (just outside
Berlin) from July 17 through August 2 and the dropping of atomic bombs
on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima on August 6 and Nagasaki on August
9. Above all, the Potsdam Conference helped to shape policy toward post-
war Germany, and the use of the atomic bombs increased U.S. leaders’ con-
fidence in foreign policy and heightened Soviet leaders’ feelings of insecu-
rity and fear.

The major issue at Potsdam was Germany’s future. Before the confer-
ence, Russian leaders were upset that U.S. officials refused to agree to a dol-
lar figure for reparations to be sent from Germany to Russia, and British and
U.S. officials were upset that Russia had unilaterally given a large slice of
eastern Germany to Poland. At Potsdam, Stalin and Molotov pressed for a
major commitment to reparations, especially reparations from the more in-
dustrialized western zones. But Truman and Secretary of State Byrnes re-
fused because they did not want Americans to end up subsidizing large-
scale reparations from Germany, as had happened after World War I.

When Stalin and Molotov finally realized that U.S. leaders were not
going to budge, they accepted a proposal from Byrnes that allowed each na-
tion to take reparations from its zone and offered hope that Russia might
get reparations from the western zones in the future. In return, Byrnes
agreed to recognize the Soviet-imposed border between Poland and Ger-
many that already had resulted in the forced westward displacement of mil-
lions of Germans. The Big Three hoped that the Allied Control Council
would be able to make decisions on “matters affecting Germany as a
whole.” The Big Three also set up a Council of Foreign Ministers in which
the German question and other unresolved issues could be discussed in fu-
ture meetings.

The portentous issue that U.S. leaders never really discussed with Stalin
and Molotov at Potsdam was how, if at all, the Big Three might be able to co-
operate on atomic energy after the war. Through their large spy network in
the West, Soviet leaders not only had known throughout the war about the
U.S.—British project to build atomic weapons, but they also had obtained de-
tailed instructions about how to construct them. Neither they nor their U.S.
counterparts had exchanged even a word about the subject prior to Potsdam.
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After a session on July 24, more than a week after the first successful
test in New Mexico, Truman casually walked over to where Stalin and his
interpreter were standing and told them that America now had an unusu-
ally destructive new weapon. With equal casualness, Truman recalled, Stalin
said he was pleased and urged that it be used against Japan. To Byrnes’s sur-
prise, neither Stalin nor Molotov mentioned the subject again, and neither
did U.S. officials.

America’s use of atomic weapons in early August contributed greatly to
Japanese leaders’ decision to end the war a few days afterward. Despite the
link between the use of the bombs and Japan’s surrender, scholars long have
argued about why the United States used the bombs when it did. Among
the explanations has been historian Gar Alperowitz’s well-publicized but un-
founded contention that U.S. leaders, supposedly knowing that Japan was
about to surrender anyway, used the devastating weapons—and thus need-
lessly killed and wounded hundreds of thousands of people—primarily to in-
timidate Russia, not to defeat Japan.

Although Truman and Byrnes did think that using atomic weapons
against Japan might have the added value of inducing Soviet leaders to be
more cooperative, “the fundamental reason for using the bomb,” historian
Daniel Yergin rightly has observed, was “to end the war in the Pacific as
quickly as possible, and so save American lives.” America dropped the
bombs, historian John Lewis Gaddis has noted with equal succinctness, pri-
marily “to achieve victory as quickly, as decisively, and as economically as
possible.”

Truman’s first impression of Stalin at Potsdam was positive: “I can deal
with Stalin. He is honest—but smart as hell.” But before long he was writ-
ing his family that “you never saw such pig-headed people as are the Rus-
sians.” On his voyage back to America, he commented that Stalin was “an
S.0.B.,” but then continued evenhandedly: “I guess he thinks I’'m one too.”
Admiral Leahy, Truman’s military aide, was less charitable: He considered
Stalin “a liar and a crook.” Overall, the conference produced few lasting
agreements and little if any goodwill; and America’s possession of atomic
weapons was a source of anxiety and tension in postwar U.S.—Soviet rela-
tions.

THE COLD WAR BEGINS: SEPTEMBER. 1945-MARCH 1946

From the U.S. perspective, the Cold War began during the seven
months from September 1945 through March 1946. During these months,
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the major thrust of U.S. policy shifted from the long-standing effort to reach
agreements to a determination to limit Russia’s expansion. Such old issues
as Soviet unilateralism in eastern Europe continued to strain relations. New
issues, notably Russian pressure on Iran, tipped the balance in U.S. policy in
the winter of 1945-1946 from grudging accommodation to open con-
frontation.

Except for Polish Americans and others who had ethnic or religious rea-
sons for abhorring Soviet power in eastern Europe, most Americans still
hoped for a cooperative peace and thus regretted that U.S.—Soviet relations
were becoming tense. Most people wanted to “bring the boys home” from
overseas military duty and turn to peacetime pursuits. From late 1945 through
1946, they also found much to worry about at home, including high inflation,
shortages of housing and other products, and a wave of strikes that fueled in-
flation and shortages as well as antiunion sentiment. The president’s typically
low-key, ineffective efforts to deal with domestic problems prompted a joke
popular in 1946: “What do you think Truman would do if he were alive?”

Intractable domestic problems like inflation and labor-management re-
lations became even more frustrating to Truman when combined with
equally difficult foreign policy issues, including whether to seek interna-
tional control of atomic weapons or to try to maintain a U.S. monopoly. Af-
ter much debate, Truman decided to seek international control with safe-
guards to protect U.S. interests. Without international control, Truman and
many other Americans reasoned, there almost certainly would be a danger-
ous and destabilizing arms race in nuclear weapons that could contribute to
distrust in other areas of East—West relations. Determined to build and con-
trol their own atomic weapons and totally opposed to international inspec-
tions of facilities in the U.S.S.R., Soviet leaders refused to negotiate seri-
ously on this issue either before or after U.S. officials presented a plan for
international control at the United Nations in July 1946.

From the U.S. perspective, Molotov refused to negotiate seriously on
any issue at the first meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers, held in
London in September and early October of 1945. The most acrimonious
exchanges occurred on the issue of peace treaties for Bulgaria and Roma-
nia. Byrnes and his Republican adviser, John Foster Dulles, did not want the
United States to recognize Soviet puppet regimes in these countries as it
had in Poland. They thus insisted that the treaties’ preambles should state
that the major powers would recognize only “broadly representative” gov-
ernments that were committed to holding free elections. Seeking to main-
tain Soviet control of these countries, Molotov refused to accept any such
wording. The three-week conference ended without any agreements.
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The London Conference marked the first time that U.S. officials and
journalists depicted a high-level meeting between Western and Soviet offi-
cials as, in Newsweek’s words, a “dismal failure.” Because most officials and
journalists supported the Western outlook, the overall message that the
news media conveyed was that the U.S.S.R. was not cooperating in estab-
lishing a just peace. This message, in turn, was reflected in the declining trust
of Russia that pollsters soon discovered.

The failure of the London Conference left Truman and Byrnes un-
certain about the direction of U.S. policy. In theory, both men wanted to
continue to seek agreements with Russia. But whereas Byrnes considered
making compromises in U.S. positions that in his view would be required
to reach agreements, Truman, encouraged by Admiral Leahy and others, in-
creasingly believed that compromises with untrustworthy Soviet leaders ef-
fectively resulted in losses for America.

By December 1945, several developments bolstered Leahy’s viewpoint.
These included: (1) Russian demands on Turkey and actions in Iran that sug-
gested the need to take forceful action to limit Soviet expansionism; (2) strong
support for Leahy’s perspective among leading members of Congress of both
parties; (3) concern among some officials and members of Congress that
Byrnes might be overly willing to share control of atomic energy with Rus-
sia;and (4) Byrnes’s tendency to make foreign policy on his own, which many
people in Washington now saw as arrogant, disrespectful of Truman’s author-
ity, and damaging to U.S. interests. Angry that he “had to read the newspapers
to get the U.S. foreign policy,” Truman privately called Byrnes a “conniver”
in early December.

At a meeting later that month in Moscow with Soviet leaders and
British foreign minister Ernest Bevin, Byrnes obtained agreements on sev-
eral issues that, in his view, restored the spirit of Big Three cooperation that
had been absent since Potsdam. He was especially pleased that Stalin had
agreed to a slight broadening of the R omanian and Bulgarian governments,
to the main points in the U.S. plan for a UN Atomic Energy Commission,
and to a peace conference in Paris in 1946. He returned to Washington “far
happier” than he had been when he had come back from the London Con-
ference three months before.

Byrnes’s euphoria did not last long. Exhausted from the long trip
home, he was summoned to the presidential yacht and then needled at din-
ner by Leahy in Truman’s presence about whether he had defended West-

ern interests at the meeting. A week later, on January 5, 1946, Truman called
Byrnes to the White House and told him to conduct a much firmer policy
toward the U.S.S.R. In a long memorandum that he wrote for the meeting
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but did not read to Byrnes, Truman said that recent Soviet actions in Iran
“were an outrage if I ever saw one.” One passage in the memo summed up
Truman’s thinking at the time: “Unless Russia is faced with an iron fist and
strong language another war is in the making. Only one language do they
understand—"how many divisions have you?’ . . . I'm tired of babying the
Soviets.”” Anti-Russian editorials, columns, and letters to the editor that ap-
peared frequently in newspapers across the nation in the winter of
1945-1946 showed that many Americans shared Truman’s privately ex-
pressed anger toward Russia and concern about World War III.

To Truman and other U.S. officials, Soviet behavior in Iran in late 1945
and early 1946 was a major cause of East—West tensions. Russia and Britain
had moved troops into Iran in 1941 to keep that large, oil-rich country out
of Axis hands; they had agreed in a 1942 treaty to respect Iran’s indepen-
dence and territorial integrity and to withdraw their troops not later than six
months after the war’s end. In late 1945 and early 1946, however, the Rus-
sians installed puppet rulers in the Iranian province adjacent to the U.S.S.R.
and pressured Iran’s government in Teheran to follow pro-Russian policies.
Moreover, Soviet leaders indicated that they no longer intended to honor re-
peated pledges to remove their troops by March 2, six months after the for-
mal end of the war against Japan.

Iran’s government focused international attention on the issue when it
lodged a complaint against Soviet behavior in the UN Security Council on
January 19, 1946. Initially, Byrnes hoped that the dispute could be resolved
largely through Russo—Iranian negotiations. But after Senator Vandenberg
and others pressured him to become firmer, Byrnes decided in February to
make Iran a test of U.S. resolve. In a major address on February 28, Byrnes
said that America intended to act as a great power “not only to ensure our
own security but in order to preserve the peace of the world.” Clearly con-
demning Soviet behavior in places like Iran, Byrnes insisted that Americans
“cannot allow aggression to be accomplished by coercion or pressure.”

When Russia failed to meet the March 2 deadline for withdrawal,
Byrnes sent a virtual ultimatum to Moscow demanding the removal of the
troops, informed the media of his demand before receiving a reply, and en-
couraged Iran to raise the issue again in the UN Security Council. Contin-
uing U.S,, British, and Iranian pressure led Russia to announce that it was
removing all its troops from Iran. U.S. leaders drew two conclusions: a firm
approach had been required to halt Soviet expansionism in Iran, and a sim-
ilar approach might be equally effective in dealing with Stalin in the future.

In addition to the Iran crisis, five other developments in early 1946
helped to precipitate the Cold War. The first was Russia’s decision not to
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participate in the two U.S.—led institutions—the World Bank and the In-
ternational Monetary Fund—that had developed from the 1944 Bretton
Woods conference in New Hampshire. Stalin thus had decided that there
would not be one cooperative world economy, as U.S. officials and many
opinion leaders had hoped, but rather two competing ones.

In a major speech on February 9, Stalin seemed to confirm Russia’s
separation from the West. He used Marxist-Leninist theory to explain to the
Russian people that the “contradictions” of international capitalism meant
that more conflicts like the two world wars would occur among the capi-
talist nations. Warning that Russia might well be drawn into these wars, as
had happened in 1941, he asserted that the nation needed to concentrate on
heavy industry and military production instead of the consumer goods that
the Russian people so greatly desired.

Presenting a middle-of-the-road reaction to the speech, the editors of
the New York Times found it “disappointing to many of those who felt that
the close wartime partnership of Russia and the western democracies” had
offered hope for continuing cooperation. To many conservatives and even
to some liberals, the speech suggested that U.S.—Soviet cooperation was now
impossible. As historian Eduard Mark has observed, Stalin “could not re-
assert Marxist—Leninist fundamentalism at home without alarming the
West.”

News of a Soviet spy ring in Canada broke a week later. A Soviet de-
fector having supplied detailed information, the Canadian government an-
nounced that it had arrested twenty-two persons on charges of trying to
steal atomic secrets for Russia. A few days later, FBI director J. Edgar Hoover
said that Russia had obtained secret data about the atomic bomb through
its espionage operation in Canada.

Because Canadian communists were involved in the spy ring, some U.S.
officials, journalists, and especially conservative members of Congress argued
that it was now time to crack down on U.S. communists and communist-
front organizations. In fact, the FBI had been working with vigor and con-
siderable success to neutralize communist influence in the federal govern-
ment since the previous November, when former spy Elizabeth Bentley
provided the FBI with the names of well-placed communist spies whom she
knew. Ironically, the communist threat in the federal government was de-
clining at the very time that many officials and members of Congress were
gearing up to attack that threat.

The fourth development was Kennan’s “long telegram,” sent by the
highest-ranking official then in the U.S. embassy in Moscow to the State
Department on February 23 (see document 3). Eight thousand words long,
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Kennan’s dispatch examined the “Soviet outlook” and, in particular, why
Russian leaders were not cooperating with their wartime allies. Kennan
blamed Russia’s troubled history and the ruling party’s communist ideology
and tenuous hold on power. Because of the Kremlin’s “traditional and in-
stinctive Russian sense of insecurity” and because of the “importance of
dogma in Soviet affairs,” Kennan wrote, the “basic Soviet instinct” was “that
there can be no compromise with rival power and the constructive work
can start only when Communist power is dominant.”

Just as “neurotic” Soviet leaders had ruthlessly destroyed all real and
imagined opposition to their rule within Russia, so they felt compelled to
act in a similar fashion toward perceived enemies abroad. Soviet foreign pol-
icy thus derived from “inner-Russian necessities” and not from an “objec-
tive analysis of [the] situation beyond Russia’s borders”—or from U.S. and
British policy. Western leaders thus should not blame themselves for the
downturn in relations or believe that they could alter Stalin’s basic approach,
Kennan argued. Instead, they should offer “strong resistance” to further
Russian expansion and patiently await internal changes in Russia.

The “long telegram” was the most influential U.S. diplomatic dispatch
ever written. Copies spread like wildfire throughout Washington and U.S.
embassies overseas. Truman and other top officials read it; Byrnes summed
up the official reaction when he called it a “splendid analysis”” Copies were
made available to influential publications, including Time and Life, which
used it as the basis for commentaries on Russia. A powerfully written analy-
sis of the wellsprings of Soviet foreign policy, the “long telegram” bolstered
a new firmness, coherence, and confidence in U.S. policy.

Also contributing to the onset of the Cold War in America was the
“iron curtain speech” that former prime minister Churchill delivered at
Westminster College in Fulton, Missouri, on March 5. Officially, Churchill
spoke as a private citizen. Yet both the U.S. and British governments basi-
cally agreed with what he said and encouraged his U.S. speaking tour. Al-
though Americans at the time were not aware that Truman and other U.S.
officials had read and informally approved the speech, they knew that Tru-
man accompanied him to Fulton and warmly introduced him. An eloquent
speaker whom most Americans greatly admired, Churchill could help to so-
lidify anti-Russian sentiment more effectively than any other living person.

Churchill made two main points: Soviet expansionism threatened
world peace and a militarily strong “fraternal association of the English-
speaking peoples” was needed to counter it. Agreeing with Kennan that So-
viet leaders did not want war, Churchill argued that they sought “the fruits
of war and the indefinite expansion of their power and doctrines.” He urged
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Americans to recognize the danger and work with Britain once again to
halt the advance of an expanding dictatorship.
The immediate reaction to Churchill’s speech was diverse: Most con-
servatives and many liberals agreed with his criticisms of Soviet behavior but
many liberals opposed a British-American alliance, partly because it might

undermine the United Nations. Skeprical African American \eaders noted
o2t Brivin s colomized Bladk peopie and that Westminster College &y

not admit black students.

A Gallup poll just after the speech found that twice as many
dents opposed U.S.—British military cooperation against Russia as
it. Yet a poll taken three weeks later showed that 66 perc
Churchill’s belief that the United States should not appease
83 percent favored a U.S.—British military alliance. Thus, in t

Churchill’s speech and in the context of the Iran crisis and .6
in U.S—Soviet relations, the longer-term trends in public 4
Russia clearly were moving in the direction Churchill desi

ward the generally firm public and governmental stance that ;‘
the Cold War.

THE NEW COURSE IS CONFIRMED: APRIL-DECEMBE

During the last nine months of 1946, the U.S. governmeé
with the US.S.R. continued to deteriorate, settling into a Cold:
in which the many negative developments greatly outweighed:
itive ones. The public, which generally shared officials’ disappe
anger that Stalin was opposing America’s vision of the postw:
moved toward a solidly anti-Soviet stance. Rightly using “we
government and public alike in a speech in Boston on June 4
tary of State Dean Acheson summed up a widely held view#
postwar struggle against international communism: “We are i 1
only real question is whether we shall know it soon enough.” ;

During this period, the administration called its policy:
and its allies “patience with firmness” Truman and Byrnes,
partisan congressional support, vowed not to make concession
an illusory peace with an implacable adversary. From German

of the Soviet empire to Turkey on the south and Japan on
United States took stands that limited Soviet influence. O
which administration officials considered a secondary interest
not pursue a firmly anticommunist policy. )
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In Germany, U.S. officials reluctantly moved away from the Potsdam vi-
sion of four-power cooperation to working with Britain—and eventually
France as well—against Russia. There were four main reasons for the admin-
istration’s reluctance. First, because most Germans wanted to remain united,
the nation or nations that Germans viewed as responsible for dividing their
try might well become unpopular. Second, because the more agricultural
o longer complement the more industrial west, division could
tinys—and hence Europes—economy. Third, because Russia
d install 2 communist government in its zone in the east-
try if Germany were divided, splitting Germany would
siinto Western and communist blocs. And fourth, U.S.
qalike still hoped in 1946 that America and Rus-
heir disagreements—including disagreements
g into a truly frigid cold war that might well

uctance, did U.S. leaders move toward a policy
esires regarding western Germany, increased
ere five main reasons: (1) the realization that the
e and property in its zone; (2) the fear that Rus-
erman government that it would agree to sup-
astern Europe; (3) the importance of Germany’s
conomic recovery; (4) the Soviet tendency to un-
Germany’s pressing economic and political prob-
elief that, in the zones they controlled, the United
wait no longer to stimulate prosperity, democracy,

ous meetings of the Council of Foreign Ministers
June—July, Byrnes was frustrated by Molotov’s re-
egarding Germany and other issues. Byrnes also
in which Molotov sharply criticized U.S. and
ny and portrayed the U.S.S.R. as supporting the
e German people.

th.a well-publicized speech in Stuttgart on Sep-
e it clear that Germans in the western zones could

estoring self-government and prosperity (see doc-
d that U.S. forces would remain “as long as there
Germany” to ensure that Germany did not “be-
ower” (i.e., Russia). Byrnes also repeated an offer
U.S. zone economically with any other zone—a
jat resulted in the creation of a combined U.S. and
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British zone (Bizonia) on January 1,1947. Unless R ussia changed course and
decided to cooperate largely on Western terms, the division of Germany was
now almost certain.

The stiffening of U.S. policy in the summer and fall also resulted from
Soviet pressure against Turkey. The pressure had been building since June
1945, when Molotov had demanded cession of two of Turkey’s eastern
provinces to the U.S.S.R.; joint defense of the Bosporus and the Dard-
anelles, the narrow straits through Turkey that link the Mediterranean and
Black seas; and a major revision of the Montreux Convention that governed
navigation through the straits.

After the war, the Soviet regime criticized the Turkish government re-
peatedly and concentrated armed forces to Turkey’s east in Soviet territory
and to its west in Bulgaria and R omania. On August 7, 1946, Russia sent a
note to Turkey requesting joint Turkish-Soviet defense of the straits—that
is, Soviet bases on Turkish territory that might well result in a Soviet
takeover of the country.

In meetings in mid-August, the Truman administration decided to of-
fer strong support to Turkey. On August 14, high-level officials agreed to rec-
ommend to Truman that America should be “prepared, if necessary, to meet
[Soviet] aggression with force of arms”’ In a meeting at the White House the
next day, Truman said that he would support the officials’ recommendations
“to the end,” noting that “we might as well find out whether the Russians
were bent on world conquest now as in five or ten years.”

To carry out this policy, the administration sent a strong warning to
Russia, dispatched a large naval force to the eastern Mediterranean, and se-
cretly stepped up joint British-American planning for a possible war with
Russia. Donald Maclean, a Soviet spy who held a high-level position in the
British embassy in Washington, also secretly reported to Moscow that
America was serious about fighting to protect Turkey. On September 24,
Russia sent a much more conciliatory note to Turkey, effectively ending the
crisis. As in Iran in the spring, U.S. firmness appeared to be both Jjustified
and effective.

In 1946, US. officials also worked to limit communist influence in
South Korea. Near the end of the war with Japan, Russia agreed to a U.S.
proposal to divide Korea temporarily at the thirty-eighth parallel, with So-
viet troops supervising the Japanese surrender north of this line and UL,
troops assuming that responsibility south of it. Negotiations in early 1946 to
form a provisional government for the entire country ended in stalemate:
The US.S.R. and its Korean allies would accept only a communist-domi-
nated regime like the one that Russia was installing in the north, whereas
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America and its local allies would accept only a noncommunist government
like the one it was favoring in the south.

Despite most Koreans’ desire that their peninsula be unified under an
independent government, Korea thus quickly slipped into an unfortl/yﬂate
division in which one government depended on Moscow and the other re-
lied on Washington. This division led to repeated skirmishes between pro-
and anticommunist Koreans in the late 1940s and, ultimately, to the devas-
tating Korean War of 1950-1953. "

Meanwhile, U.S. leaders were experiencing success in the Asian nation
that they considered most strategically important, Japan, and finding frustra-
tion in nearby China. In Japan, U.S. officials obtained, in diplomat John Pa-
ton Davies’s words, just what they wanted: A “stable Japan, integrated into
the Pacific, friendly to the U.S,, and, in case of need, a ready and dependable
ally” Determined to exclude the U.S.S.R. and other nations from meaning-
ful participation in decisions about Japan’s future, U.S. officials—led by the
commander of the occupying forces, General Douglas MacArthur—called
the shots. They consulted with noncommunist Japanese and then insisted
that the nation implement a new democratic constitution that included land
reform, tax reform, educational reform, and other programs that reflected lib-
eral U.S. ideals. As in Europe and the Middle East, America also provided
food and other economic aid for the war-ravaged country.

To put it mildly, America did not control developments in postwar
China. As in Japan, U.S.leaders wanted China to be democratic, capitalist, and
pro-Western. More specifically, U.S. officials wanted China’s pro-Western
Nationalist party leader, Chiang Kai-shek, to accept their strong request that,
in return for continuing U.S. aid, he become more democratic, less corrupt,
and more willing to negotiate seriously with his communist opponents. They
also hoped that Chiang’s long-time communist challenger, Mao Zedong,
would accept the idea of democratic change and reach a compromise with
Chiang that would prevent a bitter and destructive civil war. Finally, they
hoped that Russia would support their vision for China by urging compro-
mise and not providing military aid to Mao.

Although there were occasional signs from early 1945 through late
1946 that at least some of America’s hopes might be realized, in fact all the
hopes were illusory and faced disappointment long before the final com-
munist victory in the Chinese civil war in October 1949. To their credit,
U.S. officials saw clearly by late 1946 and early 1947 that their hopes had
been dashed. This was true of General Marshall, who had spent nearly all of

1946 in China in a futile attempt to work out a compromise peace between
the nationalists and the communists. By year’s end, he had concluded that
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additional U.S. aid to the undemocratic Chiang would be “useless.” Ache-
son similarly became “convinced” by late 1946 that “the Chinese factions
had no intention or desire to get together.” A couple months later, Truman
told his cabinet that the communists would win because they were “fanat-
ical”

By early 1947, no high official believed that, under the circumstances,
preserving a noncommunist China was a vital U.S. interest. Yet officials of-
fered lukewarm support to the nationalists in order not to undermine Chi-
ang’s shaky position and, more importantly, not to lose Republican votes for
aid programs to Europe and the Middle East.

Some vocal Republicans in Congress and elsewhere—notably pub-
lisher Henry Luce—viewed China as a vital interest in the struggle against
communism and fervently believed that Chiang, with sufficient U.S. aid,
could win the civil war. No one—not even the revered Marshall—could
change their minds. To the administration’s regret, the bipartisan foreign
policy that was being applied elsewhere in the world thus did not extend to
China. America’s frustrations and bitter public debates regarding policy to-
ward postwar China foreshadowed similar frustrations and bitter debates
two decades later when America sent aid—and this time troops as well—to
help anticommunists fight communists in an ongoing civil war in China’s
southern neighbor, Vietnam.

As USS. officials pursued a strongly anticommunist policy in most parts
of the world, they did so with overwhelming public support. Despite the ad-
ministration’s emphasis on firmness, large majorities in polls in 1946 and
1947 repeatedly characterized U.S. policy toward Russia as “too soft” and fa-
vored a more “firm” approach to prevent further Soviet expansion. In polls
about domestic communists in summer 1946, more than 75 percent of those
with opinions supported strong measures (including imprisonment and
killing) to limit communist activities in America. An even higher percentage
said that communists should not be permitted to hold government jobs.

By mid-1946, overall public opinion toward the U.S.S.R. and domes-
tic communists thus had become as negative as it had been in 1939—1941
after the Nazi-Soviet pact and Russia’s invasion of Finland. As in
1939-1941, dislike of Soviet expansion and hostility toward U.S. commu-
nists were rising together.

Because the anticommunist consensus that characterized the Cold War
was developing so rapidly, 1946 generally was a good year for anticommu-
nists in politics, in labor unions, in churches, in the news media, and in other
major American institutions. It was a bad year for communists, for fellow
travelers, and for Democratic politicians who had received support from
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communists and their sympathizers during the heyday of the Popular Front
in the late 1930s or during its wartime revival. Emphasizing ideological
roots of the conflict, the anticommunist editors of the Charlotte Observer
noted on July 14 that the United States and the U.S.S.R. “are as far apart as
the [North and South] poles on such vital and controlling questions as the
nature of God, as the character of man, as the role of religion, as the func-
tion of the state, as the purpose of life. . . . Russia and America have noth-
ing in common that is of social, ethical and religious value.”

Catholics (typically Democrats and labor-union members) and Re-
publicans led the verbal and institutional assault on international and do-
mestic communists. Joining them—but often with less strident language—
were large numbers of white Protestants (including many business leaders
and journalists), anticommunist blacks and Jews, and non-Catholic, anti-
communist liberals including historian Arthur Schlesinger Jr., theologian
Reinhold Niebuhr, and the nation’s most prominent woman, Eleanor Roo-
sevelt. Postwar anticommunism, historian Philip Jenkins rightly noted,
“arose from a genuinely comprehensive social movement.”

From their viewpoint, Catholics, who made up roughly one-third of
the population (and voters) in the Northeast and Midwest, had numerous
reasons to fight communism vigorously in the early postwar years. Com-
munists opposed all religions, including theirs. The Soviet government had
persecuted Catholics while virtually stamping out religion in the U.S.S.R.
during the 1920s. Making matters worse, the Russians and their allies in
eastern Europe were vigorously repressing the church and killing Catholics
there as well. Moreover, Catholics were aware that, if communists tri-
umphed in Italy and elsewhere, believers would be repressed and killed, and
the Church itself could be devastated. The evidence is overwhelming that
most Catholics agreed with Philadelphia priest Vito Mazzone’s depiction of
communism as “red tyranny” and “the greatest enemy ever faced by reli-
gion in the history of mankind.”

During 1946, large numbers of Catholics fought this “enemy” by
words and deeds. In April, a priest wrote in Catholic World that America
should remove the Russians from Poland, the Balkans, and the Baltic states
not “with notes of protest . .. but with arms and men, with blood and death,
with possibly a million casualties.” More typically, Catholic writers couched
the struggle against Russia in general terms. ‘“We shall not win unless we
can match and overmatch the tireless zeal of the enemy,” a writer for a
Catholic newspaper in Youngstown, Ohio, noted.

In contrast, Catholics typically used concrete language to denounce
U.S. communists. Louis Budenz, a former communist who had returned to
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Catholicism, warned that every communist was “a potential spy against the
United States.” An editorial in a Catholic newspaper put it simply: “There
is no good Communist.’

By voting Republican or by staying home and thus limiting the Dem-
ocratic vote, Catholics contributed greatly to the Republicans’ landslide vic-
tory in the 1946 election. Equally important, they played a vital role in set-
ting in motion the process by which communists were removed from
positions of leadership in CIO unions over the next several years. A revital-
ized Association of Catholic Trade Unionists fought against the communist
presence, as did priests and lay people who insisted that the heavily Catholic
unions should not tolerate as leaders people whose first loyalty was to the
US.S.R. and hence to the destruction of religious and other freedoms.

In particular, Catholics worked throughout 1946 to convince the
CIO’s leader, the devout Catholic Philip Murray, to oppose communist in-
volvement in the organization. Their efforts paid off: In September, in an
obvious reference to communists and fellow travelers, Murray criticized
American apologists for Soviet foreign policy. At the CIO convention in
November, Murray worked to ensure passage of a resolution stating that the
delegates “resent and reject efforts of the Communist Party . . . to interfere
in the affairs of the CIO.”

Like most Catholics, virtually all Republicans wanted to halt Soviet
expansion and end domestic communists’ influence in American institu-
tions. But Republicans also used anticommunism for partisan purposes. A
strong desire to gain control of Congress for the first time since 1930 con-
tributed to their frequent criticisms of foreign policy “failures” in eastern
Europe under FDR and Truman.

Political calculations also contributed to Republicans’ tendency to
link prolabor Democrats to communist influence in labor unions, a link-
age to which many Democratic politicians were vulnerable because of
their acceptance—in 1944 if not necessarily in 1946—of CIO funds and
support through the organization’s political action committee, CIO-PAC.
Wishing to curb labor unions’ economic and political power, Republicans
naturally sought a vulnerable point to mount their attack. In his success—
ful campaign for the Senate, for example, Governor Edward Martin of
Pennsylvania vowed to help anticommunists in the CIO “in purging and
removing the PAC element which is trying to overthrow our country”

A speech by FBI director Hoover to the strongly anticommunist Amer-
ican Legion on September 30 aided the Republican cause (see document 5).
“During the past five years,” Hoover observed, “American communists have
made their deepest inroads into our national life. . . . Their propaganda, skill-
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fully designed and adroitly executed, has been projected into practically every
phase of our national life. . . . We are rapidly reaching the time when loyal
Americans must be willing to stand up and be counted.” Through speeches,
magazine articles, interviews, and testimony before Congress in the postwar
years, the widely admired, publicly nonpartisan Hoover epitomized the na-
tion’s commitment to anticommunism at home and abroad.

There were other important issues in the 1946 campaign—for exam-
ple, inflation, large numbers of strikes by labor unions, and shortages of meat
and other products. But the domestic/international communist issue clearly
was a central one as well. In five populous northern states with large num-
bers of Catholics (including many immigrants from eastern Europe)—New
York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, and Illinois—Republicans increased
their seats in the House of Representatives from 82 to 109, while Demo-
crats dropped from 62 to 35. Aided by the large shift in these and other
states, Reepublicans easily gained the majority in both houses of Congress.

On September 20, Truman demonstrated that he was part of the
emerging Cold War consensus by firing Secretary of Commerce Henry
Wallace, a New Deal liberal and longtime supporter of Russia. Wallace had
become a fellow traveler by the time he secretly met with a Soviet official
in Washington in the fall of 1945 and offered to share information about
the U.S. atomic weapons program. The president and the American public
were not aware of this meeting; if they had known, Wallace almost certainly
would have been fired then. But Truman did know that he had embarrassed
himself by approving a moderately pro-Russian speech that Wallace gave to
a large audience composed mostly of communists and fellow travelers in
New York on September 12 (see document 6). “‘Getting tough’ never
bought anything real and lasting—whether for schoolyard bullies or busi-
nessmen or world powers,” Wallace insisted. “The tougher we get, the
tougher the Russians will get.”

Because Wallace’s views on U.S.—Soviet relations had been outside the
mainstream during the previous six months and because Truman’s approval
of the speech appeared to undercut Byrnes’s ability to negotiate with the
Russians in Paris, the president was in the hot seat. Efforts to slither off by
claiming first that Wallace’s and Byrnes’s views were “exactly in line” and
then that he had approved Wallace’s right to make the speech but not the
contents failed to stem an avalanche of criticism that soon was directed as
much at him as at Wallace. An angry Byrnes told Truman that he would re-
sign immediately unless Wallace promised not to speak out on foreign pol-
icy. When Wallace refused Truman’s request for silence, the president asked
him to resign.
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On the day before he fired Wallace, Truman privately affirmed that he
agreed with Byrnes’s views of U.S.—Soviet relations and disagreed with Wal-
lace’s. Writing in his diary, Truman lambasted the “Reds, phonies and . . .
parlor pinks [who] can see no wrong in Russia’s four and one half million
armed forces, in Russia’s loot of Poland, Austria, Hungary, Rumania,
Manchuria. . .. But when we help our friends in China who fought on our
side it is terrible.”

Wallace’s firing and Hoover’s anticommunist speech ten days later
made it clear that the administration’s views of Soviet expansion and of U.S.
communists and their sympathizers were broadly similar to the views of
most Catholics, Republicans, and other anticommunists. With the numbers
of communists and fellow travelers already declining in the federal govern-
ment, in labor unions, and elsewhere, and with the public, the political par-
ties, the news media, the administration, and most religious and civic groups
overwhelmingly opposed to Russia’s postwar foreign policy, Americans by
late 1946 were more united on the broad principles of the communist issue
than on any other major issue they faced. But they would spend the next
few years—indeed, the entire Cold War era—arguing about the details.

THE COLD WAR INTENSIFIES: 1947-1950

In an analysis written in December 1946 and published as an article in the
influential magazine Foreign Affairs seven months later, George E Kennan ar-
gued that, in view of the persistent “Soviet pressure against the free institu-
tions of the western world, . . . the main element of any United States pol-
icy toward the Soviet Union must be that of a long-term, patient but firm
and vigilant containment of Russian expansive tendencies.” America now
had a word—*containment”—to name the fundamental policy that the na-
tion and its allies would pursue toward the U.S.S.R. and its allies for more
than four decades, including the last three years of the 1940s.

Containment’s immediate goal was to inhibit the further spread of So-
viet power, hopefully without war with Russia. Its ultimate objective, Ken-
nan contended, was “to promote tendencies which must eventually find
their outlet in either the break-up or the gradual mellowing of Soviet
power.” If America and its allies implemented containment wisely, Kennan
was confident about the Cold War’s outcome.

Although Kennan’s article did not mention domestic communists, gov-
ernmental and nongovernmental institutions were adopting an equally tough-
minded approach to dealing with them. Detesting communism and fearing
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that domestic communists and their allies would aid Russia if a U.S.—Soviet
war broke out, the overwhelming majority of Americans supported efforts
during the late 1940s and early 1950s to ensure that the influence of domes-
tic communists was first contained and then, if possible, eliminated. The na-
tion thus pursued a two-pronged policy of containment—containing com-
munists abroad and at home. To most Americans, this two-pronged policy
seemed both logical and necessary for the country’s safety.

Because so many questions that Americans had about U.S.—Soviet re-
lations in the postwar world had remained unanswered during 1945 and
well into 1946, an intriguing tension between hope and frustration marked
that period’s thinking regarding relations with their former ally, a tension
that is largely missing for the years that followed. In 1945-1946, the key
question for most Americans had been whether the United States could
pursue its major goals for the postwar world while avoiding a serious con-
flict with Russia. That question having been answered by late 1946 with a
strong “no,” the central question shifted to how America could best contain
Ruussia’s influence—including the influence it exercised through the United
States and other communist parties—outside the Soviet bloc. Because the
latter question relates at least as much to the Cold War’s evolution as to its
origins, this subsection can be briefer and more selective than the preced-
ing one.

Four major foreign-policy developments between early 1947 and early
1950 illustrate the implementation of containment and the intensification
of the Cold War: the issue of aid to anticommunists in Greece and Turkey;
the Marshall Plan to provide aid to cooperative nations in Europe; the
Berlin blockade and its consequences; and America’s most important Cold
War planning document, National Security Council Study No. 68 (NSC-
68). In the domestic Cold War, three developments in the first half of 1947
highlight the declining influence of communists and fellow travelers in the
nation’s public life. Although these seven developments were highly signif-
icant, a dozen or more additional examples easily could be discussed. To put
it mildly, Americans at the time were waging the Cold War on many fronts.

INITIATIVES/RESPONSES ABROAD

During the late 1940s, U.S. leaders largely saw themselves as being on
the defensive, reacting to Soviet advances (e.g., in eastern Europe) or trying
to prevent potential communist gains (e.g., in Greece and Germany). In
noncommunist nations in western Europe (e.g., France and Italy), in Latin
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America (e.g., Costa Rica and Chile), and in Asia (e.g., Vietnam and China),
U.S. officials feared that local communists would gain power. Because both
U.S. and Soviet leaders saw their own and their allies’ actions as defensive
and their opponents’ actions as offensive, in retrospect most distinctions be-
tween “defensive” responses and “offensive” initiatives in East—West rela-
tions in the late 1940s are blurred.

In US. relations with its European allies, the distinction between ini-
tiator and responder also was fuzzy because U.S. and west European officials
often saw themselves as working together toward common goals. What was
important was not where the idea originated but whether it could help
strengthen noncommunist nations and thus aid the Western cause. More-
over, as ideas like the Marshall Plan and the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) developed over many months from concept to fruition,
there were numerous initiatives and responses on both sides of the Atlantic,
thus combining the threads of initiative and response into a single cloth.

The issue of aid to Greece and Turkey in early 1947 is a perfect ex-
ample of the combination of initiative and response in the making of U.S.
policy. The spark for this highly publicized U.S. venture came from the
British government, which on February 24 informed the State Depart-
ment of its decision to stop providing aid to Greece and Turkey and
urged America to assume this burden. Because of financial constraints ex-
acerbated by the worst winter weather in modern history, Britain could
afford neither to help Turkey nor to continue the substantial assistance to
the virtually insolvent Greek government that was fighting a civil war
against communist-led insurgents aided by communist nations to the
north with close ties to Moscow. Western leaders feared a falling-domino
effect in the Mediterranean and Middle East if either Greece or Turkey
became communist.

Led by Undersecretary of State Acheson, the administration quickly
decided to ask Congress to appropriate $400 million in aid for Greece and
Turkey. The problem was how to persuade the Republican-controlled Con-
gress, many of whose members wanted cuts in expenditures and taxes and
doubted whether the large amounts of aid already given to Europe had ac-
complished much.

Fortunately for the administration, the overwhelming majority of con-
gressional Republicans (and Democrats) were strongly anticommunist and
anti-Soviet. As Acheson, Truman, and leading Republicans recognized, most
members of both parties were almost certain to approve a request that em-
phasized freedom’s struggle against tyranny. Although political considerations
contributed to what Acheson later called the speech’s “clearer than truth”
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language, Truman believed what he said. “I wanted no hedge in this speech,”
he recalled. “This was America’s answer to the surge of communist tyranny”

Truman’s address to a joint session of Congress on March 12,1947, was
one of the most important presidential pronouncements of the twentieth
century (see document 7). Although the request to aid the Greek and Turk-
ish governments in containing communism was important, even more sig-
nificant for the future was the sentence that quickly became known as the
Truman Doctrine: “I believe it must be the policy of the United States to
support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed mi-
norities or by outside pressures.”

Under this precept, aid would be given mainly to governments in
western Europe and East Asia in the late 1940s, and extended in subsequent
decades to governments threatened by communist movements throughout
the world. Moreover, hundreds of billions of dollars in aid would be pro-
vided not only for strategic and economic reasons, but also because U.S.
leaders from Truman through Reagan believed that clear moral issues relat-
ing to basic human freedoms were at stake in the struggle against commu-
nism. As it did during the two world wars, U.S. foreign policy combined re-
alism and idealism during the Cold War.

This speech went a long way toward establishing Truman as the strong,
decisive leader that millions of Americans had longed for since Roosevelt’s
death almost two years before. The speech especially raised Truman’s stand-
ing with ethnic Americans from eastern Europe and with Catholics and
evangelical Protestants from other backgrounds who had doubted his con-
viction and effectiveness as an opponent of communism. Normally Demo-
cratic voters in these groups had been decisive in the Republican victory in
1946, but would undergird the Democratic triumph in 1948.

The address’s strongly anticommunist theme, combined with Vanden-
berg’s advice to Truman beforehand that, to ensure Congress’s approval, he
should “scare the hell out of the American people,” created the inaccurate
impression that the speech turned the public against communism and thus
“manufactured consent” for anticommunist policies. As we have seen, most
Americans were strongly anticommunist and anti-Russian by mid-1946.
Thus Truman, like most presidents, was actually following public opinion at
the time of the speech much more than he was leading it. When an aide
urged him to stay in Washington afterward to lobby for the bill’s passage,
Truman replied that he was taking his vacation as planned because he be-
lieved that the public and Congress already supported him. Public opinion
polls soon showed that he was right, as did the large majorities in Congress
who voted for the aid package later that spring.
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Even before Congress approved military and economic aid to Greece
and Turkey on May 22, 1947, U.S. officials were contemplating a much larger
economic aid package for Europe. This time the initiative came largely from
officials in Washington, though European officials, U.S. diplomats abroad, and
Journalists on both sides of the Atlantic helped to alert U.S. leaders to the fact
that the economies of most European nations had declined sharply since
war’s end and were in danger of falling even further if America did not pro-
vide large-scale, well-planned assistance. If the downward spiral continued,
despair among the unemployed and the hungry might turn to desperation
and communists might win elections or stage coups in France and Italy,
which had large, Soviet-funded communist parties.

In a2 memorandum to Acheson and Secretary of State Marshall, Will
Clayton, the undersecretary of state for economic affairs, summed up the
situation in the spring of 1947 as the administration saw it: “Without fur-
ther prompt and substantial aid from the U.S.A., economic, social and po-
litical disintegration will overwhelm Europe.” Clayton, a successful Texas
cotton broker, was blunt about America’s economic interest in a prosperous
Europe: “We need markets—big markets, in which to buy and sell” Only
growing international trade, U.S. leaders believed, could prevent another
Depression and foster democratic institutions.

Marshall, who had replaced Byrnes as secretary of state in January,
made his most significant speech at Harvard Universitys commencement
exercises on June 5. After describing the grave economic conditions in
much of Europe, Marshall called on America to help “in breaking the vi-
cious circle and restoring the confidence of the European people in the
economic future of their own countries and of Europe as a whole” in or-
der to “permit the emergence of political and social conditions in which
free institutions can exist.”

Three additional points stood out in the speech. First, Marshall insisted
that the “initiative” for working out a specific proposal for U.S. aid “must
come from Europe.” Second, Marshall implied that America no longer
wanted to aid individual nations, but instead sought to contribute to the con-
tinent’s economic and political integration through “friendly aid in the draft-
ing of a European program.” And third, by stating that U.S. policy was “di-
rected not against any country or doctrine but against hunger, poverty,
desperation and chaos,” Marshall was inviting Russia and east European na-
tions to participate in developing a proposal for aid.

Although U.S. officials doubted that Stalin would choose to participate
in a program premised on open, cooperative economies throughout Europe,
they wanted Russia, not America, to bear the onus for the lasting division
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of the continent into communist and noncommunist blocs that might well
result from Soviet refusal to participate in the Marshall Plan or to permit its
client states to do so. Understandably reluctant to be the bad guys, Soviet
leaders blamed the Marshall Plan’s “imperialism” for dividing Europe when
they withdrew from negotiations on the plan in early July and then ordered
east European officials not to participate in the program.

With the Eastern bloc out of the picture, U.S. officials still had to reach
understandings with the representatives of the sixteen west European na-
tions who requested $22 billion in aid over four years. In discussions with
the Europeans, U.S. officials emphasized that they wanted to support proj-
ects that grew out of careful planning both within and between countries,
that resulted in reduced barriers to trade and investment, and that increased
productivity in both industry and agriculture—in other words, to support
projects that were likely to contribute to lasting economic growth and po-
litical stability in western Europe as a whole.

In these discussions, and in the subsequent implementation of the
Marshall Plan (officially called the European Recovery Program [ERP)),
U.S. officials achieved many of their goals, but usually with the tacit under-
standing that the recipients had at least as much influence as the donors in
working out the program’s many details. As historian Michael J. Hogan has
noted, Europeans exercised “a considerable degree of autonomy within the
framework of the ERP” Assuming, as U.S. officials did, that Europeans
should be treated as equals, this sharing of power seemed both natural and
praiseworthy.

The administration’s biggest challenge was to get the Republican
Congress to appropriate the large sums needed for the program. By De-
cember 1947, U.S. officials had cut $5 billion from the Europeans’ request.
Although Congress approved $522 million in short-term aid to Italy,
France, and Austria on December 15, it was in no hurry to approve the
larger program. The most influential critic was Senator Robert Taft of
Ohio, a fiscally conservative, highly partisan Republican who derisively
called the plan an “international New Deal.”

Fortunately for western Europe and for U.S. relations with the region,
the widely admired, nonpartisan Marshall was a masterful spokesman for the
plan on Capitol Hill during the winter of 1948. A communist coup in
Czechoslovakia in late February that shocked and angered many Americans
also contributed to the bill’s passage, as did Senator Vandenberg’s effective sup-
port. With an initial appropriation of $5.3 billion for one year and with a Re-
publican businessman, Paul Hoffman, slated to head the program, the ERP
passed both houses in March 1948 by margins of more than four to one. By
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late 1951, when the program ended, America had contributed more than $13
billion, the equivalent of more than $80 billion in year 2002 dollars.

The Marshall Plan was America’s most successful aid program ever. It
reinforced the widely held belief that Americans were generous as well as
self-interested. It helped to spur rapid economic growth in most of western
Europe. It lifted the spirits of most Europeans and helped to diminish com-
munist influence. It contributed to economic, political, and military inte-
gration in the region. It helped to demonstrate, through comparison be-
tween western and eastern Europe, that democratic capitalism was superior
to communism in meeting most human needs and aspirations. And it
helped to link the people and governments of America and western Europe
in many ways, including the “big markets” on both sides of the Atlantic that
Clayton had envisioned. In short, this cooperative, far-sighted program pro-
vided a huge boost for Western nations and values in the Cold War.

Whereas U.S. aid to Greece and Turkey and the Marshall Plan primarily
involved U.S. relations with other Western governments, the Soviet blockade
of the road, rail, and water routes that linked the three western zones in Ger-
many to Berlin from June 24, 1948, through May 12, 1949, directly affected
Soviet relations with America, Britain, and France. From Russia’ perspective,
the blockade was a legitimate response to the West’s unilateral decision to
unify the three western occupation zones and to move toward establishing a
West German government, including the decision in the spring of 1948 to in-
stitute a new currency in the western zones and in the three western sectors
in Berlin.

Detesting the Soviet government, most Americans by 1948 did not
seek to understand its viewpoint, much less to find merit in it. Having read
and heard many news stories about Soviet “aggression,” they generally saw
the blockade as an effort to gain control of Berlin’s western sectors and ab-
sorb them into Russian-controlled East Germany—which it partly was, as
recently released documents show:.

The issue facing Western leaders in late June was how to respond. On
June 25, the day after the blockade went into effect, British and U.S. mili-
tary leaders in Germany, acting separately, began airlifts to supply West
Berlin. Although Truman and his top advisers did not approve the U.S, air-
lift in advance, they agreed that “determined steps must be taken by the U.S.
to stay in Berlin.” Many officials doubted that an airlift would be able to de-
liver the minimum of 4,000 tons of supplies per day needed for the roughly
2.5 million people who lived in Berlin’s western sectors.

In subsequent meetings, the administration authorized the airlift but
rejected General Lucius Clay’s proposal that U.S. troops use force if neces-
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sary to try to open one of the roads from West Germany to Berlin. Truman
was determined to stay in Berlin, but he also wanted to avoid a military con-
frontation with Russia that might well escalate into full-scale war. Once
again, Truman’s approach mirrored the thinking of most Americans: Re-
main in Berlin even at the risk of war with Russia, 80 percent responded in
a Gallup poll in July, but also try to avoid war.

Meetings with Stalin and other Soviet officials in July and August
made it clear that Russia was willing to end the blockade only if the West
agreed to abandon its plans to develop a West German government. Hav-
ing decided well before the blockade that an independent, prosperous West
Germany was their only realistic choice, Western leaders rejected Stalin’s
terms. The only question that remained by late summer was which policy
would be more successful: the Soviet blockade or the West’s airlift coupled
with a counterblockade on deliveries of goods from West Germany to East
Germany.

Like the Marshall Plan that was being implemented at the same time,
the airlift quickly proved successful. The roughly 1,000 tons of supplies per
day that U.S. and British planes averaged in the airlift’s early weeks grew by
autumn to the required 4,000 tons per day and then to 4,500 by Decem-
ber. As the weather improved with the coming of spring, the average daily
shipment of food, fuel, medicine, and other supplies increased to 8,000 tons,
as much as had been carried by road and rail before the blockade.

Ordinary Germans, Britons, and Americans—including the tens of
thousands of industrial workers, coal miners, military personnel, and labor-
ers who loaded and unloaded the planes—deserve much of the credit for
the airlift’s success. Stalin also showed restraint by not ordering Soviet forces
to shoot down the planes while they were flying over the Russian zone.
Like Truman and British prime minister Clement Atlee, Stalin deserves
credit for not starting a war in this highly charged situation.

The airlift provided a huge victory for the West in the battle for Ger-
man public opinion. Whereas Russia appeared to be trying to starve, freeze,
and force communism on the West Berliners, America and Britain were
seen as trying to help them survive and remain free. Most Germans also ap-
preciated the sacrifices—both in money and in the lives of the forty-eight
airmen who died in crashes that usually occurred in bad weather—that
America and Britain made for freedom in West Berlin.

Contrary to Stalin’s hopes, the blockade increased support among Ger-
mans for the speedy development of a separate West German government.
It also increased support on both sides of the Atlantic for NATO, a military
alliance that the United States, Canada, and ten European nations established
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in Washington in April 1949. As observers long have noted, NATO’s three
most important goals were to keep America in western Europe, to keep the
U.S.S.R. out, and to ensure that a revived West Germany did not threaten its
neighbors. Together with the Marshall Plan and other initiatives, NATO
helped to integrate the nations of western Europe and forge lasting partner-
ships with Americans and Canadians.

By the winter of 1948—1949, Stalin realized that the airlift was help-
ing the West more than the blockade was hurting it. Moreover, the West-
ern counterblockade was damaging East Germany’s already depressed
economy. On January 30, Stalin told a U.S. journalist that fruitful negoti-
ations to end the stalemate were possible. Secret U.S.~Soviet discussions
took place at the United Nations in subsequent months, leading to an an-
nouncement on May 5 that the blockade and counterblockade would be
lifted on May 12 and that a Council of Foreign Ministers meeting to fo-
cus on German issues would convene in Paris two weeks later. The Berlin
crisis of 1948-1949, which had raised Americans’ fear of war to high lev-
els and their hatred of Russia and domestic communists even higher, was
finally over.

Despite occasional bursts of overblown rhetoric, during the Cold
War's first three years—from early 1946 through early 1949—U.S. leaders
generally had pursued a balanced, well-calculated policy in which they
treated the U.S.S.R. as an adversary to be contained, not an enemy to be
demonized. They also had made distinctions among the threats to West-
ern interests posed by particular communist leaders. After Stalin broke
with Yugoslavia’s Josef Tito in June 1948, for example, U.S. leaders cau-
tiously aided Tito. But the Berlin blockade and other developments in
1948 and early 1949 undermined this relatively balanced approach, lead-
ing to increasingly self-righteous attitudes among U.S. officials and the
public.

Two developments in the fall of 1949—the announcement of Russia’s
testing of an atomic bomb and the victory of Mao’s communist forces in
the Chinese civil war—triggered an even greater hardening in U.S. attitudes
and policies toward the U.S.S.R. and communism at home and abroad.
Mao’s victory increased U.S. leaders’ fears of communist expansion in the
politically weak, economically underdeveloped nations of Southeast Asia.
Russia’s possession of nuclear weapons made it possible that Soviet leaders
might use them to try to intimidate noncommunist nations and thus gain
an advantage in the Cold War.

These and other fears and concerns were reflected in NSC-68, which
epitomized hard-line thinking among U.S. officials during a time of high
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Cold War tensions. Presented to Truman in April 1950, the top-secret re-
port was written largely by Paul Nitze, who had replaced the more moder-
ate Kennan as head of the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff. Nitze
was especially concerned about Soviet superiority in conventional forces in
Europe at a time when Russia was also developing nuclear capabilities.

NSC-68’s basic premises were (1) the U.S.S.R, “animated by a new fa-
natic faith [communism],” was “developing the military capacity to support
its design for world domination”; (2) “the cold war is in fact a real war in
which the survival of the free world is at stake”; (3) U.S. military strength
was “becoming dangerously inadequate”; and (4) it would be “unacceptable,
if not disastrous” to try to negotiate with the Kremlin at a time when the
West was relatively weak. Not surprisingly, the report’s major conclusion
was that America and its allies should undertake a “rapid and concerted
build-up” of their military forces in order to prevent any further
Soviet/communist expansion.

NSC-68 did not consider the possibility that America’s substantial
lead in nuclear weapons and aircraft, coupled with Truman’s decision in
January 1950 to attempt to build hydrogen bombs, might give the West
adequate deterrent power for the foreseeable future. Scientists at the time
calculated that hydrogen bombs would be able to release hundreds or
even thousands of times as much destructive power as the bombs dropped
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, thus making war between powers equipped
with these weapons virtually unthinkable except as exercises in mutual
suicide.

Because NSC-68 also called for efforts to weaken communist power
inside the U.S.S.R.. and other communist nations, it blurred the distinction
between containing communism and seeking to win the Cold War. And
because the emphasis on “international communism” failed to acknowledge
differences and disagreements among the national communist parties, NSC-
68 ignored the possibility that nations like U.S.S.R. and China might even-
tually become enemies and thus in effect contain each other, as Russia and
Yugoslavia were doing on a small scale in Europe.

NSC-68 argued that “a defeat of free [i.e., noncommunist] institutions
anywhere is a defeat everywhere.” Based partly on the logic of this sweep-
ing generalization, U.S. leaders in May 1950 agreed to supply military aid to
the French colonialists (who also were key U.S. allies in Europe) who were
fighting the communist-led nationalists in Vietnam. The next month, U.S.
officials—with more justification—sent troops to repel an attack by Soviet-
supplied North Korean troops against South Korea. The international Cold
‘War was entering a new, even more dangerous phase.
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ACTING TO REDUCE COMMUNIST INFLUENCE AT HOME

In 1946, the domestic Cold War had taken the form of increasingly
harsh criticisms, by liberals and especially by conservatives, of U.S. commu-
nists and fellow travelers. In the first six months of 1947, anticommunists
continued to criticize, but they also acted to curb communist influence.
Three actions in these months illustrate the ending of the Popular Front, the
often uneasy communistliberal collaboration that had marked the Roo-
sevelt years. These actions, together with many others that governmental
bodies and private groups at all levels undertook in 1947 and in subsequent
years, virtually ended communist influence in government, in the labor
movement, in education, in the arts, and in other areas of American life.

The first development that isolated communists and fellow travelers
was the founding of Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) at a meeting
of four hundred anticommunist liberals—mostly Democrats—in Washing-
ton in January 1947. Prominent members included Eleanor Roosevelt, a
well-known liberal and former first lady; New Deal official Leon Hender-
son; labor leaders Walter R euther and David Dubinsky; the head of the Na-
tional Association for the Advancement of Colored People, Walter White;
the Democratic mayor of Minneapolis, Hubert Humpbhrey; historian Arthur
Schlesinger Jr.; and theologian Reinhold Niebuhr, Another founding mem-
ber was actor Ronald Reagan, then a liberal Democrat who opposed com-
munist influence in the movie industry’s labor unions.

Concerned about the Republican victory in the 1946 election and
about Truman’s half-hearted support for liberal causes, ADA called for an
expansion of New Deal programs and sought civil rights for “all Americans
regardless of race, color, creed, or sex” Most important for the domestic
Cold War, ADA renounced “any association with Communists or sympa-
thizers with Communists in the United States as completely as we reject any
association with Fascists or their sympathizers. Both are hostile to the prin-
ciples of freedom and democracy on which this republic has grown great.”
Energetic in fighting for liberal causes and in opposing communists, fellow
travelers, and Henry Wallace’s communist-directed Progressive party cam-
paign for president in 1948, ADA was an important influence in the do-
mestic Cold War.

The second action that demonstrated that the Popular Front was out
of fashion was Truman’s Executive Order No. 9835 issued on March 22,
1947, ten days after the president’s Truman Doctrine speech. The order set
up “loyalty boards” within each federal agency that were instructed to rec-
ommend the firing of “subversives” and prevent the hiring of “security

The American Perspective 59

risks.” This action resulted from the growing awareness after World War II
that U.S. citizens who spied for Russia had infiltrated the federal govern-
ment and had gained access to highly classified information. Pressure to en-
sure the loyalty of federal employees came mostly from Republicans, who
had raised concerns about the issue during the 1946 election. Now that they
controlled Congress and had solid public support for removing communists
from government, Republicans were ready to pass strong legislation and
maintain a popular issue for the 1948 election if the president failed to act.

Although Truman promised that there would be no “witch-hunt,” in
fact the program that resulted from his order failed to protect accused em-
ployees’ civil liberties. Because the names of accusers generally were kept se-
cret, the accused often did not have a fair chance to defend themselves.
Moreover, government agencies were permitted to fire employees—793 in
the first year alone—without due process of law. Finally, the loyalty program
may well have been unnecessary because, as we have seen, in 1945-1946 the
FBI had collected large amounts of information about Americans who were
spying for Russia and had taken effective steps to deal with the problem.

The third action—the one that almost certainly diminished the influ-
ence of communists and fellow travelers the most—was Congress’s inclu-
sion in the June 1947 Taft-Hartley Act of a provision that, if labor unions
wished to have access to the services of the National Labor Relations Board
in their disputes with management, their leaders would have to sign affi-
davits certifying that they were neither communists nor communist sympa-
thizers. As long as they appeared to be sincere in doing so, leaders could re-
sign from the Communist party, sign the oath, and keep their offices—as
happened in several cases. The provision—section 9(h)—was popular not
only in Washington but among the American people: a Gallup poll found
that 78 percent of respondents who expressed an opinion supported it.

Section 9(h) boosted anticommunists in such major unions as the
United Auto Workers in their ongoing struggle against communists and fel-
low travelers. It also strengthened unions that complied with section 9(h) at
the expense of the communist-led unions that defied it. Together with other
developments in the late 1940s, including most workers’ hatred of commu-
nism and a bitter split in the CIO over whether to support Truman or Wal-
lace for president in 1948, section 9(h) contributed to the decisive victory
of anticommunist union leaders within the CIO and to the marked decline
of most communist-led unions. In retrospect, the majorities who supported
section 9(h) in Congress and in public opinion polls appear justified: by the
late 1940s communist labor leaders clearly could not be trusted to advance
America’s democratic ideals.
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CONCLUSION: EVALUATING AMERICA’S APPROACH TO
U.S.—SOVIET RELATIONS

Historians and social scientists are rightly reluctant to use the word “in-
evitable” because it suggests that historical developments are predetermined
and hence are beyond people’s capacity to influence decisively. In retrospect,
however, the rapidly rising tensions in U.S.—Soviet relations beginning in
1945 appear all but inevitable given the fact that the overwhelming major-
ity of America’s leaders and the public were determined to pursue a peace
based on the nation’s perceived interests and ideals.

The economic isolationism that the Depression had discredited and the
political and military isolationism that the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor
had destroyed were to be replaced, in most Americans’ eyes, with economic,
political, and military internationalism based on Wilsonian principles backed
by the nation’s superior industrial capacity and military power. In retrospect,
it is clear that, if Soviet leaders did not accept America’s internationalism and
instead pursued their own goals, a wide-ranging, multifaceted conflict would
ensue. In a speech in Paris on October 3, 1946, Secretary of State Byrnes
highlighted the ideological antagonism that underlay the conflict: “In our
view human freedom and human progress are inseparable.”

We believe that U.S. leaders generally pursued wise policies toward the
U.S.S.R. and toward communist parties in other nations during World War II
and the early postwar years. We believe that R oosevelt was right to give pri-
ority during the war to defeating Germany and Japan and to trying to estab-
lish a foundation for constructive postwar U.S.—Soviet relations. Pursuing
these goals, FDR sent large quantities of Lend—Lease aid to Russia and sought
to establish cooperative relations with Stalin. We think that Truman was wise
largely to continue Roosevelt’s approach until the war’s end, and then to shift
to an approach that put more emphasis on America’s ideals and on a tangible
Soviet concession for every U.S. concession. The varied but generally firm ap-
proach to containment that U.S. leaders implemented in Europe, the Middle
East, and East Asia between 1946 and 1949 seems equally sensible. America’s
cooperative, generous policies toward noncommunist European nations are
especially praiseworthy.

Beyond specific policies, U.S. leaders and the public deserve credit for
grasping the central truth about the contest with the U.S.S.R. and its sup-
porters in other nations. Historian Frank Ninkovich’s 1999 depiction of the
Cold War’s essence echoes the Truman Doctrine speech of 1947: “The cold
war was a historical struggle over which ideology or way of life would be
able to form the basis of a global civilization.” As we have seen repeatedly,
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most Americans supported their nation’s determined involvement in that
struggle.

By 1949-1950, however, U.S. officials, members of Congress, non-
governmental opinion-molders, and ordinary citizens increasingly were ex-
hibiting a self-righteous confidence in the complete validity of America’s
anticommunist policies—and of the total “evil” of “international commu-
nism”—that made clear thinking and wise diplomacy difficult. This dualis-
tic, oversimplified approach to world affairs now characterized not only the
main author of NSC-68, Paul Nitze, but also most other officials, including
President Truman.

The virtue of U.S. leaders’ anti-Soviet views of 1946—1947 was be-
coming the vice of undiscriminating global anticommunism (often called
globalism) in 1949-1950, the vice that contributed even then to an unwise
policy toward Vietnam. As William Shakespeare wrote in Romeo and Juliet,
“virtue itself turns vice, being misapplied.”

Shakespeare’s insight also fits America’s domestic Cold War. In the late
1940s, communists who could aid Russia from well-placed jobs in the fed-
eral government, in labor unions, and in defense industries clearly should
have been required—and often were required—to find other employment.
Indeed, given the Communist party’s blatant disloyalty, FDR and Congress
should have acted decisively in these areas between August 1939 and June
1941, when the totalitarian Soviet and German governments worked to-
gether in the war against democratic, U.S.—supported Britain and France.
But communists who posed no direct threat to national security—teachers
and social workers, for example—generally should have been permitted to
keep their jobs. In employment and on other fronts, the domestic Cold War
often resulted in unnecessary violations of civil liberties.

Although anticommunist measures often went too far, it is important
to acknowledge, as historian John E. Haynes has argued, that it was “poten-
tially dangerous and intolerable” to permit the U.S. Communist party to
continue to operate “with the institutional power it possessed in the late
1940s.” Haynes thus argues, we believe convincingly, that America’s “cold
war mobilization required an anti-Communist consensus” that limited the
political and economic power of those in a position to serve the Soviet
cause. The fact that other democratic nations limited communists’ influence
at the time lends support to this view, as does the fact that U.S. officials had
established a popular precedent by cracking down on Nazi sympathizers
during the war.

By 1947, the vast majority of Americans thought that fellow citizens
who were self-proclaimed communists or who openly sympathized with



62 Ralph B. Levering and Verena Botzenhart-Viehe

communism and the U.S.S.R. should no longer have significant influence
in society and government. Students of modern U.S. history are free to
praise, criticize, or offer (as we do) a mixed assessment of this conviction and
the ways it was translated into action. Before making a final evaluation,
however, all of us first should try to understand the difficult challenges of
these fateful years.

During the early 1940s, Americans made many sacrifices to defend
their country and its allies against the aggression of fascist dictatorships in
Europe and of militarists in Japan. Then starting in 1945 they provided much
of the wherewithal needed to counter the expansionism of the communist-
ruled Soviet Union. In thus stepping in to fill the vacuum created by World
War II's weakening of central and western Europe and East Asia, the United
States helped fulfill Alexis de Tocqueville’s famous prediction, made more
than a hundred years before the Cold War began, that one day America and
Russia would each hold in its hands the destiny of half the world.

Although the Cold War did not require wartime levels of mobiliza-
tion and sacrifice, it was by no means a peacetime era comparable to the
years between the two world wars. Even before the Korean War of
1950-1953, a “peacetime” military draft, substantial inflation, and a high
federal income tax rate—all linked to America’s decision to aid allies and
to limit Soviet/communist expansion—exemplified the nation’s sacrifices
in a crucial struggle destined to stretch over four decades. Americans
should feel great satisfaction that their perseverance not only protected
their fundamental interests, but also ultimately made the world safer for de-
mocracy than it had been in a long time, perhaps than it had ever been.

Documents



THE RUSSIAN PERSPECTIVE

Vladimir O. Pechatnov and C. Earl Edmondson

THE SOVIET ROAD TO THE COLD WAR

o people in the Soviet Union, the coming and the nature of the Cold War

looked greatly—indeed, almost diametrically—different from the way
most Americans saw things. Officials in the Kremlin were confident that they
were pursuing legitimate security interests of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics (commonly abbreviated to U.S.S.R.., and also known as the Soviet
Union) against aggressive machinations of the “imperialist” powers. “We do
not conduct any cold war,” Josef Stalin wrote in a rare note to himself in May
1948. “The cold war is being waged by the U.S.A. and its allies.”

Although this view, almost a mirror-image of the one held in the West,
became the standard one in the Soviet Union, it evolved only gradually fol-
lowing the surrender of Nazi Germany in May 1945. Soviet officials’ per-
ception of their place in the world then was much different from that three
years later. In order fully to understand the coming of the Cold War, one
must have an awareness of the evolution of the Soviet leaders’ perceptions
of their country’s vital interests and of ways to defend them. Fortunately, the
recent opening of important Russian archives has made available documents
that permit a reasonably thorough examination of the motives and decision
making of Soviet leaders during the years in which the Cold War began.

This section examines interwoven threads of perceptions, concerns,
hopes, and decisions that contributed to and helped shape developments
leading to what became known as the Cold War. Recurring in the tapestry
are threads colored by Russia’s imperial and revolutionary past, by the dev-
astating impact of World War II, by Stalin’s personality, by differing and of-
ten inconsistent perceptions among Soviet officials, and by hopes and plans
for the postwar world.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

World War II took an enormous toll on the Soviet Union. In contrast
to the United States, the country emerged from World War II with its hu-
man resources depleted and much of its infrastructure destroyed. At least 27
million people died during the war, and according to estimates made by the
Soviet reparations commission, the country lost about 25 percent of all its
reproducible wealth. In the western part of the country, over 1,700 cities
and towns and thousands of villages were destroyed, most of the livestock
stolen or slaughtered, and more than 31,000 industrial enterprises demol-
ished. In sum, the German invasion left in ruins the most populous and de-
veloped part of the country—an area comparable, in the words of President
John E Kennedy, to “one-third of the continental United States east of
Chicago.”

Having gone through horrendous sufferings, the Soviet people longed
for peace and security. The country was still on a strict rationing system (in-
cluding bread), and people were weary of semistarvation. According to con-
fidential surveys by the Communist party and the secret police, the public
mood was a mixture of exhaustion, yearnings for relaxation of state controls,
and hopes for a better life. Members of the intelligentsia, heartened by the
country’s cooperation with its allies, looked forward to greater intellectual
freedom and widening contacts with the West. In a sampling of the public’s
mood reported to the Kremlin late in 1943, a university professor in re-
cently liberated Kharkov asserted, “The ongoing changes will have to go
further toward a greater democratization of the country’s life”” Peasants, still
reeling from the upheavals of the 1930s, whispered hopefully about dissolu-
tion of collective farms (kolkhozes), which was rumored to be part of a deal
between Stalin and the Western allies. Industrial workers, still laboring seven
days a week, expected lower quotas and shorter hours. “The war is over
now. Why should we work as hard as before?” asked a worker at a clothing
factory in-Siberia. And an ordinary worker in Moscow told a party official,
“During the war we sacrificed everything for the sake of victory; now we
want to be taken better care of "—simple words that expressed a widespread
mood. Millions of Red Army soldiers, having seen the outside world, were
becoming more critical of things back home.

Such reports do not tell the whole story, however. Many communist
“true believers” and party officials felt troubled by the same changes that
gave hope to much of the public. They wondered whether the price of co-
operation with the Western allies might be too high. In particular, the dis-
solution in 1943 of the Communist International (Comintern), nominally
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the headquarters of international communism, disturbed many of them.
Communist functionaries complained that although the dissolution might
“help us now,” it might “turn us backwards” in the long run. One person
asked, “Who will now lead the world revolution? Will other communist
parties continue to consult with comrade Stalin?”

A summary of such views sent to Moscow by the party boss in
Sverdlovsk, a city in the Ural Mountains, stated that “there are people who
interpret this step as a clear capitulation before the capitalist countries.” He
also reported the circulation of disturbing rumors about the introduction of
private trade and of competing political parties. Some rumors held “that
soon there will be a new tsar and that after the war the world would be gov-
erned by America and England.”

Whether hopeful or worried, most Russians shared a new sense of
pride and self-confidence when contemplating total victory over a lethal
enemy. After the initial shock of invasion, the Stalinist system withstood the
test of the titanic war (much to the surprise and relief of its chief guardian)
and proved its ability to concentrate resources, maintain internal discipline,
and act decisively under life-or-death circumstances. The emerging image
of Russia as savior of Europe was a welcome and natural change after years
of inferiority and isolation. Official propaganda identified the war with
Russia’s heroic past and glorified Soviet achievement. In many respects, the
Great Patriotic War, which came to be known among the people as a “sa-
cred war,” endowed the regime with broader legitimacy than sterile Marx-
ist ideology alone was ever able to provide and brought Stalin to the height
of his popularity. Victory, in its turn, enabled Stalin to boast, as he did at a
meeting of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (CPSU) in March 1946: “The war has shown that our social order
is very firmly established.”

The question remained, however, whether the regime could survive
peace as well as war, especially in view of the changes that had occurred
during the war. Because it was a war for national survival and not a com-
munist crusade, Marxist ideology was overshadowed by Russian nationalism
and Soviet patriotism, a shift symbolized by the fact that the formerly sup-
pressed Russian Orthodox Church received official recognition while the
Comintern was being disbanded. Moreover, conditions of war gave greater
autonomy to military commanders, industrial managers, and local authori-
ties. The Communist party itself, greatly expanded by the wartime inflow
of military personnel, had been transformed from a small elite group into a
much broader and more representative organization. So the key question
was whether these trends toward greater openness would continue after the
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war, or whether strict ideological controls and administrative centralization
would be reimposed.

Externally, the Soviet position was also marked by contradictions. On
the one hand, victory over Germany and Japan, two mortal enemies, brought
the U.S.S.R. to new heights of strategic and political influence. With ex-
panded borders and an array of neighbors under its control, the country es-
tablished military hegemony over the Eurasian landmass for years to come;
it also gained recognition as a major power and a key member of the victo-
rious antifascist alliance. On the other hand, the war clearly exposed critical
strategic vulnerabilities: easily penetrable borders, lack of ready access to key
seaways, and absence of a strategic air force and an ocean-going navy, all of
which greatly restricted the Soviet Union’s global reach. The very fact that
the country came so close to defeat at the hands of a much smaller but tech-
nologically more advanced country could not fail to make Soviet leaders re-
alize how vulnerable and backward their regime really was.

In view of such perceived vulnerabilities, it should not be surprising
that, despite the apparent gains made during the war, security concerns re-
mained paramount in Soviet leaders’ thinking about the postwar world. All
countries worry about security, and after 1945 leaders in the United States
and Great Britain were also preoccupied by such concerns (in part, it must
be admitted, because they saw the Soviet Union’s gains more readily than
its vulnerabilities). But given Russian history, the huge war damages, and the
country’s perceived vulnerabilities, as well as the mentality of Stalin and his
subordinates, concerns about security were especially pronounced in the
Soviet Union.

As a Marxist-Leninist, Stalin was revolutionary in many respects, but he
also had a keen interest in history and strategy and saw himself as heir to a
long tradition of Russian imperial statecraft. Shaped by Russia’s geography,
history, and national culture, that tradition was a unique combination of ex-
pansion to counter insecurity, on the one hand, and of a sense of inferior=
ity and hostility vis-a-vis the more advanced West, from which invasion
through Russia’s penetrable borders had occurred repeatedly over six cen-
turies, on the other hand. Yet this sense of insecurity and inferiority was in-
termingled with a strong sense of Russia’s spiritual superiority, of its global
mission, and of the necessity of autocratic rule and self-reliance.

Leninist-Bolshevism, of which Stalin and his lieutenants were true dis-
ciples, intensified and aggravated these traditional characteristics. The Rus~
sian Revolution transformed the culture’s traditional messianism into a
much more aggressive and implacable secular faith that Russia’s way would
redeem, or at least remake, the world. Thus, even before World War II, vir-

Wartime closeness: General George C. Marshall talks with Ambassador
Maxim Litvinov at Bolling Field, Washington, D.C., on June 4, 1942.
(National Archives.)



Berlin airlift: Airplanes from the United States and other Western allies

bring food and supplies to Berlin during the blockade imposed by the
Russians. 1948. (National Archives.)

Food for body and soul: Thanks to the Cooperative for American Relief
I:Everywhere {CA'RE), Qerman children receive nutritious aid from their
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ulent anticapitalist ideology widened Russia’s separateness from the West
and intensified its isolation and sense of insecurity. As seen from Moscow,
events between the world wars lent substance to this sense: military inter-
vention by Western powers in Russia’s civil war of 1918-1920; nonrecog-
nition of Vladimir Lenin’s government for many years; the creation of a bar-
rier of anti~-Russian countries, a “cordon sanitaire,” along Russia’s borders;
and apparent efforts, as at Munich in 1938, to nudge Adolf Hitler’s aggres-
sion eastwards.

In addition, factors as broad as the nature of the Bolshevik experience
before 1917 and as narrow as Stalin’s personality greatly affected Soviet poli-
cies in the international arena. Life in the revolutionary underground, which
provided formative experiences for Bolsheviks, was a brutal school of survival
that taught them conspiracy, self-righteousness, cruelty, single-mindedness,
and contempt for written rules and compromises. It also taught them how to
repress opposition more efficiently than the tsarist system had managed to do.
Superimposed on these historical layers was the personality of Stalin himself.
Stalin surpassed his comrades not only in the ability to run the huge country
almost single-handedly, but also in boundless suspiciousness, ruthlessness, and
sheer Machiavellianism. Thus shaped, Stalin and his circle created dictatorial
institutions that gave them far greater control over Russia’s resources and peo-
ple than the tsars had ever dreamed about.

Stalin was determined to exploit his power at home and the possibili-
ties opened by the defeat of Germany. Now was the time to right history’s
wrongs and to provide his country with an extra margin of safety for the
future. The U.S.S.R. could be made into an invincible fortress against for-
eign, especially capitalist, enemies. If in the process it became a major actor
on the world stage, so much the better.

In the most immediate sense, Soviet policymakers acted on the basis of
what may be called the “Barbarossa syndrome”—the fear of another inva-
sion from the West, presumably by a revived Germany bent on revenge and
perhaps backed by other capitalist powers. Given the number and scale of
past invasions, Russia’s Barbarossa syndrome was surely more deeply felt
than the “Pear] Harbor syndrome” in the United States. To prevent invasion
in the future, Stalin was determined to keep Germany enfeebled and to ex~-
tend Soviet borders to the line of 1941 (i.e., to retain control over the Baltic
states, the western part of Ukraine, and Bessarabia, all of which Russia had
lost after World War I and repossessed in 1939-1941, as well as the north-
ern Bukovina). Without those expanded borders, most initially gained
through the infamous Molotov—Ribbentrop (Soviet—German) Pact of
1939, Russian forces most probably would have lost both Moscow and
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Leningrad in 1941. To provide a still greater depth of defense, a buffer zone
of “friendly states” along the Soviet Union’s western borders—a sort of
“cordon sanitaire” in reverse—was to be created in eastern Europe, the tra-
ditional base for military aggression against Russia.

The same line of thinking. applied also in the Far East, where twice in
the twentieth century Japan had posed a serious threat to Russia’s security.
On that front, Soviet leaders wanted at the least to regain territory lost to
Japan in the RussoJapanese War of 1904—1905, primarily Sakhalin Island,
as well as to acquire the Kurile Islands chain, all strategically important.

Another lesson of World War II, which Stalin aptly called “a war of en-
gines,” was the critical importance of a country’s military—industrial base. The
industrial sector of the Soviet Union needed rebuilding both to cover war
losses and to catch up with potential competitors, for “those who lag behind
get beaten,” as Stalin liked to say. Hardly had the war against Germany ended
when, on May 14, 1945, the Central Committee of the CPSU instructed
editors-in-chief of major newspapers to concentrate “on our people’s tasks in
further strengthening the military—economic might of our Motherland”’ In
short, control of adjacent space and enhanced military—industrial capacity
were key components of Soviet thinking about the postwar world.

EARLY PLANNING FOR THE POSTWAR ERA

Soviet officials started to prepare for peace when the war was still in its
early stages. The initial impulse for these preparations came from Solomon
Lozovsky, a deputy to Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov. In a2 memoran-
dum to Molotov and Stalin late in December 1941, after German forces had
been pushed away from Moscow, Lozovsky warned that “after the war we will
again face, on every important question, a united front of capitalist countries
which would be mostly concerned with preserving a capitalist system (in-
cluding in the defeated countries) and above all with containing the Soviet
Union within the old pre-1939 borders.” Foreshadowing subsequent themes,
Lozovsky offered three main tasks for planning the postwar agenda: compen-
sation to the U.S.S.R. for wartime losses, securing new borders, and render-
ing Germany and its allies harmless for the future. The following month,
Stalin authorized the creation of a special commission to work on this agenda.

The planning process picked up speed after major turning points in the
war occurred in 1943. Soon after the great battles of Stalingrad and Kursk,

three new bodies were organized to deal with issues likely to be faced in
reaching a peace settlement.
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One interagency commission, headed by Marshal Kliment Voroshilov,
worked out a basic pattern for armistices to be signed with Germany’s satel-
lites. These armistices would provide for a predominant Soviet role in oc-
cupation policies for Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria. In the Soviet view,
such a role was critical for insuring a pro-Soviet orientation in those coun-
tries in the future.

A Foreign Ministry commission on reparations, headed by Deputy
Foreign Minister Ivan Maisky, prepared a reparations program intended to
keep Germany weak by requiring that it contribute massively to Soviet re-
construction. According to this scheme, the Soviet Union would receive
$20 billion worth of reparations, half of which would presumably be sup-
plied by Germany. As Maisky wrote, Germany, “the main problem,” was “to
be rendered harmless” for the next thirty years through a combination of
Allied occupation, disarmament, reparations, and “re-education.”

Finally, a Foreign Ministry commission on peace treaties and the post-
war order, chaired by former Foreign Minister Maxim Litvinov, now a
deputy to Molotov, made a strong geopolitical case for creating a wide se-
curity zone in Europe and acquiring additional strategic strongholds. Litvi-
nov’s commission proposed getting some control over the Turkish straits; in-
ternationalizing the Kiel Canal; maintaining a Soviet presence in the
northern part of Iran in order to protect the Caucasus border and to open
lines of communication to the Persian Gulf; and securing trusteeships over
the Dodecanese Islands, Tripolitania (Libya), Somalia, Eritrea, and even
Palestine.

Although very ambitious, these strategic desiderata were not conceived
in absolutist terms of global hegemony or world revolution. The main jus-
tification for the claims was “the experience of the war,” which had demon-
strated severe constraints on the country’s communications by sea and on its
ability to project power beyond its borders. Based on continuity with goals
of the late tsarist period, these desiderata remained, in terms of Realpolitik,
fairly limited—from Moscow’s perspective, anyway. Characteristically, there
were no blueprints for expanding Soviet influence in western Europe, Latin
America, or China, which were obviously considered to be within the
West’s sphere of interest.

Many of these proposals were fleshed out during the war. Although the
Western allies were reluctant to grant formal recognition of the 1941 bor-
ders, they did give promising hints about the matter, and Stalin came to rely
on their de facto recognition after the war. “The problem of borders, or
rather of security guarantees of our specific borders, will be decided by
force,” he told Molotov in 1942. Soviet ambassadors in Washington and
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London predicted that despite pro forma objections, both Washington and
London “will ultimately bow to the inevitable and recognize the boundaries
adequate to our needs.” Aside from the special case of Poland, Stalin ex-
pected little Western resistance to Soviet domination of eastern Europe. In
this matter, he relied on the realities of power. :

All i.n all, Soviet leaders considered their expectations to be modest and
legitimate. In their view, such claims represented a “fair share” of the spoils
of war won by great sacrifice, spoils that were, moreover, vital for the future
security of their country. In Stalin’s brutal logic, each victor’s share should
be proportionate to the number of soldiers “spent” (his favorite expression)
and of enemy killed. On both of these accounts the Soviet contribution was
overwhelming indeed: The Red Army suffered fifty-five times more casu-
alties than did U.S. forces and inflicted 93 percent of German combat losses
during the three-year period between Barbarossa (June 22, 1941) and D day
(June 6, 1944). Even including naval and air operations in all the war’s the-
aters, the Soviet share of the total Allied war effort was, according to Soviet
estimates, no less than 75 percent.

Stalin might also have sincerely considered his requests modest espe-
cially in comparison with his partners’ possessions and gains. “The UK. has
India and her possessions in the Indian ocean in her sphere of interest; the
U.S. has China and Japan, but the Soviet Union has nothing,” Stalin com-
plained to British foreign secretary Ernest Bevin late in 1945 in making his
case for Soviet trusteeship over Tripolitania (Libya). “Could not the inter-
ests of the Soviet government also be taken into account?”

Stalin may have seen his agenda as reasonable, and his Western partners
may have seemed open to much of it, but he doubted that he would achieve
all of his desiderata. Both Russian history and Bolshevik ideology conspired
to make him apprehensive about the postwar settlement. In 1877, 1904, and
1914, Russia had been lured into war by the prospect or promise of major
strategic gains either in southeastern Europe (control over the Balkans and
the Straits) or in eastern Asia (control over Manchuria), only to be left
empty-handed in the end.

Even more treachery could be expected from the West now that Rus-
sia had become its ideological and class enemy. In 1944, Stalin said to Yu-
goslav communist allies, pointing to the map of the Soviet Union, “They
will never accept the idea that so great a space should be red, never, never!”
And in March 1945 he told Czechoslovak communists that after the war
“our allies will try to save the Germans and conspire with them [against
us],” echoing suspicions he had uttered as early as 1942. Molotov, citing
Stalin to the effect that tsarist Russia used “to win wars but was unable to
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enjoy the fruits of her victories,” joined in the refrain: “Russians are re-
markable warriors, but do not know how to make peace: they are deceived,
underpaid.”

Thus obsessed by the idea of “not being fooled” yet again, Stalin and
Molotov were ready for tough bargaining with their allies. They were deter-
mined to secure as many gains as possible—first of all in east-central Europe,
preferably with their allies’ consent, but unilaterally if necessary. Hoping for the
best (i.e., formal recognition of their rights and claims), they were prepared for
the worst. Although important, collaboration with the West was subordinate
to the main task of building a buffer zone along the western border. At least
some Western observers were aware of that order of Soviet priorities, as illus-
trated by a report from the U.S. Office of Strategic Services (OSS) in March
1945: “[T]o the Soviet leadership, adherence to the pro-Soviet foreign policy
on the part of the border countries is more important than the success or fail-
ure of general international cooperation after the war.”

The experience of interallied relationships during the war was another
factor shaping Soviet postwar plans and expectations. Despite the unex-
pectedly large-scale cooperation with “a class enemy,” necessitated by a
common threat, underlying ideological hostility and suspicions remained
alive throughout the war, as fully confirmed by newly available Russian
documentation. From the Soviet standpoint, certain Western policies were
the chief culprits. Soviet leaders viewed the failure of the Western allies to
open a second front in Europe early in the conflict as particularly serious
and symptomatic. They saw it as a clear sign that Britain and the United
States wanted Russian blood to win the war for them. In a dispatch from
Washington in June 1943, even such a Western-oriented Soviet diplomat as
Litvinov concluded “beyond doubt” that “military calculations of both gov-
ernments [Britain and the United States] are [intended] to . . . wear down
the Soviet Union’s strength to the maximum extent possible in order to di-
minish its role in the solution of postwar problems.” Stalin and his diplomats
placed most of the blame for such policies on Winston Churchill, however,
for they sensed that he was “towing Roosevelt.”

Soviet leaders also resented what they viewed, with good reason, as an
Anglo—American plot to keep the development of atomic weapons a com-
plete secret from them. Thanks to the Kremlin’s extended spying network
in both Britain and the United States, it knew about the secret project early
on, however. Accordingly, Stalin showed no surprise when President Harry
S. Truman referred obliquely to the atomic bomb at the Potsdam Confer-
ence in July 1945. At the same time, Stalin told his diplomats, “Roosevelt
clearly felt no need to put us in the picture. He could have done it at Yalta.
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He could simply have told me that the atomic bomb was going through its
experimental stages. We were supposed to be allies”” On other matters, too,
spies provided grounds for persistent Soviet suspicions about the intentions
of the country’s Western allies.

Finally, as the war neared its end, disagreements among the Allies about
the future of eastern Europe became more pronounced, despite earlier ef-
forts to paper them over. Poland in particular proved to be a major bone of
contention, “an open wound in the relations between the Soviet Union and
the Anglo—Saxon countries” as Churchill put it. Hostility between Poles
and Russians went back several centuries, but Stalin saw Poland less as an
old enemy than as a strategic “corridor for attack” against Russia, as he said
at Yalta. Now he wanted its territory to be his own corridor of communi-
cation to the future Soviet occupation zone in Germany.

The US.S.R. and its Western allies disagreed about who should speak
for Poland. For domestic political as well as strategic reasons, London and
Washington supported the London-based government-in-exile and its un-
derground military wing in Poland. In the Kremlin’s eyes, however, the
Poles in London were true heirs of Poland’s Russophobic tradition and were
only too willing to act, as U.S. intelligence acknowledged, as “a counter-
poise” to the US.S.R. in eastern Europe. Openly anti-Soviet and irreden-
tist, the “London Poles” were a major obstacle to Soviet plans for Poland,
and Stalin was determined to deny them a political role in the country. In
the summer of 1944, a rival pro-Soviet group, which came to be known as
the Lublin government, was set up in Poland. At the same time, much to the
indignation of his Western allies, Stalin refused actively to support the up-
rising in Warsaw by forces loyal to the London Poles. In a more muted way,
the same contradiction between independence and friendliness toward the
Soviet Union was present in Romania and Bulgaria, where the West also
tacitly supported anti-Russian political forces.

Despite all these problems, the interallied relationship also had positive
features from the Soviet standpoint. Procuring large-scale aid from the West
for the deadly fight against fascism was considered by the Kremlin a major
political feat. “Lenin could not even dream of such a correlation of forces as
we achieved in this war.” Stalin told Yugoslav communists early in 1945.
Thanks to the mutual interest in defeating the common enemy and laying
the bases for a postwar order, the underlying ideological hostility receded
into the background for a while. New habits of cooperation developed
within parts of the Soviet bureaucracy and eroded some of its orthodox
anti-Western stereotypes and prejudices. Among the public at large a new
image of friendly allies superseded the old one of class enemies. Several So-
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viet diplomats dealing with the West—notably Litvinov, Maisky, and Andrei
Gromyko—came to base their planning for the postwar period on the pre-
sumption of continued cooperation among the Big Three. They viewed
such cooperation as the best basis for a stable postwar order, one that would
also be protective of their country’s interests.

This presumption in turn required a fairly revisionist view of the cap-
italist West, which some people in the Kremlin came to appreciate as a
staunch opponent of fascism and German-Japanese militarism. Fully aware
of interallied differences, these Soviet diplomats still believed that the vital
security interests of their country were largely compatible with those of the
United States and Great Britain and even that cooperation with the West-
ern allies was required in order to realize and safeguard those interests. The
young Gromyko, a loyal protégé of Molotov, predicted in June 1944 that the
United States would want to “preserve international peace” after the war in
order to secure its “greatly enhanced world position.”

Although Stalin, with his boundless suspicion of everything foreign,
was hardly prone to such a benign view of the West, his cynical pragmatism
prompted him to keep open the option of continued cooperation after the
war. His future-oriented policies during the war spoke louder to this effect
than his private words of distrust. Soviet diplomacy played an active role in
laying the foundation for the Bretton—Woods international financial system
and in creating the United Nations. For a while, Stalin was serious about the
United Nations’s peacekeeping potential, at least as long as the Allies policed
the world (a scheme that corresponded to his own vision of dividing the
world into spheres of influence). In May 1942, for example, he overruled
Molotov’s skeptical reaction to the “four-policemen” idea put forward by
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt (FDR); this notion was “absolutely
correct,” he cabled to his deputy. “There is no doubt,” he went on, “that
without Great Britain, the U.S.A., and the U.S.S.R. creating a joint military
force capable of preventing aggression, it would be impossible to secure
peace in the future” (FDR also foresaw China as one of the “four police-
men.”) And in August 1944 Stalin assured pro-Soviet Polish leaders that
prospective UN military forces would hold Germany in check.

Important psychological incentives also contributed to an inclination
toward international cooperation. For the first time, the West accepted the
Soviet Union as a legitimate great power thanks to its impressive military
performance and the sacrifices it made during the war. In only a couple of
years, the former international pariah state became a full partner in the
councils of world powers, which seemed respectful of its power, interests,
and newly gained status. Such respect was especially important for Stalin,
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who developed a reasonably close working relationship with his Western
counterparts and clearly enjoyed his new status of being, in his view, first
among equals, a view that spread throughout the Soviet leadership and was
generally cultivated.

Of course, this new sense of recognition and legitimacy worked two
ways. Although it provided incentive for international cooperation, it also en-
hanced the Soviet Union’s appetite and created a sort of entitlement complex.

There were also vital practical reasons for continued Soviet coopera-
tion with the West. Stalin and his team were fully aware of the awesome
military—industrial potential and global strategic reach of the Anglo-
American world. They did not want to make that world an enemy. At the
least, they wanted to postpone doing so until a correlation of forces more
favorable for the U.S.S.R. was achieved. (“A bad peace is better than a
good quarrel,” goes a Russian saying.) In general, Soviet leaders thought it
best to have the Western allies as partners in preventing a resurgence of
Germany and Japan, for those countries were deemed to be potentially
more deadly enemies than the liberal democracies.

Besides, the West, especially the mighty and prosperous America, was
seen as a potential source of desperately needed economic assistance for the
postwar reconstruction of the Soviet economy. In December 1944, the State
Defense Committee approved a request for a $6 billion loan from the
United States, in addition to other plans to use Lend-Lease for getting in-
dustrial equipment for postwar use. In Soviet planning guidelines, Western
assistance was listed, along with domestic sources and reparations, as one of
the three main resources for reconstruction.

As for the nature of cooperation with the West, Soviet planners saw it
largely in terms of a great-power concert based on some kind of a division
of the world into spheres of influence. Litvinov recommended “an amica-
ble separation of security spheres in Europe” (mainly between the U.S.S.R..
and Britain) and saw “our maximum sphere of security” to be “Finland,
Sweden, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Romania, the Slavic countries of
the Balkans, as well as Turkey” Maisky also argued for a British-Soviet con-
dominium in Europe, one that would “strengthen friendly relations with
the United States.” Thus, the “three- [or four-] policemen” formula of co-
operation was expected to provide for the major strategic imperatives of the
US.S.R.: keeping it in the council of world powers, legitimizing its postwar
borders and spheres of influence, and keeping Germany and Japan down.
Stalin demonstrated his preference for arrangements based on spheres of in-
fluence when he accepted the “percentage deal” for southeastern Europe
proposed by Churchill in Moscow in October 1944,
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Again, the ultimate controlling factor was military presence on the
ground. “Whoever occupies a territory also imposes in it his own s_oc1a1 sys-
tem,” was Stalin’s famous dictum recorded by Yugoslav communist leader
Milovan Dijilas in 1944. This line of thinking did not mean that the Krem-~
lin had definite plans early on for sovietizing the whole of eastern Europe.
With regard to Poland, for example, the battle order for the Red A.rmy for-
bade “setting up Soviet-type regulations” and “interfering with 10<':a1
Catholic churches.” Specific forms of Soviet control in different countries
were to be worked out in accordance with evolving conditions. But in crl'lde
Bolshevik thinking, military presence was a critical variable for influencing
an occupied country’s sociopolitical development. Internal Soviet.docu'me'nts
of 1945-1946 are full of references to the Red Army’s key role in bringing
“people’s democracy” to east European countries, while a “tqta]ly differfent
political process” was expected to develop in Western-occupied c.our‘ltrles.
Molotov’s handwritten comments regarding the post-Yalta reorganization of
the Lublin government provide a vivid illustration of the S.oviet v.iew:
“Poland—big deal! But how governments are being organized in Belgium,
France, Greece, etc., we do not know. We do not say that we like one o'r an-
other of these governments. We have not interfered, because there it is the
Anglo—American zone of military action.” .

Indeed, Stalin was very careful about interfering with the Western
sphere. He demonstrated that early on, when the Kremlin grudgingly ac-
cepted a negligible role in the occupation of Italy in 1943. Not that Stalin
gave up on spreading communism or Soviet influence there altoget'her, but
he subordinated those interests to his larger strategic goals. Later, in 1944
and 1945, Stalin restrained French and Italian communists from attempts to
take power in their countries and refused actively to support communist-
led campaigns against the British-backed government of Greece and the
American-backed government in China.

Stalin’s strong support for a British—American invasion through north-
ern France, instead of the Mediterranean strategy favored by Churchill, also
indicated his priorities. He knew that the latter would tie Western forces
down in Europe’s southern periphery, thus allowing the Red Army to ad-
vance much further westward than it ultimately did. But a speedy defeat of
the common enemy was more important to him than exporting revolution
or extending Soviet military presence into western Europe.

He was, of course, fully aware of the geopolitical advantages of the
other course. “Had Churchill delayed opening the second front in northern
France by a year, the Red Army would have come to France,” he told Mau-
rice Thorez, the leader of France’s communists, in 1947. He acknowledged
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haerg thought about “reaching Paris.” as did Tsar Alexander I, who led
R1:1331an troops into the French capital in 1814. But Stalin resisted ;he tem
tation to emulate his illustrious predecess i
No wonder that analysts in Washington saw these priorities, along with
the‘dlsbanding of the Comintern, as evidence of “increasingly ’coopegrative
policy on the part of the US.S.R.,” to quote an OSS report of September
1943, The. OSS was impressed by the fact that “despite the overwhelmin
success .of 1ts summer offensive, the Soviet Union continues to urge the AE
lies to invade Europe with a large military force, the presence of which
could hardly be conducive to Soviet expansion in that area” :

or (see document 7).

GAINS AT YALTA AND MISTAKEN ASSUMPTIONS

Matny of the threads examined thus far came together at the Yalta Con-
.ference in .the Crimea. There, the Allies reached broad consensus on man
mpor@t 1ssues. Compromises blunted the sharpening tensions over Polzmdy
Faced V&.’lth a“correlation of forces” favoring the Soviet Union, Roosevelt anci
Cl"lurchlll agreed to move Poland’s borders westward by about 200 miles. The
shift allowed.the US.S.R. to keep the territory in the eastern part of pllewar
Poland. t.hat it had gained through the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact in 1939
(and giving it at least part of the Polish territory that the Romanov empir
controlled before World War I). In return, Stalin agreed to allow free electilc))n:
and a dCfmocratic reorganization of the pro-Soviet Lublin government—a
formul:_itlon representing the maximum price Stalin was willing to pay for
preserving “comity” with his Western allies. In addition, he mollified I{oo-
sevelt and Churchill by signing the Declaration on Liberated Europe, which
formally emphasized democracy and self-determination. All the whlzle’ he re
assured the worried Molotov: “Do not worry. We can implement it’in :
way later. The heart of the matter is in the correlation of forces.” -
o Even with regard to more ambitious Soviet strategic aspirations, the
initial Western Iesponse was apparently positive. The U.S. goverm;ient
agr?ed In principle to consider Soviet claims to former Italian colonies
while both FDR and Churchill informally supported a review of the Mon—,
treaux Convention of 1936, thus implicitly acknowledging the Soviet re-
quest for a greater role in controlling the Turkish straits, They also secret}

assured Stalin that his country could regain former tsarist possessions in ch
Far East as a reward for entering the war against Japan within three months
after the surrender of Germany. Another incentive to participate in the war

The Russian Perspective 99

in Asia was Stalin’s aspiration to take part in the postwar occupation of
Japan, thus to play a major role in that part of the world.

The Yalta Conference was regarded as a success by the Soviet side.
“The general atmosphere at the conference was very friendly;” Molotov re-
ported to Soviet ambassadors abroad. “There was obviously a desire to come
to agreement on issues in dispute. We consider the conference as a positive
development on the whole and specifically on Poland, Yugoslavia, and repa-
rations.” '

But a serious downturn in interallied relations soon followed the Yalta
Conference. It was caused primarily by disputes over implementation of the
decisions regarding the reorganization of the Polish government and by the so-
called Bern incident. The latter grew out of the Soviet response to secret con-
tacts between U.S. agents and Nazi emissaries in Bern, Switzerland, in March
1945. When denied participation in the talks, the Soviet side interpreted them
as a sinister plot designed to bring about unilateral German capitulation on the
western front. Although Roosevelt tried to play the matter down in his last
message to Stalin, the incident left bad feelings on both sides.

One likely fallout from the incident was Stalin’s abrupt decision to
downgrade the Soviet representation at the upcoming conference to found
the United Nations Organization. Instead of sending a large, top-level del-
egation headed by Molotov, as originally decreed by the Politburo, Stalin
proposed at the end of March to send a much smaller group led by the
young Andrei Gromyko, a proposal that annoyed Washington.

Even so, as the war in Europe neared its end, Stalin was less of an ex-
pansionist than some of his lieutenants. The mood of the Red Army’s offi-
cer corps, as they advanced triumphantly through Europe, was euphoric, ac-
cording to reports by various Russian witnesses and American intelligence
operatives. Many officers seemed ready to go all the way to the English
Channel, and the normally reasonable Litvinov proposed a much wider So-
viet security zone than Stalin ever supported. Even among the Soviet pub-
lic there were sentiments, according to party and secret-police reports, in fa-
vor of annexing much of eastern Europe and Germany to the U.S.S.R.

Although more modest than that, Stalin’s own security agenda, as de-
duced from his actions rather than from his words, was overly ambitious and
ultimately proved unacceptable to the West. As noted, his minimum goals
were to keep Germany and Japan down while securing the Soviet sphere in

eastern Europe. But he was also ready, as we will see, to knock on other doors
looking for soft spots around the periphery of the U.S.S.R. and beyond—in
Iran, Turkey, and even the Mediterranean. And all of these acquisitions were
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to be made while preserving the fruits, especially the economic fruits, of a
stable relationship with the West. At that point, Stalin did not view the
wartime alliance as an impediment to his plans for security through expan-
sion. To the contrary, it was only within the framework of the Big Three that
he could hope to achieve his main goals. Ultimately, this combination proved
to be incompatible, for Soviet leaders had, in William Taubman’s words, “not
so much a plan, with all contingencies taken into account, as a hope.”

The Kremlin’s hope was propped up by several largely illusional as-
sumptions. Despite occasional worries about a “united front of capitalist
countries,” in general Soviet leaders firmly believed, in line with a long-held
Bolshevik view of the capitalist world, that the postwar British-American
relationship would be marked by “contradictions” and competition. Maisky
expected that in this relationship the United States would play an “offen-
sive” role, the British a “defensive” one. Furthermore, Soviet thjnking pos-
tulated not only that Americans and Britons would be locked in a deadly
struggle for markets and colonies, but also that they both would be keenly
interested in keeping the German and Japanese economies weak. Why,
Gromyko asked, would the “industrialfinancial bourgeoisie of the U.S.A”
strengthen future competitors?

British-American discord and a weak Germany were the Kremlin’s
best hope for avoiding the emergence of a hostile Western coalition, the
specter of which had haunted the Soviet leadership since the Entente’s in-
tervention in Russia’s civil war and the diplomatic isolation of 1920s. A
bedrock of Soviet policy was “to prevent formation of a bloc of Great
Britain and the U.S.A. against us,” as Lozovsky stated during a staff meeting
of top Soviet diplomats in the spring of 1944,

Soviet leaders entertained another illusion of an ideological nature: a
grossly exaggerated notion that it would be in the West’s economic interest
to assist postwar reconstruction in the Soviet Union. Like some Americans,
they expected the U.S. economy to go into another big depression after the
war. Understandably, then, Soviet leaders saw their request for American
goods and credits almost as a favor, one that the U.S. government should be
only too glad to accept.

A final Soviet miscalculation was more geopolitical than ideological.
Soviet leaders counted on an eventual withdrawal of U.S, military forces
from Europe, which would leave the US.S.R. and Britain as the only two
great powers on the continent. They saw it “in our best interest,” according
to a report by Maisky that reflected a predominant Soviet view of an opti-
mal European balance of power, “that postwar Europe have only one great
land power—the U.S.S.R.—and only one great sea power—England.” Such
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an arrangement would “prevent the formaFion in [West-centFal]”E;roI');ezf
any power or combination of powers with _powerﬁll armies. ;elsi;i
Roosevelt’s assurance to Stalin at Teheran late in 1943 that the U.S. tarzlr
forces would be out of Europe two years after the war ended gave adde
plausibility to such projections. Both tradit%on and common wartime ef;_
pectations, then, pointed to a imited American role in th.e postwar wc?r s
even though such thinking clearly overlooked the expansion of Amenczx;
security requirements during World War II, an. expansion th.at soon ma
the United States far more assertive and globalist in a strategic sense, espe-
cially in Europe, than Soviet leaders (and perhaps most Americans) ex-
peCtegl‘lch, in brief, were Soviet plans and expectations, h.opes‘ and fe_ars_ fc.>r
the future as the terrible war came to an end. But soon this fairly opn;mstllc
picture began to unravel under the pressure of new, often unforeseen devel-

opments.

THE FIRST FREEZE: FROM THE DEATH
OF FDR TO THE TRUMAN DOCTRINE

FDR’s sudden death on April 12, 1945, was a serious blow to Soviet calcu-
lations. Stalin was obviously distressed by the news, as con.ﬁrmed. by Am-
bassador Averell Harriman, and personally saw to it that mourning ce.re,-
monies in the U.S.S.R. were at the highest natio.nal level. Pesplte Stahn csl
lingering mistrust of R oosevelt, the American president was his favorite an
most reliable Western partner, as well as a personal gu:.arant:or of t}‘1e cont.m—
uation of what Moscow called the “Roosevelt trend” in U.S. for-f:?gn p(;hq:i
a policy of cooperation with the Soviet Union based‘on 'recogmtlond? e:nl
respect for Soviet security needs. Stalin knew from‘ his diplomats an 1nher—1
ligence reports that this trend was under mountlng pressure even whe
FDR was still alive; without him, Washington was hke.ly to beco‘me more
anti-Soviet. Characteristically, Stalin suspected some evil plot bf:hmd, Roo-
sevelt’s death and suggested to the U.S. ambassador that the president’s body
i or evidence of poison.

ShOUIgol\)ziee: T:zu:lnirrlse(lilail misgivings abo}:n Roosevelt’s successor from the start.
In Moscow, Truman was known mostly for his memorable statement, at .the
time of the German invasion of the Soviet Union, to the effect that the Ur?lted
States should help whichever side was losing “and that way let‘ then.q kill mzsl
many [of each other] as possible.” That phrase haunted Tm in all inte; "
Soviet assessments, including the first profile of the new president sent to the
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Kr?n.lhn by the Foreign Ministry on April 13. Nevertheless, accurately de-
sctibing Truman as a moderate Democrat and “a loyal New Dealer” that re-
port hopefully predicted that he would “generally continue Roose;elt’s 1
icy” in foreign affairs. o

But Truman soon confirmed the worst Soviet apprehensions. His fa-
mous scolding of Molotov in the White House on April 23 durir;g a dis-
cussion of the Polish problem, was perceived by the Soviet fo,reign minister
as a deliberate demonstration of 2 new tougher line toward the U.S.S.R
Then three weeks later the Truman administration, without any wa‘lr;u"n '
abruptly stopped Lend-Lease shipments to the US.S.R. and even callegd’
back several ships already headed for Soviet ports. Officially, the Soviet gov-
ernxl?ent responded to the shock by tersely taking note of Truman’s action
But in his talks with Harry Hopkins in June, Stalin called it a “brutal” ac;
and asserted that if it was “designed to put pressure on the Raussians in or-
der to soften them up, then it was a fundamental mistake.”

Clearly, Stalin was reading the worst possible meaning into Washing-
ton’s ,taction. The Kremlin’s internal reaction was even more somber and far-
reaching. As recalled by some government officials, a special Kremlin advi-
sory to top Soviet leaders and to missions abroad characterized termination
of Lénd—Lease as a sign of a new, more adversarial U.S, policy “now that the
war 1s over.” The intensity of the Kremlin’ indignation, mixed with defi-
ance, also shows in Molotov’s order for the Soviet trade representative in
New York “to stop popping up with his miserable protestations and beg-
g.lng. American authorities for deliveries; if the Americans want to sto de-
liveries, so much the worse for them.” ’

This new tension between the emerging superpowers was soon eased by
steps taken in Washington. Perhaps realizing that he had acted precipitously,
Trum;.m decided to resume Lend-Lease deliveries for the Far East and to send’
Hopk'ms, a Roosevelt aide highly regarded by the Russians, on a trouble-
shooting mission to Moscow. Most notably, the Stalin—Hopkins talks resolved
.thorny disagreements about the reorganization of the new Polish government
n a way satisfactory to the Kremlin and its Polish clients. The compromise
Fﬂled for several members of the old London-based government-in-exile to
join the pro-Soviet Lublin government, but the latter group would still be
dominant. The arrangement was hailed as a “clear victory” by the Lublin gov-
ernment’s representative in Moscow; since his group would control seven key
posts out of twelve, thus “having a decisive voice” The compromise opened
the way for Britain and the United States to recognize the Soviet-backed Pol-

ish government. But other contentious i
problems remained to be handled
the Potsdam Conference in mid-July, o
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THE POTSDAM CONFERENCE

The Potsdam Conference, and preparations for it, gave Stalin his best
chance to consolidate Soviet war gains and to squeeze additional conces-
sions from his allies. In the weeks following the unconditional surrender of
Germany on May 8, the Soviet Union stood at the peak of its military glory.
The Red Army controlled all of Berlin, and the Western allies, particularly
the United States, still desired Soviet help for a final offensive against Japan.
In preparing for the conference, the Soviet side was determined not just to
lock in deals about eastern Europe, Germany, and the Far East agreed to at
Yalta, but also to seek extra gains in the Mediterranean and along the south-
ern borders of the US.S.R.

From Turkey, the Soviet Union wanted control over the Bosporus and
the Dardanelles. For decades, first tsars and then commissars had vainly
sought to gain control of the great geostrategic narrows connecting the
Black and the Mediterranean Seas, passages that in the past had been used
to Russia’s detriment. During the Crimean War (1853—1856), British and
French fleets passed through the straits to lay siege to Sevastopol, and dur-
ing the world wars they had been at the disposal of Germany. In 1916, the
tsarist government negotiated a secret treaty, never fulfilled, with the En-
tente powers to get the straits, and in 1940 Stalin, too, secretly tried to make
a deal about them, this time with Hitler. At the end of World War II, So-
viet leaders saw a new opportunity to extract that “bone in Russia’s throat,”

as Stalin put it in talks with FDR and Churchill.

Soviet planners produced a number of possible options to reach this
goal, ranging from a moderate revision of the Montreux Convention to a
much more radical plan for joint Soviet—Turkish defense of the straits.
Stalin, encouraged by his successful test of the first option at Teheran and
Yalta, as well as by Turkey’s accommodating mood, decided to raise the
stakes by presenting Ankara with an ultimatum on June 7, 1945. Moscow
demanded not only military bases at the straits, but also territorial conces-
sions in Trans-Caucasus areas south of the Caucasus Mountains where So-
viet Armenia and Georgia had some historical claims—the latter demand

meant as a bargaining chip. Stalin obviously counted on Turkey’s weak
nerves and the Allies’ grudging acceptance. But as subsequent events would
demonstrate, he miscalculated on both counts.

Stalin’s second project, the penetration of Britain’s strategic domain in
the Mediterranean, was no less ambitious, and it, too, presumed acquies-
cence, even support, by the United States. The Litvinov commission did
most of the preparatory work on the future of Italian colonies. Fully aware
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of “the great strategic importance”of those areas to Britain and anticipating
its strong resistance, Litvinov banked on U.S, help: “To knock Britain down
from her positions,” he wrote to Stalin and Molotov, “we would undoubt-
edly need strong support from the USA” In such thinking, Soviet officials
relied on the initially positive American response to Gromyko’s low-key re-
quest, in a note to Edward Stettinius in May, for a share in any trusteeship
established over former Italian colonies in Africa. The combination of con-
trol over the Turkish straits with strongholds in the Mediterranean would
give the US.S.R. a powerful strategic presence throughout the whole area,
a stark fact that could not fail to impress the British and their American
cousins, and at Potsdam Soviet leaders encountered diminishing tolerance
for their growing appetites. The Western allies essentially rebuffed all Soviet
efforts to go beyond the European sphere, although they left the door open
for further discussion about the Turkish straits and the Italian colonies.

On issues relating to Europe, however, the Soviet Union gained more
than it Jost at Potsdam. After intense struggle, the Soviet delegation got what
it wanted with regard to Poland, recognition of its new government and its
new western border along the Oder and western Neisse Rivers. The three al-
lies also agreed on basic principles for dealing with Germany, although the
Soviet Union did not win internationalization of the Ruhr valley’s industrial
area or the desired amount of reparations. In disposing of former German ter-
ritory east of the new Oder—Neisse line, the U.S.S.R.. established direct con-
trol over—in effect, it annexed—the northern part of old East Prussia, which
gave it an ice-free port at Koenigsberg, soon to be renamed Kaliningrad.

At Potsdam, the Soviet Union also gained the upper hand in prepar-
ing peace treaties for former German satellites in southeastern Europe (ex-
cluding Italy). “It is especially satisfactory,” Molotov stated in a report about
the conference sent to Soviet ambassadors abroad, “since it unties our hands
in [the matter of] diplomatic recognition of Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary,
and Finland.” In private conversation with Georgy Dimitrov, Molotov was
even more candid: The decisions, he said, “in effect recognized [the Balkans)
as a [Soviet] sphere of influence” In an unsuccessfil attempt to have a say
in establishing democratic governments in that sphere, the Western allies
proposed monitoring forthcoming parliamentary elections in Romania,
Bulgaria, and Hungary. “We rejected this proposal as incompatible with
democratic principles,” Molotov wrote in the circular. (He might have
added, more tangibly, that the Soviet Union had had no say in the forma-
tion of the Italian government, so now it was simply returning the favor.)

Despite such tensions, the Soviet side managed to preserve a Big Three
format for negotiations about peace treaties in Europe. The Allies agreed
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that all key decisions were to be made by the U.S.SR., the United States,
and Britain assembled in a Council of Foreign Ministers. Molotov wrote:
“This decision, which confines the number of our partners to a sufficient
minimum, is the most flexible and satisfying from our viewpoint. . . . The
conference ended with quite satisfactory results for the Soviet Union.”

At Potsdam, Truman “casually” and vaguely informed Stalin about the
first successful test of a new weapon of mass destruction, although he did
not call it an itomic bomb. Without showing any particular interest in pub-
lic, Stalin knew immediately what Truman meant and soon instructed h1's
subordinates “to speed up our work” in the same field. But it was not until
Hiroshima that the real magnitude and implications of the new weapon be-
came clear.

HIROSHIMA AND ITS FALLOUT

“Hiroshima has shaken the whole world. The balance has been broken.
Build the Bomb—it will remove a great danger from us.” Such was Stalin’s
appeal to the managers of the Soviet atomic project after t'he United States
had used atomic bombs against Japan. Despite all the intelligence about the
Manhattan Project, Stalin was clearly unprepared for the destructivc.: power
of the “absolute weapon.” The “Fat Boy” that exploded over Hiroshima also
shattered many of Stalin’s previous assumptions and calculations.

The first victim was the Soviet perception of the United States as a re-
mote and relatively harmless giant that would be unable to present a re'al
threat to Soviet security and would moreover be likely to withdraw to 1'ts
traditional sphere of influence after the war. Only two months earlier,‘Stahn
was almost asking Hopkins for a greater U.S. role in the world, hoping to
use it as a counterweight against British imperialism. Now, it did not really
matter whether the United States returned to isolationism, for with its
strategic aviation and atomic bombs it could easily threaten any country in
the world. Defenseless against such an attack, the Soviet elite was shaken
back into insecurity. “The whole Soviet government interpreted [Hi-
roshima] as atomic blackmail against the U.S.S.R., as a threat to unlea‘?h. a
new, even more terrible and devastating war,” Yuli Khariton, a physicist
working with the Soviet nuclear program, later recalled about the mood of

the time. .

Hiroshima also undermined Stalin’s calculations regarding Japan. Like
U.S. military leaders before the bomb, he was counting on an extenc.:lc?d ﬁpal
stage of the war against Japan and planned to convert Red Army participation
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in it into a role in deciding Japan’s postwar development comparable to that of
the United States. Stalin’s overriding strategic goal was to use Soviet participa-
tion in the Asian war to ensure a zone of security in Outer Mongolia,
Manchuria, North Korea, and possibly northern Japan—where he planned to
occupy the island of Hokkaido. Now, all those plans and perhaps even the Yalta
agreements themselves were endangered by the rapidity with which the war
in Asia came to an end. Stalin was greatly concerned. Years later, Nikita
Khrushchev remembered his worrying, “What if Japan capitulates before we
enter the war? The Americans might say, “We don’t owe you anything.”

In fact, some of Stalin’s fears were borne out. Although the Soviet
Union entered the war as promised and forced the capitulation of the large
Japanese army in Manchuria, the military collapse of Japan came too rap-
idly to allow the prominent Soviet role once envisioned. The United States
immediately began to rule Japan single-handedly without any consultations
with Moscow. Faced with the firm resolve of Truman, Stalin had to cancel
the Red Army’s landing on Hokkaido at the last moment, but he did not
give up his ambition to get a foothold in Japan by other means.

The month of August brought some other unpleasant surprises for
Stalin. On August 18, Stalin received a shocking message from Truman. In
addition to flatly rejecting a Soviet occupation of Hokkaido, Truman de-
manded use of an airbase on the Soviet-occupied Kurile Islands. In a chill-
ing response, Stalin dismissed Truman’s request as appropriate only for “a
defeated country” or a weak ally; the U.S.S.R. was neither. Then on August
20-21, the United States and Britain made it clear that they would not rec-
ognize Soviet-sponsored governments in Bulgaria and R omania unless they
included pro-Western candidates from the opposition parties. Covertly,
Washington and London stepped up their support of these parties to
strengthen local noncommunist forces that were already resisting Soviet
dominance. Soviet representatives in R omania and Bulgaria began report-
ing to Moscow about “a mounting Anglo—American offensive” Even in
friendly Bulgaria, cabinet members spoke publicly about postponing elec-
tions until inspections by Western observers were in place.

The Kremlin began to perceive a new pattern in American behavior.
As seen from Moscow, the Americans, obviously encouraged by the awe-
some new weapon in their hands, were encroaching on the vital Soviet
spheres in the Balkans and the Far East in violation of previous agreements
and understandings, and were moreover maintaining exclusive control of

Japan. For Stalin and his circle, shaped as they were by Russian history and
Bolshevik ideology, the Western concern with national self-determination
in eastern Europe seemed to be a hypocritical and deliberate attempt to
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undermine Soviet security along its western borders by creating a new pro-
Western “cordon sanitaire.”

Stalin’s multifaceted response to what he saw as the first postwar
American offensive was logical and typical of him. On August 20, he move.d
to revamp the previously sluggish atomic program into a giant crash proj-
ect, for it had become abundantly clear that to preserve its great-power sta-
tus the Soviet Union had to possess atomic weapons. To the newly c.rcate'd
Special Committee, the operational branch of which was na.med phlcf Di-
rectorate N1 and headed by the feared security chief Lavrenti Berl;.i, he gave
extraordinary powers to use all human and material resources avaﬂab-le, in-
cluding espionage, for the purposes of building a workable bc?mb in the
shortest time possible (see the long-secret part of Stalin’s order in note ap-
pended to document 8). .

To impose such a massive and immensely costly program ona starYlng,
war-ruined country was a fateful decision, one that meant a rad1c§l shift in
national priorities for years to come. And with regard to foreign policy, S@m
decided, in an effort to compensate for his weakness, to meet toughness with
toughness, thus to devalue the Americans’ atomic ace. As Gromyk.o recalled,
Stalin was certain that the Americans would try to use their atomic monop-
oly “to force us to accept their plans on questions affecting Europe and the
world. Well, that is not going to happen.” Small wonder that the t.1ext ro_ufxd
of allied diplomacy—the London session of the Council of Foreign Minis-
ters in September—quickly headed toward the rocks.

Instructions for the Soviet delegation to the conference excluded any
concessions to the Western allies with respect to southeastern Europe. The.y
prescribed, if needed, a link between the fate of peace treati.es for P.\ornama
and Bulgaria to the one for Italy on a tit-for-tat basis. {n Stallr‘l"s_ logic, W.est—
ern support of “anti-Soviet elements” in those countries was 1ncc_>mpaF1ble
with our allied relations.” With regular and revealing cables, Stalin igmc.led
Molotov through the negotiations. Here, one sees Stalin.cc.)mmumcanng
with his right-hand man with no diplomatic or propagar?d?stlc c‘a‘lmouﬂage.

On September 12, Stalin instructed his foreign minister: .You must
also stand firm and make no concessions to the allies on Romania. In case
the allies remain implacable . . . , you should, perhaps, let [Secretary of State
James] Byrnes and [Foreign Minister Ernest] Bevin know that the govern-
ment of the U.S.S.R.. would find it difficult to give its agreement to the con-
clusion of a peace treaty with Italy” The next day S-talin conti.nued: “It
might happen that the allies could sign a peace treaty with Ital?' \'N'lth?ut us.
So what? Then we have a precedent. We would have a possibility in our
turn to reach a peace treaty with our satellites without the allies. If such a
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development would mean that the current session of the Council of Min-
isters winds up without making decisions on major issues, we should not be
afraid of such an outcome either” With both sides unwilling to compro-
mise, discussions about southeastern Europe led nowhere.

Despite this impasse, Stalin made another attempt to get a foothold in
Japan. He instructed Molotov to push for the creation of an Allied Control
Council for that country similar to the one established in occupied Ger-
many. But Byrnes and Bevin refused even to put this issue on the agenda, a
rejection that brought a rare outburst of indignation from Stalin. He wrote
Molotov that it was “the height of impudence that the British and the
Americans, who call themselves our allies, did not even want to hear us on
the Control Council in Japan. . . . This demonstrates that they lack a mini-
mal sense of respect for their ally”

A similar fate befell the renewed Soviet request for a foothold in
the Mediterranean. Molotov’s instructions charged him with getting for
the U.S.S.R. an individual trusteeship over Libya. Stalin ordered his deputy
to “remind Americans about their promise” (i.e., the Gromyko—Stettinius
correspondence in May) and to push at least for the right for the Soviet
navy “to call at Tripolitanian ports” Molotov tried hard, but Bevin,
?trongly supported by Byrnes, would have none of such strategic intrusion
Into an area traditionally dominated by Britain.

For their part, the Americans had a surprising offer for the Russians to
consider. Byrnes unexpectedly proposed a treaty calling for the demilita-
rization of Germany for the next twenty to twenty-five years. The proposal
envisaged gradual dismantling of the allied military occupation in Germany
and providing security guarantees by the great powers against a revival of
German militarism. At first glance, the idea looked logical and tempting. A
guarantee against a revived German threat, the primary security concern for
the Soviet Union, would spare that country all the extraordinary security
measures that the Soviet Union was taking in eastern Europe. Molotov liked
the idea and recommended that Stalin pursue it.

Stalin saw the matter differently, however. His vigorous negative reac-
tion was revealing of his own motives and calculations. Byrnes’s initiative, he
explained to Molotov by cable, was really about the following goals:

First, to divert our attention from the Far East, where America assumes a role
of tomorrow’s friend of Japan, and to create thereby a perception that every-
thing is fine there; second, to receive from the U.S.S.R.. a formal sanction for
the U.S. playing the same role in European affairs as the U.S.S.R., so that the
U.S. may hereafter, in league with England, take the future of Europe into its
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hands; third, to devalue the treaties of alliance that the U.S.S.R. has already
reached with European states; fourth, to pull the rug out from under any fu-
ture treaties of alliance between the U.S.S.R.. and Romania, Finland, etc.

Several things become clear from this analysis by Stalin, a rare archival
window into his thinking, and from records of a subsequent internil discus-
sion of this issue that took place a few months later. First, he was already be-
ginning to see the United States as a potential rival for hegemony over the
European continent (especially if it were allied with Britain). Stalin had no
intention of sharing that role with the United States or anybody else. Indeed,
minimizing the American role in Europe became even more important in
the light of U.S. domination of Japan. Accustomed to thinking in global
terms, Stalin saw that a prominent American role in both Europe and Japan
would mean a radical, unprecedented shift in the global balance of power.

Second, Stalin evidently did not plan to withdraw his troops from Ger-
many in the near future, not even in exchange for a possible but still prob-
lematic treaty regarding German demilitarization. He and his lieutenants
considered a Soviet military presence in the heart of Europe as indispensa-
ble leverage in the forthcoming struggle over Germany’s future. Recently
declassified documents make it clear that Stalin’s optimal goal was for a re-
unified Germany to be pro-Soviet. He hoped to achieve that goal by keep-
ing the Red Army in eastern Germany and by using German communists
to penetrate the western zones politically. Toward the latter end, in April
1946 he instructed German communists to merge their party with the large
old Social Democratic party to form a Socialist Unity party (a merger ac-
complished only in the Soviet zone of occupation, as things turned out). He
intended thereby to create a pro-Moscow “national front” as a political ba-
sis for German reunification. “All of Germany must be ours, that is, Soviet,
Communist,” Stalin explained to Yugoslav visitors early in 1946.

Without the trump card of Soviet military presence in eastern Ger-
many, the Soviet Union had little chance of winning the economic and po-
litical competition for German allegiance, as its leaders fully understood.
Molotov’s deputy Lozovsky wrote: “Our acceptance of Byrness proposal
would have led to the liquidation of occupational zones, the withdrawal of
our troops, the political reunification of Germany, and U.S. economic dom-
ination of that country.” Political and economic unification of Germany un-

der American leadership would also mean, Lozovsky feared, “the military re-
vival of Germany and, in a few years, a German—British-American war
against the U.S.S.R.” Soviet leaders increasingly perceived a revived German
threat as part of a wider-ranging U.S.—led combination against their country.
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Besides, Soviet leaders did not want to lose a key rationale for station-
ing troops in Poland and other eastern European countries: the necessity of
maintaining lines of communication with the Soviet zone in Germany. The
Supreme Soviet Commander in Germany, Marshal Georgy Zhukov, who
also took part in this discussion, fully understood the strategic implications
of Byrnes’s plan for the Soviet position in Europe. “The Americans,” he
wrote, “would like to end the occupation of Germany as soon as possible
and to remove the armed forces of the U.S.S.R. from Germany, and then to
demand a withdrawal of our troops from Poland, and ultimately from the
Balkans.” Finally, Stalin understood that the course proposed by Byrnes was
likely to devalue the Soviet Union’s bilateral treaties with several European
countries, security guarantees that were cemented by the specter of German
revanchism (see document 2).

The negative reaction to the proposed treaty does not mean, how-
ever, that Soviet leaders minimized a possible German threat and thus felt
no need to neutralize it. Such fears and presumed needs were very much
part of their mind-set. But they also had a larger goal in mind: to use So-
viet military—political presence in Europe and the specter of a revived
Germany to build up a buffer zone of client states and security guarantees
that would protect the Soviet Union on the west against not just Ger-
many, but all other eventualities, including the increasingly likely emer-
gence of a U.S.—led “western bloc.”

The London Conference ended on an angry note, one occasioned by
sharp disagreement over a secondary issue. In London, the Western delega-
tions asked that France and China be allowed to take part in discussions of
peace treaties with former German satellites. Molotov’s initial response to the
Allies was positive, but Stalin quickly brought him to heel. Stalin saw the re-
quest as another assault on the Yalta—Potsdam framework calling for the Big
Three to work out the postwar settlement. He angrily ordered his deputy to
retract his concession, a step that torpedoed the whole conference. In his cir-
cular cable on the conference’s results, Molotov summarized his new view of
British-American policy while trying to claim a moral victory: “The first
session of the Council of Ministers ended in the failure of an attempt by cer-
tain American and British quarters to launch for the first time since the war
a diplomatic attack on the foreign policy gains that the Soviet Union made
during the war”

Molotov was giving voice to a theme that Stalin was to emphasize. In
short, Stalin saw this post-Hiroshima British-American offensive as an at-
tempt to “rewrite” the results of World War II. In his view the Western al-
lies, encouraged by the new card in their hands and liberated from their de-
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pendence on Soviet arms, were trying to renege on their war‘time PI‘OI:I].iSCS
and obligations, hoping to cancel Soviet gains by means of ‘ ato.mic diplo-
macy” and pressure. In this vein, Stalin told Polish communists in Novem-
ber 1945 that the Western allies were “trying to intimidate us and forc'e us
to yield on contentious issues concerning Japan, the B?lkans, and rep.arimons
.. . to tear away our allies Poland, R omania, Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria.

In sum, the Kremlin saw the tougher line taken by the Truman ad-
ministration as “new American arrogance” and a retreat from the “Roo-
sevelt tendency” of accepting the U.S.S.R. as an equal great power. Both
Stalin and Molotov approvingly underlined one passage in t}‘le memoran-~
dum that Maisky wrote after a conversation with I—Iarriman. in Decembe‘r
1945. According to the report, Maisky criticized the Americans for th'e1r
“unconscious arrogance” and appealed for understanding “that we a]l live
on the same small planet, which becomes smaller and smaller wm§ differ-
ent countries get closer to each other, and that the United States, 1f 1t. wants
to maintain world order, should pay more attention to the principle of
equality in their relations with other countries.” . o .

Despite his deep suspicion of the Western allies, Stalin did not intend
to disrupt relations with them. He viewed the London Conference as an ex-
ploratory operation, a kind of “combat reconnaissance,” and wanted to con-
tinue bargaining, albeit in a firm, even harsh, manner.and .on t.err’ns as cl?se
as possible to Soviet ones. To signal his displeasure with his allies’ behavior,
he recalled the Soviet representative from Japan and canceled a scheduled
visit by Marshal Zhukov to the United States. But he kept the door to ne-
gotiations open. Soviet propaganda presented the outcome of t}%e London
Conference as but a temporary setback. In a speech on the anniversary vf)f
the October Revolution, a speech edited by Stalin himself, Molotov said
that “similar difficulties” within the anti-Hitler coalition had “OC(’:urred
even during the war.” About the same time, Stalin accepte.d Truman’s pro-
posal for the simultaneous withdrawal of Soviet and American troops from

Czechoslovakia. N - .
Although ready to rub at the edges of the declining British empire, Stghn
took care not to provoke the more powerful United States: W1d1 regard.to
China, for example, he did not openly side with the commgmsts in thaF coun—
try’s civil war, and after efforts to squeeze additional concessions met w1th ﬁrm
U.S. and nationalist resistance, he agreed to a Sino—Soviet Treaty of Frlendsl'ypé‘
and Alliance with the nationalist government in August 1945, a pact that m—
corporated the territorial agreements made at Yalta. In .gener:d, Stalin app:ea‘r d
to play the role of broker between China’s warring factions, even as the U ;
States was increasing its assistance to the nationalist government.
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St@n’s primary goal in the region was to turn Manchuria into part of
the Soviet security belt. He was not yet ready to entrust that task to the Chi-
Dese co@nunists, however. Accordingly, in November 1945 he ordered the
Sf)Vlet rm.litary commander in the Far East strictly to observe the new
Sino—Soviet treaty, “to maintain good relations” with nationalist forces in
M:_mchuria, and “to hold so-called communist troops away” from the main
cities of the area, “keeping in mind that they want to entangle us in a co
flict with the U.S.A., which cannot be allowed to happen.” -

. Deeds did not wholly match words, however. As in the case of Iran

Stalin delayed the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Manchuria beyond Feb—’
ruary 1,1946, a date agreed on with the nationalist government. Moreover.
Soviet agthorities prevented nationalist troops from entering key port cities,
and Soviet troops stripped Japanese-built factories of most of their machin—,
ery, thus leaving the nationalists 2 hollow victory. When they finally de
parted, Soviet forces allowed Japanese military equipment to fall intz th;
hands of Chinese communist troops, who gained control of much of north-
ern Man.churia. Nevertheless, the Soviet departure did leave some Chinese
communist personnel susceptible to military setbacks and purges at the
hands of pronationalist administrators, With regard to China, Stalin
clearly keeping his options open. ’ o

.Late in October 1945, Stalin took the unprecedented step of inter-
rupting his vacation to receive Ambassador Harriman at his dacha on the
Black Sea. He and his colleagues were eager to see whether Harriman
would bring any retreat from the tough positions the Americans had take
at the London Conference, for they assumed that the Americans would havre1
reassessed the situation. Harriman did not offer any new concessions, but
came prepared to continue bargaining about Japan and southeastern’Eu—
rope. Soon after Harriman’s departure, Stalin sharply criticized a draft doc-
ument in which the party’s Politburo accepted (or planned to accept) most
o.f the U.S. positions with regard to postwar governance of Japan. He was
still determined to keep up the pressure and wait for the Americans to take
the first step toward cooperation.

This time his calculations proved to be astute. In mid-November. Sec-
retary of State Byrnes, in an effort to untie the post-London knot ot’fered
to hold another meeting of foreign ministers, this time in Moscov:r and in
the framework of the Big Three. That Byrnes took this step without con-
sult.ing the British made it even more pleasing to, the Kremlin, for it seemed
again to offer an opening for playing the two Western allies against each
other. Stalin was also encouraged by recent victories of pro-Soviet parties i
parliamentary elections in Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. ? i
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These events seemed to vindicate Stalin’s strategy. With great satisfac-
tion, he reviewed the results of his tough line in another message sent from
his dacha on the Black Sea to the leading members of the Politburo:
“Thanks to our tenacity, we won the struggle” over the composition of the
Moscow Conference. The exclusion of China and France means “a retreat
of the U.S.A. and England from their positions in London. . .. We won the
struggle in Bulgaria and Yugoslavia [as seen in] the results of elections in
those countries. If we had stumbled on the issues regarding those countries
and had not held on, then we would have definitely lost there.” Stalin con-
cluded with a main lesson on dealing with the Western allies-turned-rivals:
“It is obvious that in dealing with partners such as the U.S. and Britain, we
cannot achieve anything serious if we begin to give in to intimidation or
betray uncertainty. To get anything serious from partners of this kind, we
must arm ourselves with a policy of tenacity and steadfastness.” Stalin urged
his lieutenants to let that policy guide them in preparing for the upcoming
“conference of three ministers” (see document 1).

In general, the Kremlin was pleased with the outcome of the Moscow
Conference of December 1945. If the main goal of Soviet diplomacy was,
as Maisky put it in a preparatory memorandum, “to achieve a de-facto
recognition” by the Americans and British that eastern Europe and the
Balkans (except for Greece) formed a Soviet “security zone,” then a big step
toward that goal was made in Moscow. Stalin and Molotov obtained U.S.
and British agreement to recognize pro-Soviet governments in Romania
and Bulgaria in return for their including token members of the opposition
and vague assurances to respect “political freedoms.” As Molotov reported
after the conference, “Decisions on Bulgaria and Romania strengthen the
situation of their democratic governments friendly to the Soviet Union and
at the same time, because of small concessions [on our part], they allow Eng-
land and the U.S.A. to recognize the Romanian and Bulgarian governments
in the near future.”

To make sure these concessions remained small, Stalin immediately
sent a cable ordering his allies in both countries to select suitable represen-
tatives from the opposition and give them “insignificant ministries.” The
Kremlin rightly believed that decisions made at the Moscow Conference
would greatly curtail Western interference in southeastern Europe. “Of
course, behind the scenes the British and Americans will continue their
support of the opposition,” Molotov told top Bulgarian communists, “but

they would no longer be able to do it publicly”

In other areas, there was some give-and-take at the Moscow Confer-
ence. The Americans made a small concession by agreeing to establish a Far
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Eastern Advisory Commission. Although falling short of Stalin’s demands,
such a forum could provide a promising opening for future encroachments.
For its part, the Soviet side agreed to a broader composition of a future
peace conference than it originally wanted and to the creation of a UN

Commission on Atomic Energy. But the Kremlin saw the overall outcome .

of the conference as favorable. It almost seemed that interallied relationships
were getting back on their wartime track, an encouraging conclusion as-
serted by Molotov in his internal assessment of the conference: “We man-
aged to reach decisions on a number of important European and Far East-
ern issues and to sustain development of the cooperation among the three
countries that emerged during the war.”

SPEECH WARFARE: STALIN AND CHURCHILL

This period of relaxation, which turned out to be short, did not alter
Stalin’s basic plans for postwar development at home. He disclosed them
publicly in a-major speech on February 9, 1946, on the eve of Soviet-style
elections to the Supreme Soviet. He first described the sources of Soviet
victory in World War II: a socialist system, a Soviet state, effective armed
forces, and a strong “material base” (referring to the rapid industrialization
of the 1930s). For the first time since the beginning of the war, he evoked
an ideological image of world capitalism and imperialistic rivalry as the
principal engine of war. Finally, he laid out a new five-year program of ac-
celerated economic development with a special emphasis on heavy indus-
try. In five years, the Soviet economy was to surpass the prewar level and in
the longer run to produce annually, among other things, 60 million tons of
steel and 500 million tons of coal. Stalin’s basic message to the Soviet peo-
ple was clear: A world inhabited by capitalist rivals was still a dangerous
place, and the Soviet people must brace themselves for a new round of sac-
rifice and mobilization to ensure their hard-won security against all even-
tualities. To mobilize a war-ravaged and exhausted country for a huge new
effort was a monumental task. But Stalin did not see any other choice.

The postwar economic reconstruction had to be combined with mas-
sive rearmament. In addition to the atomic project, Stalin was about to
launch similar long-term programs in rocketry and air defense (both started
during the summer of 1946). It had become clear that for its postwar re-
construction, the U.S.S.R. would have to rely on its own resources plus
reparations and industrial dismantling in the occupied territories. The
hoped-for reconstruction loan from America did not materialize; a renewed
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Soviet request was at first ignored (the Kremlin surely could not believe the
official explanation about its having been misplaced) and then became
loaded with so many conditions that Stalin decided not to pursue it.

About that time the Kremlin also decided to withdraw from the Bretton—
Woods international financial system it had helped create only a year and a half
earlier. In vigorous debates within the Soviet bureaucracy, the isolationists pre-
vailed over the “integrationists” by appealing to Stalin’s reluctance both to
make the Soviet economy more transparent and to deposit part of the Soviet
gold reserve with the new International Monetary Fund. That decision de-
prived the US.S.R. of another possible source of outside credits. To finance
enormous military—industrial efforts, civilian production and consumption had
to be severely restricted, the forced labor system expanded, and taxes and prices
increased. Food prices were to go up 100 percent to 150 percent in 1946; taxes
on peasants were to be increased by 30 percent by 1948, and by 150 percent
by 1950; and obligatory, confiscatory war bonds were replaced by new recon-
struction bonds—all sacrifices on the part of the Soviet citizenry that they had
to accept and that Stalin had to legitimize.

Stalin steeled himself for new campaigns to bring both his lieutenants
and the general populace into line. He knew how desperate people were for
a normal, relaxed life, but for him that was more of a danger to be averted
than a legitimate aspiration to be realized. In his view, postwar relaxation

~ would undermine the drive for economic mobilization and perhaps of the

stability of the Stalinist system itself, built as it was on one-man rule, tight
discipline, and pervasive control. He worried that even his own inner circle
had begun to show autonomy that bordered on insubordination. He
thought that Molotov in particular, even after his mistakes in London should
have taught him better, continued to display lack of vigilance as acting head
of the Soviet government during Stalin’s long vacation in the Caucasus.
Stalin was annoyed that Molotov, without even informing his boss, first au-
thorized publication of a speech that Churchill gave in the House of Com-
mons in November 1945 (the speech seemed very complimentary of Stalin)
and then proceeded to relax censorship of the foreign press in Moscow.
Stalin decided to use the situation to teach Molotov and other Polit-
buro members a lesson in class vigilance and at the same time to eradicate
any lingering respect for the Western allies, respect that had developed dur-
ing the war and that in Stalin’s view was no longer needed. In a special ca-
ble to the Politburo, he called publication of Churchill’s speech “a mistake,”
since the former prime minister was using his praise of Russia and Stalin
only “to camouflage his hostile attitude toward the U.S.S.R.” But Stalin’s
main message was a warning to the top Soviet leadership: “There are now
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many in the seats of authority who hurl themselves into infantile ecstasy
when hearing praises from the Churchills, the Trumans, the Byrneses, and
conversely, who lose heart after unfavorable references from these misters.
In my view these are dangerous attitudes, since they spawn in our ranks ser-
vility before foreign figures. Against this servility before foreigners we must
fight tooth and nail.”

Stalin’s response to Molotov’s decision about censorship was much
harsher. He orchestrated a humiliating harassment of Molotov before the
Politburo “troika” of Georgy Malenkov, Beria, and Anastas Mikoyan, dur-
ing which he accused him of “placating” Western circles. Though Molotov
was ultimately pardoned, he and his colleagues must have learned the lesson
well: From now on, the premium was on anti-Western toughness. This small
episode is a vivid illustration of how Stalin’s personal urge to tighten con-
trol over his immediate circle dovetailed with his larger strategy concerning
the country’s economic mobilization.

Curiously, this dressing-down also mirrored Truman’s famous repri-
mand of Byrnes after the latter’s return from Moscow. “I am tired of baby-
ing the Soviets,” Truman recalled telling Byrnes. However different in style
and character, the two leaders had essentially the same aim: to shake their
subordinates into a tougher line toward the former ally now becoming an
enemy. For Stalin, the scolding of Molotov was a sort of dress rehearsal for
his imminent public anti-Western campaign, a campaign for which another
speech by Churchill provided a convenient target.

Churchills famous “iron curtain” speech at Fulton, Missouri, on
March 5, 1946, long considered in the Soviet Union to be a formal decla-
ration of the Cold War, became both a challenge and an opportunity for
Stalin. It not only confirmed his view of Churchill as the main instigator of
anti-Soviet policies, but it also increased his suspicions about Truman, who
after all presided over Churchill’s powerful performance. The United States
was, it seemed, at best conniving and at worst plotting with Churchill in this
new anti-Soviet offensive.

By then, Stalin had still more indications of a toughening U.S. line:
Byrnes’s speech in New York on February 28; the support that both the
United States and Britain gave the Iranian government’s protest in the UN
Security Council against Soviet actions; and the “long telegram” by
George E Kennan, picked up by Soviet intelligence in Washington, where
it was widely circulated. Coupled with Churchills open call for
British—American military cooperation, it was more than enough to re-
new fears about the dangers of an British—-American bloc against the
U.S.S.R., which Kremlin leaders still hoped that “imperialist contradic-
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tions” would prevent. But Stalin fully understood the formidable strategic
consequences that a combination of American economic and atomic
power with the British empire’s global military infrastructure would have.
In their copies of the Fulton speech, both Stalin and Molotov underlined
precisely those passages in which Churchill described the sinews of
British—American power.

But if a challenge, Fulton was also an opportunity. Because of
Churchill’s well-known anti-Soviet record, which went back to the very
beginning of the Soviet state, he was an ideal reminder of the external
threat still emanating from the West that Stalin needed to rally his peo-
ple around him. That is why, instead of silencing the “iron curtain”
speech, which his control over the media would have allowed, Stalin
chose to publicize and then criticize it in the Soviet press. After several
critical reviews had appeared in the press, Stalin published his own an-
swer to Churchill in Pravda on March 14. Kremlin records show that, as
he usually did in important cases, Stalin wrote the “interview” entirely by
himself (including the questions by a mythical “correspondent”). In this
piece, Stalin rather skillfully depicted Churchill as a war-monger and an
anachronistic Tory running against the tide of history. But Stalin did not
issue a wholesale call to arms against this anti-Soviet crusade; the threat
had to be serious enough to energize his people into needed vigilance,
but manageable enough not to scare them into panic. So he ended the
“interview” with optimistic assurances about the inevitable defeat of
Churchill and “his friends” should they try to attack the Soviet Union
and its allies.

Stalin’s rejoinder set the tone for a new line of Soviet propaganda that
was increasingly anti-Western and that began to emphasize the need to mo-
bilize against “aggressive tendencies” in the West. As international relations
became tenser, it seemed logical to tighten the domestic ideological screws.
In April 1946, Stalin’s new favorite, the Politburo member Andrei Zhdanov,
following instructions from his boss, began to direct the party machinery
toward “curing ills on the ideological front” and rejecting the notion that
“people should have a rest after the war.”

At the same time, Stalin carefully avoided linking Churchill’s line with
official U.S. policy. Giving almost friendly advice to the new American am-
bassador in Moscow, Walter Bedell Smith, he urged the United States not
to pull anti-Soviet chestnuts out of the fire for Britain. Stalin still hoped to
prevent a looming British—American alliance and to play the two imperial-
ist countries off against each other. But his own actions undercut such hopes
and tended to produce the opposite effect.
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IRAN AND TURKEY

Two major crises in 1946, those over Iran and Turkey, worsened
Soviet-American relations. Soviet interests in Iran were twofold: oil and
security. Soviet policy-planners viewed this neighboring country as a po-
tential launching pad for attack against the U.S.S.R. and its oil deposits
around Baku; they were determined to use the wartime occupation of
northern Iran and the local communist (Tudeh) party as basic tools to
serve their interests after the war. And they worried about American in-
tentions. Gromyko wrote an assessment in mid-1944: “U.S. aspirations to
increase its influence in the Near and Middle East, particularly in Iran,
would not be in the interest of the U.S.S.R.”

On July 6, 1945, the Politburo decided to organize a separation move-
ment in South Azerbaijan and other provinces of northern Iran, making use
of ethnic Azeri and Kurds in those areas. In that part of Iran under Soviet
occupation, the Tudeh party was reorganized into the Azerbaijan Demo-
cratic party (ADP), a broader, less visibly pro-Soviet organization led by
communists. It is still not clear what Stalin was really after in this scheme:
nominal independence of northern Iran under an ADP government (which
would solve both security and oil problems); regional autonomy within the
Iranian state (the separatists’ proclaimed goal); or a national liberation move-
ment that he could control and use as leverage to wrest oil concessions from
Teheran. For its part, Teheran, encouraged by the U.S. embassy, refused to
set up a joint oil company with a predominant Soviet interest before the
complete withdrawal of all occupation forces.

In order to increase pressure on Iran and to gain time, Stalin delayed
withdrawal of Soviet troops in violation of earlier agreements. When the
Iranian government appealed to the UN Security Council, the Soviet del-
egation found itself isolated. In the face of opposition at the United Na-
tions, especially by Britain and the United States, Stalin decided to accept a
compromise offered by the Iranian prime minister during his visit to
Moscow in February and March 1946. In return for the withdrawal of So-
viet forces, Iran would sign an oil concession. The catch was that the con-
cession would have to be approved by the Iranian parliament, the Majlis, af-
ter new elections. Stalin reluctantly delivered his part of the deal and did not
intervene when later in the year Iranian forces brutally suppressed ADP sep-
aratists. In the end, the Soviet Union was double-crossed, for after a lot of
foot-dragging, the Majlis rejected the oil concession in February 1947.

The crisis over Turkey developed along similar lines. In 1946, Stalin
stepped up his war of nerves against Turkey by backing old territorial claims

The Russian Perspective 119

of Armenian and Georgian nationalists. Surviving circumstantial evidence
suggests that he also built up a strong military presence along the Turkish
border for the purpose of either blackmail or invasion. The latter was a
gamble that even the chastised Molotov found too dangerous; he tried to
talk his boss out of the build-up and later admitted that Stalin’s demands
were “an ill-timed, unrealistic thing.” But according to Molotov, Stalin in-
sisted: “Go ahead; push for joint ownership [of military bases on the
straits]!”

Coming on the heels of the Iranian crisis, Stalin’s campaign against
Turkey met with firm resolve on the part of the U.S. and British govern-
ments, which began military preparations to defend the Turks. Soviet intel-
ligence was bound to pick up those signals, which probably was the main
reason why Stalin backed off in the fall of 1946. Molotov later recalled his
relief: “It was good that we retreated in time, for otherwise it would have
led to a joint aggression against us.”

Stalin’s conduct in Iran and Turkey revealed the same pattern: brutal
pressure, reliance on force and covert methods, blackmail, and a last-minute
retreat when faced with strong opposition or a risk of war. In both cases he
ended up with the worst of both worlds. He failed to get what he wanted,
and he got what he feared and tried to avoid: an increasingly united
British—American bloc and the dissipation of Soviet influence in the region,
a void that the United States rushed to fill. An even more lasting negative
effect of Soviet actions in 1946 was crystallization of the belief in the West
(on both elite and public levels) that the Soviet Union was bent on expan-
sion and that it could be stopped only by preponderant force.

Was Stalin aware of the connection between his own actions and a
growing resistance to them? Probably not. Much like his counterparts in the
West, he tended to think that his rivals’ basic motives were constant, thus
not contingent on the other side’s actions. Besides, he viewed rivalry as a
normal part of a geopolitical “great game,” a game in which one knocks at
various doors, winning here and losing there without interrupting “business
as usual,” a game that he played much more cynically and eagerly than did
leaders of the Western democracies.

Stalin’s ability to separate his unsuccessful regional probing from other
issues was evident in bargaining with his allies over the peace settlement in
Europe. At sessions of the Council of Foreign Ministers in Paris and New
York, as well as at the Paris Peace Conference, he gained what he considered
to be essential and gave way in other matters. Hard-headed Soviet diplomacy
was able to achieve its basic aim: peace treaties with former German satellites
that helped to legitimate Soviet dominance in eastern Europe. Concerning
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another sensitive issue, the Kremlin circumvented Western insistence on the
withdrawal of Soviet troops from Romania and Hungary by insisting that
those troops were needed to secure communications lines to the Soviet zone
in Austria, with which there was not yet a peace treaty (largely because of
Soviet obduracy). -

Stalin clearly did not want a major rupture with the Western powers,
however, and on matters that he considered peripheral, such as the amount of
reparations from Italy and the status of Trieste, he compromised. As he cabled
Molotov (in Paris) on June 23, 1946, “I think we must not derail the confer-
ence because of the issue of Trieste”” Accordingly, he permitted Trieste to be
placed under international control instead of being incorporated into Yu-
goslavia, as the government of that communist-led country demanded—this
despite Molotov’s concern that the United States and Britain “consider Trieste
as a beachhead . . . in the Balkans” In the face of firm opposition, Stalin also
dropped his Mediterranean project, explaining in a cable to Molotov, who
needed little consolation about this particular decision, that “the time is not yet
ripe for us to clash over the fate of these territories and to quarrel over their
future with the rest of the world.”

THE MAJOR ISSUES: GERMANY AND EASTERN EUROPE

The key element of a comprehensive peace settlement—the fate of
Germany—remained unresolved and became increasingly contentious. The
Kremlin saw the U.S. decision to stop payment of reparations from the
American zone to the Soviet one as a clear violation of agreements made at
Potsdam and an indication that the United States was in Germany for the
long haul. Soviet leaders were disturbed by clear signals that the United
States and Britain intended to strengthen the economy in their zones of oc-
cupation at the expense of the Soviet zone, most notably by Secretary
Byrnes’s famous speech in Stuttgart in September 1946 about rebuilding the
German economy and by the beginning stages of the consolidation of the
American and British zones. Such steps would make it difficult, if not im-
possible, to create a united and pro-Soviet Germany.

That task was further complicated by internal contradictions in Soviet
occupation policy. Heavy reparations, massive industrial dismantling, and bru-
tal behavior by Red Army personnel tarnished the Soviet image and model
in the eyes of most Germans. Yet Stalin was not ready to give up his maxi-
mum goal. Through the early part of 1947, he continued to instruct com-
munists in the Soviet zone to proceed with “winning over” people in the
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western zones by promises from the new Sqcialist Unity party and by appeals
to German national-patriotic sentiments. Talking in January 1947 with Wil-
helm Pieck and Otto Grotewohl, leaders of the new party, Stalin said: “If we
succeed in completing this first stage, that will be well and good. If we don't,
we’ll accept the consolidation of German administration in the Soviet zone.”
In other words, a separate East German state remained an option, but Stalin
hoped for more and was unwilling to assume responsibility for solidifying
Germany’s division. ’

In eastern Europe, Soviet officials continued to push the development
of “people’s democracies.” The policy called for breaking up large landed es-
tates, nationalizing banking and industry, and strengthening local communist
organizations—all while preserving a facade of democratic institutions and
coalition governments. While “building socialism” remained Stalin’s ultimate
intention for the affected countries, that stage was presumably to be reached
by varying “national ways” short of violent revolution and massive repres-
sion. Accordingly, Stalin even restrained his clients in Poland from suppress-
ing their bourgeois opponents and in May 1946 warned Polish leaders not
to alienate that country’s Roman Catholic Church. The Polish road to so-
cialism, he insisted, was to develop along democratic lines without resort to
a dictatorship of the proletariat.

The Kremlin also continued to tolerate noncommunist leaders in
Hungary and Czechoslovakia with the proviso that they loyally follow
Moscow’s lead in foreign policy. As long as governments in eastern Europe
followed generally pro-Soviet policies, and as long as there were no serious
attempts by the United States or Britain to undermine his influence, Stalin
was confident that he could manage this vital security zone without bla-
tantly violating the Yalta principles regarding “liberated” Europe.

Finland, which admittedly lay outside the main approaches to Russia,
provided an unusual case of Soviet toleration. During a previously unre-
ported meeting with a Finnish delegation in October 1945, Stalin referred
to Soviet policy toward Finland as “generosity by calculation” He added,
“When we treat neighboring countries well, they will respond in kind.”

Behind the lingering degree of moderation in Soviet policy, however, a
radical shift in the Soviet leadership’s perception of the changing world scene
was taking place. The United States was quickly replacing old European ri-
vals as Russia’s principal adversary, one bent on restoring traditional enemies
such as Germany and Japan, encircling the Soviet Union with military bases
around its periphery, and threatening the U.S.S.R. with its atomic monop-
oly. That the Baruch Plan, proposed by the United States in July 1946, would
put the Soviet atomic program under strict international control immune
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from a veto by the UN Security Council, while preserving America’s atomic
lead, only confirmed these suspicions.

Newly declassified Soviet documents give many illustrations of this
new perception among the Soviet hierarchy. Litvinov concluded one report
about U.S. policy with the cautious warning that “the establishment of
American control over the Iranian and Chinese armies as well as the acqui-
sition of numerous naval and air-force bases in various parts of the world
may be regarded as a potential interference.” (Molotov found this statement
entirely too tentative and crossed out the word “potential.”) And during a
closed discussion of Soviet foreign propaganda at a meeting of the CPSU’s
Central Committee in July 1946, high functionaries spoke earnestly about
“a full-scale propaganda offensive” of “so-called allies” aimed at “mobiliz-
ing the western public for a future war against the U.S.S.R.” Interestingly
enough, the Soviet side felt itself to be on the defensive in this mounting
ideological conflict. In summarizing the discussion, Alexei Kuznetsov, a sec-
retary of the committee, said: “We have no real propaganda. . .. We are be-
ing pushed out from everywhere; they are advancing while we are on de-
fensive, and even this defense we conduct badly, unskillfully.”

A SPIRIT OF CONFRONTATION

Driven by events and by Stalin, Soviet officials increasingly emphasized
the spirit of confrontation in their internal assessments of their former al-
lies. They wrote about the “aggressive intentions of the atomic powers” and
the “militarization of U.S. foreign policy.” The standard doctrinal explana-
tion for this shift in America’s image and behavior emphasized the chang-
ing “correlation of political forces” within the United States, where “the
Roosevelt trend” was being overpowered by a “new American reactionary
trend, particularly after the Moscow conference of the three ministers,” as
Molotov reported to this staff after the Paris Peace Conference.

Perhaps the best example of this reassessment of former allies was the
Novikov telegram, a long analytical report on U.S. foreign policy compiled
on Molotov’s instruction in the fall of 1946 by Nikolai Novikov, Soviet
chargé d’affaires in Washington. In some ways, it was almost a mirror image
(albeit a much less sophisticated one) of Kennan’s famous “long telegram”
from Moscow, the report that later served as the basis for the influential “X”
article. Both dispatches depicted the other side as driven by an insatiable
urge for world domination, as being a power that could be contained only
by superior force. Novikov, worried about America’s global reach, described
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the United States as trying to reduce Soviet influence in neighboring coun-
tries in order to hamper “the process of democratization” there and to cre-
ate conditions “for the penetration of American capital into their
economies.” The report concluded that, to achieve global dominance, the
United States was using the threat of war against the Soviet Union (see doc-
ument 3).

At home, the tightening of the screws intensified. Stalin was only too
ready to use growing international tensions as justification for his campaign
to mobilize the country, a campaign that presaged even more intense rivalry
with the West. In August 1946, the official campaign against “ideological re-
laxation” and “servility” before the. West—the ““Zhdanovshchina”—was
launched with the punishment of many literary journals and individuals for
“crimes” and “mistakes.” In an angry tirade against “cosmopolitan” intel-
lectuals, Stalin asserted: “You are walking on your tiptoes as if you were
pupils and they [in the West] the mentors. It is wrong in its very essence.”
Couched as it was against intellectuals, the campaign was also a shrewd ap-
peal to Soviet patriotism and national dignity that appealed to many ordi-
nary folk. In essence, Stalin was trying to root out admiration for Western
culture by fostering pride in the Soviet Union’s ideology and social system
and in its alleged cultural and moral superiority over the “rotten West.” Also
as part of the campaign, Stalin retracted wartime concessions to the Ortho-
dox Church and had official propaganda once again emphasize Soviet pa-
triotism instead of the Russian nationalism that had come to the fore dur-
ing World War II.

The campaign entailed more direct, although perhaps less publicly ob-
vious efforts to reduce Western influence in Soviet territory. These included
practical measures such as curtailing the distribution of British—American
propagandistic publications (permitted during the war), a drastic reduction
in subscriptions to foreign newspapers and books, and tightening of controls
over personal contacts with foreigners—to the point of placing a ban on
marriages with them in 1947. The iron curtain between the U.S.S.R. and
the rest of the world was indeed going down (see document 4).

The anti-Western ideological campaign served to deflect popular dis-
content with mounting economic problems at home. The fall of 1946 was
a season of a severe famine, caused by a bad harvest and aggravated by cor-
ruption and inefficiency in the government bureaucracy. When the Krem-
lin reduced bread rations and raised food prices, it channeled the anxiety
caused by these steps toward foreign and domestic enemies. Widespread ru-
mors explained the new restrictions as a part of ‘““war preparations” for fu-
ture contingencies. By the end of 1946, the basic Cold War psychology, a
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vision of the world split into the two opposing systems, was taking hold of
the Soviet mind-set. Those few people in Soviet officialdom who did not
fully share this simple vision and who had growing misgivings about the
Kremlin’s tough line, people such as Litvinov and Maisky, were being forced
from their positions. The climate of growing international tensions helped
sustain a semblance of solidarity between the Soviet people and their
“Vozhd” (leader) in the face of external threat.

Especially effective was the propaganda theme of “a thankless West”
that had won the war by Soviet blood and now was denigrating its former
ally. One can see Zhdanov’s speech on November 6, 1946, celebrating the
anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution, as a particularly vivid illustration
of this theme. As usual, Stalin himself edited speeches prepared for the oc-
casion. Judging by his notes on the draft’s margins, Stalin especially liked the
following sarcastic passage, which he reinforced by adding the words “high
moral qualities”: “If you read the western press now, it is amazing how the
Soviet people have changed. When our blood was pouring over the battle-
fields of war, the Soviet people were admired and praised all over the world
for their courage, endurance, and high moral qualities. And now they are
being blamed for everything, including for having a very bad national char-
acter”

Despite the growing and mutually nourished tensions, however, Soviet
actions did not reveal serious concern about any looming Western aggres-
sion or preparations for a major war. Contrary to widespread assumptions in
the West, demobilization reduced the size of the Red Army from 11,365,000
in 1945 to 2,874,000 by 1948, and the military budget of 1946—-1947 was cut
by almost 50 percent from its top war level to 73,700,000 rubles (or about
half of the Pentagon’s budget). By the end of 1946, Soviet troops were with-
drawn from Manchuria and the Danish island of Bornholm, which some of-
ficials in the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs had wanted to turn into their
“Baltic Gibraltar.” Documentation on Soviet military planning during this
period is still too scarce for firm conclusions, but available evidence (i.e., the
operational plan for Soviet troops in Germany approved in November 1946)
indicates that contrary to American expectations, Soviet contingency plans
did not call for offensive operations in western Europe but concentrated in-
stead on holding the line of defense in Germany.

In some respects, Soviet propaganda, too, observed limits. It still spoke
in terms of “a struggle of two trends” in world politics, of “Anglo—American
reaction,” without directly identifying either with the U.S. and British gov-
ernments. Stalin carefully crossed out references to an “Anglo—American
bloc” in his subordinates’ drafts of public statements; he usually replaced
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them with the more neutral “England and the U.S.A.” Through the time of
his interview with Harold Stassen in April 1947, Stalin kept talking about
peaceful coexistence between socialism and capitalism, carefully preserving
his moderate image. Avoiding open confrontation, Stalin continued his
tough bargaining over Germany and other unresolved issues. From his per-
spective, the Rubicon of the Cold War still lay ahead.

EFFECTS OF THE TRUMAN
DOCTRINE AND THE MARSHALL PLAN

The proclamation of the Truman Doctrine in March 1947 had no imme-
diate impact on Soviet thinking and policy. The Kremlin was naturally con-
cerned about the global overtones of the American crusade against a “to-
talitarian” threat, but the doctrine’s practical meaning, assistance to Greece
and Turkey, was neither surprising nor immediately challenging. Because
both Greece and Turkey were by then in the Western sphere of influence,
Truman’s action simply confirmed the Soviet view that the United States
was filling in the weak spots of the British Empire.

Accordingly, the Soviet government did not issue any protest or offer
any other official reaction to Truman’s speech. An editorial in Pravda de-
picted it as another manifestation of U.S. expansionism and confined itself
to a guarded warning that the doctrine was “not conducive to the cause of
peace and security”’ Soviet diplomats reporting from the United States were
restrained in their analysis, which emphasized the tentative and controver-
sial nature of a move that faced serious resistance in America itself. When
Stalin met with Secretary of State George C. Marshall during the meeting
of foreign ministers in Moscow in April, he ignored the subject completely,
concentrating instead on Germany. And although the former allies re-
mained deadlocked between the Soviet insistence on reparations and the
‘Western desire for German economic unity, Stalin showed patience and
cautious optimism, saying in conclusion that “‘compromises were possible
on all main questions, including Germany’s demilitarization, political struc-
ture, reparations, and economic unity.”

Indeed, some new Soviet foreign policy initiatives during the first part of
1947 also indicated a potentially more cooperative approach, especially with
regard to Korea and international control of atomic energy. Concerning the
reunification of Korea, the Soviet side broke the logjam in Soviet-American
talks by agreeing to speed up the work of the joint commission charged with
establishing an interim government. On atomic energy, there was a shift from
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the previous propagandistic position of banning all atomic weapons to a more
realistic proposal calling for the establishment of international control over
their production.

It was at this juncture that, on June 5, 1947, the Marshall Plan was an-
nounced. The initial Soviet reaction was a mixture of interest, uncertainty,
and suspicion as Soviet analysts tried to decipher the plan’s real meaning.
The most negative interpretation came from the recently promoted Am-
bassador Novikov in Washington, who described the American proposal as
aimed at creating ““a western European bloc against us.” One leading Soviet
economist and adviser to Stalin, Yevgeni Varga, was more balanced in his re-
port to Molotov. He wrote that the plan was driven by American economic
self-interest, which required a stimulation of European consumption of
American goods in order to avoid a looming economic crisis. Although
Varga warned that the United States would attempt to gain from these cred-
its “the maximum political advantages,” his analysis did not preclude Soviet
participation in the plan provided that political conditions attached to it
could be kept to a minimum.

Molotov (and probably Stalin) seemed to share this basic view that the
Marshall Plan could be either a threat or a potential opportunity. Molotov
was apparently encouraged by Marshall’s suggestion that Europeans them-
selves should draw up aid programs for their countries. His final handwrit-
ten comment about the invitation for the U.S.S.R. to send delegates to a
conference in Paris to discuss Marshall’s proposal was, “We should prepare
ourselves.” Recalling Molotov’s position, an aide later described it as “an at-
tempt, if not to eliminate, then at least to minimize its negative aspects and
insure that they would not impose any conditions on us. In a word, it should
be something like Lend-Lease”” The term “Lend-Lease” also figured in an
informal briefing that officials of the Foreign Ministry conducted for the
editors of Pravda.

With such hopes, the Soviet government decided to participate in ini-
tial discussions of Marshall’s proposals at a conference in Paris and advised
its clients in eastern Europe to do the same. The seriousness of the Soviet
approach was indicated by the size of the delegation sent to Paris: over 100
persons, including many technical experts. The delegation, headed by
Molotov, carried instructions to clarify the scope and conditions of the pro-
posed aid program as well as to insist on its being organized on a country-
by-country basis rather than requiring an all-European plan that, the Krem-
lin feared, would be dominated by the United States and become a nucleus
for an anti-Soviet bloc. The instructions also forbade acceptance of other
conditions “that might infringe upon the sovereignty and the economic in-
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dependence” of the European countries and directed Soviet negotiators to
oppose any use of German resources in the program unless approved by the
Council of Foreign Ministers, in which Russia played a major role. Thus,
the instructions revealed two basic Soviet apprehensions regarding the Mar-
shall Plan: that it would steer eastern Europe into close economic ties with
the West and enhance Germany’s economic reintegration into the Western
economy without satisfying major Soviet interests in the German settlement
(see document 5).

Once in Paris, the Soviet delegation quickly realized that both of these
fears were well founded. The first contacts with the heads of the British and
French delegations convinced Molotov that they were scheming with Amer-
icans against the Soviet Union, for both men insisted on an all-European
plan and on inclusion of German resources while discouraging Soviet efforts
to clarify or modify the American proposal. In reports to Stalin on June 28
and 29, Molotov complained about British and French subservience to U.S.
policy and about their eagerness “to use this opportunity to penetrate inter-
nal economies of the eastern European countries and especially to reroute
the flows of European trade for their own interests.”

That was indeed the heart of the matter. Incorporation of east Euro-
pean countries into an all-European plan of economic recovery would open
their economies to Western capital and restore trade patterns between east-
ern and western Europe that had been disrupted by bilateral trade agree-
ments between the Soviet Union and its clients after World War II. The So-
viet leaders knew only too well that in an open-door competition their
country was no match for the American economic juggernaut. They also
knew that once this economic gravitation set in, the political one would
soon follow. Once fleshed out, the Marshall Plan indeed became, in the
Kremlin’s view, a recipe for undermining the Soviet security zone in east-
ern Europe.

This view was reinforced on June 30, when Molotov received an ur-
gent message originating from Soviet intelligence sources in London. Re-
porting on secret talks between Undersecretary of State William Clayton of
the United States and members of the British cabinet, the message accu-
rately relayed the gist of the British-American agreement: The Marshall
Plan was to become a unified program for European economic reconstruc-
tion that should include Germany and be administered by a special agency
under U.S. oversight. Molotov learned only later that U.S. and British offi-
cials had already decided to go forward with the Marshall Plan even with-
out Soviet participation, while still hoping to lure eastern European coun-
ties, but he knew enough.
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Alerted by the intelligence report, Molotov tried to fight back by em-
phasizing that the conference’s original mandate “does not include drafting
of an all-round program for European countries” and that “the German is-
sue is subject to discussion by the four powers: Great Britain, France, the
US.S.R. and the U.S.A” But given the British-American agreement be-
hind the scenes, further Soviet participation in the conference looked in-
creasingly futile. In his report to Stalin on July 1, Molotov summarized his
generally pessimistic interpretation: “Both Britain and France are now in a
difficult economic situation. ... Their only hope is the United States, which
demands . . . that they establish some kind of an all-European body to pro-
vide for U.S. interference in the economic and political affairs of European
countries. Great Britain, and to some extent France, count on using this
body to promote their own interests.”

The next day “Mr. Nyet,” as Molotov was becoming known, an-
nounced the Soviet government’s refusal to participate in further discussions
of the Marshall Plan. When Britain and France proceeded to invite inter-
ested countries to meet again on July 12 to set up a European recovery pro-
gram, the Soviet side quickly decided not to participate and to force its
clients in eastern Europe to follow its lead.

The question then became one of how to proceed. The Kremlin first
considered trying to disrupt a second conference from the inside. It advised
the Yugoslavs, who had already decided to boycott the conference, “to send
your delegation there and give a good fight to America and its satellites,
Britain and France, in order to prevent the Americans from unanimously
pushing through their plan, and then to leave the conference, taking with
you as many delegates from other countries as possible.” Similar instructions
were transmitted on July 5 through Soviet ambassadors to communist lead-
ers of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Roomania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Albania, and
Finland. The temptation to harass and embarrass the “cunning West” was
strong indeed.

But then the Kremlin sensed danger in such a scheme. There was no
guarantee that some of the hard-pressed east Europeans, especially the
Czechoslovaks and Poles, who had shown some vacillation, would not yield
to the temptation of massive Western assistance. So after first advising all Eu-
ropean countries in the Soviet orbit to delay their responses, Molotov soon
rescinded his instructions of July 5. Soviet allies in eastern Europe were to
stay home.

Some of those allies were not pleased. That was especially so in the case
of Czechoslovkia, whose government had already voted unanimously in fa-
vor of participation. A Czechoslovak delegation, led by Prime Minister Kle-
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ment Gottwald, a communist, was urgently summoned to Moscow for a
chilly encounter with Stalin. The Kremlin’s master first talked to Gottwald
alone and then addressed the whole delegation with a warning: “Objec-
tively, you are helping, whether you want it or not, . . . to isolate the Soviet
Union. . .. Our people and we will not understand it. You need to rescind
your decision, . . . to refuse to participate in this conference—and the sooner
you do it, the better.”

The guests’ assurances of continuing loyalty and friendship were of no
avail. When Foreign Minister Jan Masaryk and others started talking about
their industries’ dependence on the West and their dire economic situation,
Stalin countered with an offer to increase trade with and economic assis-
tance to Czechoslovakia. The Czechoslovaks had to submit, as did their Pol-
ish counterparts, who learned about “their” refusal to go to Paris before
they announced it themselves. Stalin got his way, but at the high price of in-
ternal frustration and resentment among his client nations (which may have
served a hidden purpose of the Marshall Plan’s authors) (see document 6).

It was asserted both then and years later that given internal Ameri-
can political debate about the Marshall Plan, Stalin might have hurt it
more by staying in it rather than by walking out. But even if Soviet diplo-
macy were sophisticated enough to play on nuances of the American po-
litical process, Stalin’s strategic choice would likely have remained the
same. The stakes—complete Soviet control over its own economy and
over eastern Europe—seemed simply too high to afford such a gamble.
“They were drawing us into their company but in a subordinate role,”
Molotov recalled long afterwards. “We would have certainly become de-
pendent on them without getting anything substantial in return.” It was
more natural for Stalin to assume the worst about his adversaries’ and
clients’ intentions—and thus to proceed with a sharper division of the
continent—than to face the uncertainties of greater economic interde-
pendence of European countries under a U.S.—sponsored recovery. pro-
gram.

In any case, the Marshall Plan, with all its implications, prompted an-
other serious reassessment of Soviet thinking and policies. To Soviet leaders,
it became clear that the Americans were bringing into the Soviet-American
competition their most powerful weapon (along with the atomic bomb);
they were transferring the game to a trade—economic chessboard, where the
Soviet Union was least competitive. In the minds of the men in the Krem-
lin, who were accustomed to thinking about exploitation and class struggle
in crude Marxist terms, the goal of European recovery could only mean the
prospect of the restoration of a capitalist western Europe (including West
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Germany) as a junior partner in the U.S.—led anti-Soviet bloc. Finally, all the
worrisome pieces of postwar American policy fell into a single clear-cut im-
age of the United States as a new “center of imperialist reaction” bent on
world hegemony, with the U.S.S.R. and its allies being the main obstacles.
The Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, and even the Rio Pact became or-
ganic parts of a single global design. Soviet-American rivalry for global in-
fluence was now the name of the game for Soviet diplomats and military
leaders, who saw the United States as mounting an offensive against the
Kremlin’s gains.

Now even Novikov’s long report of 1946 was castigated within the
Soviet Foreign Ministry for being “too soft” in its analysis of U.S. policies.
As a clear signal, Novikov was summoned to Moscow and given a dishon-
orable discharge. The Soviet embassy’s political report for 1947 depicted the
United States, the “organizer and leading force of the imperialistic camp,”
as engaged in establishing “an anti-Soviet front in Europe,” setting up Japan
as “America’s main stronghold in its struggle against communism in the Far
East,” and encouraging “pro-fascist forces” in eastern Europe. The report
concluded that the United States had “completely broken away from Roo-
sevelt’s foreign and domestic policy” and stepped onto “an adventurous [i.e.,
risky] path of preparations for a new world war”’ In this framework, the
doctrine of containment, publicized in the summer of 1947, looked to So-
viet eyes more like a doctrine of “encircling” or “rolling back™ than one of
simply containing Soviet power. Revealingly, as one Soviet analyst later re-
called, there was considerable pressure from above to translate “contain-
ment” as “strangulation” in preparing Kennan’s “X” article, which appeared
in July 1947, for Molotov and Stalin.

A new stage of Soviet-American confrontation also required a rede-
fined image of Western capitalism, one different from the fairly benign and
quasi-realistic interpretations of the mid-1940s. On the one hand, the rival
system now had to appear more malevolent and dangerous, but on the other
hand, more fragile and constrained, in order to leave hope for ultimate vic-
tory. Thus, Varga’s 1945 book Changes in the Economy of Capitalism was, in
the course of an orchestrated ideological campaign, now subjected to sharp
criticism for being too optimistic about capitalism’s potential for economic
development and too naive about its presumed ability to coexist with so-
cialism.

The Marshall Plan and the diplomatic maneuvering around it also re-
vealed the residual vulnerability of the Soviet Union’s security zone in east-
ern Europe and increased the Kremlin’s doubts about its new clients’ abil-
ity to withstand similar temptations in the future. Not surprisingly, the
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Soviet response was to try to frustrate Washington’s “grand design” in west-
ern Europe while further consolidating its own sphere in the eastern part of
the continent. To help achieve both aims, the Kremlin established, in Sep-
tember 1947, the Communist Information (Cominform) Bureau, reminis-
cent of the Comintern that had been dissolved in 1943, as a new agency to
coordinate, under Russian control, the policies and activities of communists
worldwide.

Even before the Marshall Plan, the Kremlin was becoming increasingly
concerned about communist parties in both eastern and western Europe. In
eastern Europe, the campaign to create “people’s democracies” was stalling
in the face of surviving noncommunist opposition and grave socioeco-
nomic problems. A detailed inventory, conducted by the Foreign Policy De-
partment of the CPSU’s Central Committee in the summer of 1947 and
based on a country-by-country analysis, showed that serious obstacles still
stood in the way of building Soviet-style socialism in eastern Europe. The
report spelled out several main criteria of progress: a significant degree of
communist political control; increasing nationalization of industrial, trans-
portation, and financial systems (together with progress in land reform); and
a dependably pro-Soviet foreign policy. At the bottom of the list were Ro-
mania, Hungary, and especially Czechoslovakia, where “the prospects for the
construction of a new democracy were worse than in any other country,”
mainly because of local communists’ failure to consolidate power. The
Czechs were also blamed for their vacillation over the Marshall Plan—"“a
gross political mistake and a manifestation of ill will with respect to the So-
viet Union.” So when Stalin had to deliver on his promise to expand trade
with Czechoslovakia, he was none too generous. In the fall, he angrily
turned down a draft trade treaty with that country (prepared by his Min-
istry of Foreign Trade) as too one-sided and as rewarding Prague—still
called a “non-Soviet ally”—for playing games at the expense of the
US.S.R.

Also in the spring and summer of 1947, communists in Poland, Bul-
garia, Hungary, and Romania intensified campaigns against their democratic
rivals, lobbying Moscow to give them a green light to suppress the opposi-
tion. With the Kremlin’s consent, principal opposition leaders in Bulgaria
and Romania were arrested in June and July on espionage charges (which
had some basis in Romania) and their parties were banned. In Hungary,
Prime Minister Imre Nagy, falsely linked to a conspiracy plot, fled the coun-
try and left his Smallholders party split and marginalized. Only in Czecho-
slovakia, with its democratic traditions and the absence of Soviet troops, were
communists still reluctant to go against the rules of parliamentary democracy.
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This time, in contrast to 1946, the Kremlin unleashed its communist
clients against their rivals in order to tighten Moscow’s control over its east
European satellites. In all likelihood, the Soviet government even delayed
the ratification of peace treaties with some countries so that Soviet occupa-
tion troops could ensure the success of these efforts. This shift in Soviet
strategy was a response to both difficulties with the “people’s democracy”
line and especially diminishing returns of collaboration with the West,
which lifted the external restraints on Soviet action in eastern Europe.

That the U.S. counteroffensive of 1947 also played an important role
in the Soviet crack-down in eastern Europe was a connection that Ameri-
can intelligence understood. One report sent to the White House late in
July 1947 observed that absent the Western initiatives, the U.S.S.R.. “might
have considered its control in [Hungary, R omania, and Bulgaria] sufficiently
strong to permit early ratification of the treaties without jeopardizing its ul-
timate domination.” It added that recent developments had “intensified So-
viet determination to maintain its extraordinary powers of control over
these countries.”

In another situation, too, Stalin acted to make sure that east European
countries coordinated their foreign policies with his. Early in August
1947, Josef Tito and Dimitrov announced their intention to conclude a
Yugoslav-Bulgarian treaty of friendship, cooperation, and mutual assis-
tance. Stalin was furious, for he had advised the two governments to post-
pone any such move until the Soviet Union had concluded a peace treaty
with Bulgaria. In the face of Stalin’s fury, the two governments backed
down.

Stalin also used the conference of European communist parties in Czk-
larska Poremba, Poland, in September 1947, to tighten his grip over east Eu-
ropean communist parties and to launch them on a new offensive. Andrei
Zhdanov, who presided over the conference, delivered his sharpest criticism
against the French and Italian communists, who under U.S. pressure had left
coalition governments and gone into opposition, for their timidity in resist-
ing the forces of reaction. The new strategy, Zhdanov said, was “to destroy
the capitalist economy and to work systematically toward the unity of
healthy national forces” against U.S. assistance. That new strategy implied
radical means: general strikes, militant demonstrations, and even the build-
ing up of armed revolutionary underground movements.

This policy was almost a U-turn from Stalin’s earlier line of restraining
militant communism in western Europe in hopes of continued cooperation
with Western leaders. With that hope now gone, Stalin was cynically turn-
ing Western communists into Soviet “fifth columns” ordered to destabilize

The Russian Perspective 133

western Europe and derail implementation of the Marshall Plan (see docu-
ment 7). Perhaps inadvertently, Stalin thereby sacrificed prospects for the
further growth of communism in western Europe because its militant
anti—-Marshall Plan campaign, so obviously directed by Moscow, led com-
munist parties there into political isolation. Although clearly offensive in its
form, Stalin’s response to the Marshall Plan may be seen as desperate defense
on the part of the weaker side, whose leaders understood that they had no
real alternative to the U.S.—led rehabilitation program or even any effective
means to sabotage it.

In eastern Europe, Soviet resources were much more formidable, and
Moscow now used them to speed up the Sovietization of countries in its
orbit. At the Cominform’ opening conference, Zhdanov sharply criticized
Czechoslovak and Polish communists for “excessive compromises” and “na-
tionalist deviations” from the only correct (i.e., Soviet) model of building
socialism. A radical revision of the concepts of “people’s democracy” and
“national ways to socialism” was now in full swing, with growing emphases
on communist monopoly of political power, crash industrialization pro-
grams, class struggle, and the dictatorship of the proletariat. Any transgres-
sions from this model were now considered to be “nationalistic deviations”
betraying impermissible insubordination and hidden anti-Sovietism.
Through the Cominform and other means, Moscow actively supported the
most loyal pro-Soviet elements among east European communists in their
efforts to remove moderate forces from their ranks. Thus, successful Sovi-
etization of east European countries seemed to require the Bolshevization
of local communist parties.

The concept of the “two camps” became the ideological underpinning
of all these changes. Put forth in Zhdanov’s main speech at Czklarska
Poremba, the term was probably inserted by Stalin, who in turn may have
borrowed it from a report by Varga in the summer of 1947. “Two camps”
became a powerful metaphor of the times; it pictured the world split into
two irreconcilable coalitions of countries caught in a deadly conflict in
which there could be no neutrals. Thus, by the fall of 1947, the ideology,
policy, and propaganda of the Soviet Union at (cold) war had become fully
coordinated.

Soviet propaganda, now blatantly anti-American, openly identified
“reaction” and “war-mongerism” with official Washington. A prelude to
this campaign occurred in September, when a well-known Soviet writer,
Boris Gorbatov, was secretly commissioned to write an insulting political
pamphlet on Truman for a Moscow literary newspaper, in which the U.S.
president was described as “a little man in short pants.” U.S. Ambassador
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Smith protested, only to be told by Molotov that the Soviet government
had no control over its press (though even this statement had to be cleared
with Stalin, whereupon the foreign minister reminded his boss about the
Gorbatov commission). Another small but telling detail is that political car-
icatures in the Soviet press that had previously dealt only with geperalized
images of American “capitalists” began to depict President Truman and his
tellow “cold warriors,” while the Cold War itself was fleshed out in the im-
age of an old witch with ugly, icy features.

At the same time, the last remaining channels of Western propaganda in
the Soviet Union were being closed. A popular Russian-language magazine,
Amerika, and its British counterpart were quietly taken out of public distribu-
tion late in 1947, and early in 1948 Soviet technicians began the jamming of
Russian-language programs over Voice of America and the British Broadcast—
ing Company. The iron curtain had come down all the way (see document 4).

CRISES OF 1948-1949 AND THE DEEP FREEZE

The Kremlin maintained, with some fine-tuning, the dual Cominform
strategy—disruption in the West, consolidation in eastern Europe—into
1948. With regard to western Europe, the typically cautious Stalin contin-
ued a balancing act between trying to cripple implementation of the Mar-
shall Plan and not provoking a feared direct American intervention in Italy
and France. That danger was particularly acute in Italy, where hard-fought
elections took place in 1948, in connection with which the possibility of a
communist victory led to contingency planning for the introduction of
American troops. Fearing such a scenario, the Kremlin advised Italian com-
munists not to start an armed insurrection. Despite earlier calls to form
armed underground movements, Molotov told them that an insurrection
would be “entirely inappropriate” and could be resorted to only in response
to a military attack by reactionary forces. The United States poured millions
of dollars into the election campaign in support of noncommunist parties,
and the Kremlin had to swallow electoral defeat in Italy. This setback put an
end to high hopes for the “Euro-communism” of the 1940s.

HARSH CRACKDOWN IN EASTERN EUROPE

Losing ground in the West, the Kremlin redoubled its efforts to seal off
and ensure its control of eastern Europe. Here, the weakest link remained
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Czechoslovakia, where local communists were still sharing power with other
parties. Faced with a prospect of defeat in upcoming parliamentary elections,
they flirted with the idea of staging a preventive coup, but hesitated before
taking the final step. The Kremlin sent Molotov’s deputy, Valerian Zorin, to
Prague as a troubleshooter, but instructed him not to meet with President
Eduard Benes. As the situation became tenser, Zorin reported to Moscow
that “Gottwald still would like to avoid any tough measures against the reac-
tion [noncommunists] although the latter has become quite brazen.”

Contrary to traditional assumptions in the West, newly declassified doc-
uments show that Moscow neither gave any direct orders to Gottwald nor of-
fered to move Soviet troops in Germany and Austria close to the Czechoslo-
vak borders. They suggest, in fact, that it was Gottwald who, looking for
face-saving “outside pressure,” asked Zorin for the deployment of troops.
Molotov’s instructions to Zorin on February 22 were quite definite: “Propos-
als to move Soviet troops in Germany and Austria as well as to give Gottwald
orders from Moscow we consider uncalled for”” Obviously not wanting to
trigger a Western reaction by showing its hand too openly, the Kremlin merely
advised Gottwald “to stand more firmly, not to yield to the right, and not to
hesitate.” It was rightly assumed that Gottwald understood what was expected
of him.

Using well-organized mass demonstrations as leverage, communists
forced President Benes to permit a restructuring of the cabinet before elec-
tions, thus creating a situation in which it could be packed with commu-
nists. Foreign Minister Masaryk died under mysterious circumstances, os-
tensibly (and officially) by committing suicide. In the next three months, the
communist-dominated cabinet rewrote the country’s constitution and con-
ducted rigged parliamentary elections, which gave them an overwhelming
majority. Anguished by these events, Benes resigned, to be replaced by his
nemesis, Gottwald. The new president and his party proceeded to purge
noncommunists from the governmental bureaucracy and to emasculate
their former partners in the National Front.

Czechoslovakia, described by visiting Polish communists only few
months earlier as “the last state among people’s democracies that American
imperialism was still counting on,” finally became a Soviet-type state. Now,
Stalin could afford to be more generous with economic help for a loyal ally
in dire straits. In other respects, too, the price of victory was high: The
Kremlin’s camouflage notwithstanding, events in Czechoslovakia, which be-
came known as the “coup de Prague,” frightened western European coun-
tries into closer ties with the United States and hastened the creation of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
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Just as the “least reliable” “non-Soviet” ally was being transformed into
a reliable Soviet one, the Kremlin’s former favorite, communist Yugoslavia,
was losing Moscow’s trust. The cooling-off period in Soviet-Yugoslav rela-
tions, which began late in 1947, reflected changes on both sides: Tito’s
growing appetite for regional hegemony in the Balkans, on the one hand,
and Stalin’s diminishing tolerance of such wayward independence, on the
other. To Stalin’s great annoyance, Tito attempted to speed up the conclu-
sion of a Yugoslav—Bulgarian treaty; to engage the Soviet Union more
deeply in the civil war in Greece (which Stalin thought too risky a gamble);
and finally, without the Kremlin’s sanction, to introduce Yugoslav troops
into Albania, which Tito wanted to incorporate. Disturbed by this challenge
to his project of building a hierarchic Soviet bloc, Stalin decided to nip the
incipient rebellion in the bud by teaching Tito (and potential imitators in
eastern Europe) a sharp lesson in the dangers of insubordination.

Early in 1948, the Kremlin took several harsh steps. It rejected Bel-
grade’s request for a loan and a trade treaty; recalled Soviet military advisers
from Yugoslavia; and launched a series of accusations, both directly and
through the Cominform, that the leaders of Yugoslavia were opportunistic,
deviant, and anti-Soviet. Then, for a final humiliation, it summoned the Yu-
goslav leaders to the next meeting of the Cominform, which, as everyone
knew, would be set up as a collective inquisition. Accustomed to having his
way with “junior partners” in eastern Europe, Stalin seriously underesti-
mated Yugoslavia’s stubbornness. Tito refused to subject himself to the
Cominform’s whipping, and Moscow’s relentless campaign of harassment
and pressure failed to intimidate or split the tight Yugoslav leadership.

Tito’s defiance led to a severe setback for the Kremlin. The absence of
a common border and possible international repercussions severely re-
stricted Stalin’s military options against the dissident ally, and as the conflict
escalated politically, it produced the first open split in the postwar interna-
tional communist movement. Excommunicated from the latter, Yugoslavia
turned to the West for military and economic assistance. Delighted and
hopeful, the United States started a covert campaign to stimulate Tito-like
defections in other east European countries.

Having failed in his immediate goal of subduing Belgrade, Stalin used
this conflict to tighten his grip over his satellites still further. Local commu-
nist parties were purged of “Titoist elements” and “their agents,” who were
now equated with “fascists.” The resulting witch-hunt atmosphere allowed
some communist leaders to settle personal scores with party rivals by de-
nouncing them as “Titoists” and “traitors.” Although Stalin occasionally
tried to restrain the blood-thirsty zeal of his henchmen, these vendettas
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served his purpose well because the blood of the victims tied the
to Moscow.

The Kremlin also took steps to speed up the political and economic-in:
tegration of eastern Europe. It imposed almost identical treaties of “ﬁiendsh.ip,
cooperation, and mutual assistance” on R omania, Bulgaria, Hgngary, and Fin-
land in 1948 (similar treaties had been concluded earlier with ?olmd, Y1'1—
goslavia, and Czechoslovakia). Each of them contained clauses c'a]lmg for @-
itary cooperation in the event of attack by Germany and its. a]hes.. The Soviet
government decided, after some vacillation, to continue to identify Germany
as the principal threat not, as Molotov explained to his east Eurqpean coun-
terparts, because it failed to see other potental sources of aggression, b.ut be-
cause it did not want to dramatize the situation and sought to emphasize the
contrast between the “firm, self-confident tone” of the Soviet government ar?d
the “nervous tone” of governments in the West. Molotov evidently had in
mind the Brussels Pact concluded by Great Britain, France, and the Benelux
countries in March 1948, which included security guarantees against not only
Germany, but also “other countries,” presumably—and disturbingly—the
U.S.S.R.., as well. This pact, which had the blessing of the United States, caused
serious concern in the Kremlin as a sign of hostile intentions.

Soviet strategy was to stay one step behind the West in solidifying.the
division of Germany and the continent as a whole. Because the United
States had already moved to foster the economic integration of western Eu-
rope through the Marshall Plan, the Kremlin responded in D.ecember 1?48
with the decision to set up a council to coordinate economic cooperation
between the U.S.S.R.. and five east European countries (with Yugoslavia ex-
cluded). The council’s purpose was to create closer economic ties among
member states and to provide a common front, a Soviet bloc, in the .woﬂd
economy, thus to discourage the West from using lack of coordination in
eastern Europe for their own interests. The formal establishment of the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (known both as CMEA and as
Comecon) took place in Moscow a month later (in January 1949).

THE BERLIN BLOCKADE, NATO, AND OTHER ISSUES

The most important crisis of 1948 took place over the most crucial of
Cold War issues: Germany. The evolution of U.S. policy reinforced Soviet sus-
picions of Western aims in Germany. As an internal memorandum on the sub-
ject that circulated in the Foreign Ministry early in October 1947 s@ssed, the
Soviet Union was faced with “a real threat of the political dismemberment of
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Germany and the inclusion of West Germany, with all its resources, in the
western bloc, pulled together by the United States.” Soviet diplomats made an
effort to reverse this trend by proposing a peace treaty that would create “a
united democratic Germany,” but the initiative was rebuffed at a meeting of
the Council of Foreign Ministers in London late in 1947.

Molotov boasted to Stalin that he “struck at the allies’ weak spot” by
pressing them on their alleged plans of zonal consolidation. But he was un-
able to disrupt those plans. France agreed to unify its occupation zone with
the U.S. and British zones (Bizonia) to create Trizonia, and then, at a sepa-
rate conference in London, the United States, Britain, France, and the
Benelux countries took the decisive step of proposing a West German con-
stituent assembly—that is, the establishment of a West German state. That
development, coupled with ongoing preparations for the introduction of a
new currency in the emerging Trizonia, was rightly perceived in Moscow
as a complete break with the Yalta—Potsdam agreements on four-power
control over Germany, especially since the conference in London was sum-
moned without even informing the fourth party to the German settlement,
the U.S.S.R.

In analyzing these events for the Kremlin, the Soviet Foreign Ministry
concluded that “the western powers are transforming Germany into their
stronghold and [intend to include] it in the newly formed military—political
bloc, directed against the Soviet Union and the new democracies [in eastern
Europe].” Desperate to forestall such developments, the Kremlin decided to
counterattack by using the most tangible advantage it still held in Germany:
control over the geographic space between the western zones and Berlin,
which was located in the heart of the Soviet zone.

The Soviet leadership must have made the key decision early in March
1948, when Marshal Vasily Sokolovsky, the Soviet representative on the Al-
lied Control Council, and Vladimir Semyenov, a political adviser in Berlin,
were urgently summoned to Moscow. Following his return, Sokolovsky
stalked from the Control Council’s meeting on March 20, thus paralyzing
that body. By April 1, a series of restrictions were introduced on the com-
munication lines between Berlin and the western zones, and within days the
Berlin blockade began in earnest. The Soviet argument for it was not with-
out a certain logic: Since the London decisions ran counter to the Potsdam
agreements and the allied control mechanism based on those agreements,
the Western presence in Berlin lost its earlier justification, and the Soviet
side had justification for closing its occupation zone.

What did Stalin expect from this high-stakes showdown? Was he try-
ing to “kick them [the Western allies] out” of Berlin, as he told East Ger-

The Russian Perspective 139

man leaders in March, and as Truman believed? Or did he want, by weak-
ening their position in Berlin, to force them into reversing the London de-
cisions and reopening negotiations about a German settlement, as he re-
peatedly told Western contacts during subsequent meetings? The second
version seems more likely, although had the Western powers decided to re-
treat, Stalin would certainly not have minded that outcome, either.

At first, prospects looked good from the Soviet side. Most observers as-
sumed that West Berlin could not survive in isolation. “Our control-and-
restrictive measures have dealt a strong blow to the prestige of the Ameri-
cans and Britons in Germany,” the chiefs of the Soviet Military
Administration in Germany reported to Moscow on April 17. They added
that (as they wanted to believe) the German population thought that “the
Anglo-Americans have retreated before the Russians” and that “this testifies
to the Russians’ strength” With municipal elections looming in West
Berlin, Soviet officials sought to discredit the Western powers by picturing
them as helpless to resist the blockade. They hoped that fearful or resigned
citizens of West Berlin would turn to Soviet authorities for the necessities
of life.

But the tide soon began to turn. The Kremlin underestimated West-
ern resolve and ingenuity. The massive airlift became a solution that Soviet
officials could negate only by risking an open military conflict, which was
not a part of their plan. While the stalemate continued, the Western pow-
ers proceeded with currency reform and with plans for creating a West Ger-
man state. Stalin’s increasing anger over and frustration at Western defiance
found an outlet mainly in his handwritten remarks on documents placed
before him. For example, in the margins of a translated diplomatic note
from Paris, he penned these comments: “Scoundrels”; “It is all lies”; “It is
not a blockade, but a defensive measure”; and “Ha-ha!” But in talks with the
three Western ambassadors in August, Stalin was firm and in full control, in-
sisting that their governments cancel or at least postpone implementation of
the London decisions. The Western powers remained adamant, however,
and after prolonged procrastination, Moscow finally had to retreat fully and
to acknowledge their rights in Berlin.

Again, as with Turkey and Iran, Stalin’s hardball tactics, which he pur-
sued far too long, proved to be counterproductive. Instead of blocking the
implementation of the Western plan for Germany, the Berlin blockade ac-
celerated it. Moreover, the brutal pressure scared other west European coun-
tries into closer alliance with the United States. The road to NATO was now
open. Stalin’s worst fear, a U.S.-Jed Western bloc united against the Soviet
Union, was coming into being, in large part thanks to his own inadvertent
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assistance. As Russian historians Vladislav Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov
have noted, Stalin “did not want the Cold War but . . . did not know how to
avoid it.”

In 1948-1949, Soviet—American diplomacy almost came to a halt as
propaganda and mutual recriminations replaced serious negotiations. Even
the usual niceties of diplomatic discourse fell victim to the rancor. In May
1948, the U.S. State Department, concerned that Stalin might misread
American intentions and overreact, sent the Kremlin a confidential message
through Ambassador Smith that contained two basic points: (1) the United
States would not accept any new Soviet encroachment “beyond the present
limits” of communist power, but it had no plans for a military attack against
the US.S.R., and (2) the current U.S. policy was not subject to change be-
cause of presidential elections or economic downturn, but “the door is al-
ways open for full discussion and the composing of our differences.”

Molotov responded in appropriate diplomatic tones, but in reality the
Kremlin was no more ready to enter that door than was the White House.
Stalin jotted a sarcastic “Ha-ha!” by the quoted passage in Smith’ note, and
evidently decided both to embarrass the Americans and to use the incident
for propaganda purposes. He had the text of the Smith—-Molotov exchange
published in the Soviet press without informing the American side ahead of
time. Russian propaganda treated Smith’s démarche as an example of U.S.
hypocrisy mixed with the inability to come up with any constructive ideas
for improving Soviet-American relations.

This blow-up was only part of an intensive propaganda campaign de-
signed to discredit “Truman’s hawks” in the upcoming presidential election.
The Kremlin watched that election very closely, giving special attention to
the Progressive party’s candidate, Henry A. Wallace, who seemed to prom-
ise a real alternative to the administration’s Cold War policies. Stalin evi-
dently had high hopes that a strong showing by Wallace could conceivably
become a catalyst for the resurrection of the “Roosevelt trend” in U.S. pol-
itics. Although Stalin advised Wallace that a visit to Moscow would be too
risky (for Whallace’s campaign), he approved of the idea of a public appeal
in the form of an open letter. When Wallace’s letter was published by the
New York Times on May 12, less than a week after publication of the Smith—
Molotov exchange, Stalin promptly responded with an open letter of his
own, calling Wallace’s a “very important document” that could provide a
“fruitful basis . . . for coexistence” and for the “peaceful resolution of dif-
ferences between the U.S.S.R. and the US.A”

The Wallace—Stalin exchange made a big splash around the world, but
it made it easier for Truman and American conservatives to tag Wallace as
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a fellow traveler being used by Moscow. More importantly, Stalin’s brutal ac-
tion in Berlin and eastern Europe belied his own words about peace and co-
existence and contributed to Truman’s surprising victory in November.
Moscow still confronted the same policies in Washington.

Within the Soviet Union itself, 1948 was a year of growing tensions
and escalating repression. The anti-Western, xenophobic campaign reached
new heights with a struggle against so-called cosmopolitans, mostly Jews in
various professions. Thus, the Kremlin resurrected popular anti-Semitism
both to weed out Western influence and to rally the Soviet mob against for-
eign enemies and their “domestic agents.” Thousands of Jewish officials and
intellectuals, including Molotov’s wife, were sent to prison on fabricated es-
pionage charges; some of them were “officially” executed (e.g., Molotov’s
orthodox deputy Solomon Lozovsky), and some secretly assassinated (e.g.,
the famous actor and theatre director Solomon Mikhoels).

Stalin’s spy-and-enemy mania peaked as the Cold War became more
frigid. His working assumption was that Western imperialism would now
redouble its efforts to organize a “fifth column” within the Soviet bloc, as
he himself was trying to do in the Western sphere, a fear that was not with-
out some basis. The Kremlin knew about the reorganization of the U.S. in-
telligence community and its covert operations in Europe and Asia. Indeed,
scholars are now learning that the scope of those operations was much
wider than previously thought, for the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
in fact got into the business of setting up emigré groups to serve as nuclei
for future anti-Soviet revolts all over eastern Europe. “Such units,” wrote
Kennan, then a State Department liaison with the CIA, to one of his col-
leagues in the fall of 1948, “may represent a closer approximation of the ab-
solute weapon than the atomic bomb,” over which the United States stll
enjoyed a monopoly.

Such calculations would not have surprised Stalin. Moscow was mon-
itoring the activities of anti-Soviet Russian immigrants in-the United States
and paying special attention to their frequent contacts with the U.S. gov-
ernment. The Kremlin was also aware that Washington was working with
members of the old German intelligence network specializing in Soviet
matters. Together, these developments left the Kremlin in no doubt that
Americans were sheltering its most rabid enemies in order to use them
against the U.S.S.R.

There were indeed a number of real spy cases in the early postwar
years, but Stalin’s response to this problem was way out of proportion. Early
in March 1949, he dismissed even close subordinates such as Foreign Min-
ister Molotov and Foreign Trade Minister Mikoyan from their cabinet posts
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for alleged lack of vigilance. His obsession with internal enemies was re-

flected in a speech before the CPSU’ Central Committee on March 30,

1949 (recorded in fragments by the editor-in-chief of Pravda, Pyetr

Pospelov): “Where is the main danger now? It comes from honest fools and

blind. At the hands of such honest but blind people our country can perish.
.. Our enemies conduct their policy by these fools’ hands.”

By that time, Stalin was himself blinded by the crackdown on his in-
telligence network in the United States. Except for a rapidly shrinking
British connection (mostly through Kim Philby, London’s liaison with the
CIA since the fall of 1949), the Truman White House became impenetra-
ble to Soviet eyes. And although the general course of American policy
looked more or less clear and settled, the details did not, and people in the
Kremlin still hoped that some concessions on the key questions of Germany
and the Western bloc might be forthcoming.

It may have been this combination of uncertainty and hope that
pushed Stalin to one of his most intriguing moves in 1949. Documents from
the Kremlin archives reveal that in January 1949, Stalin was seriously con-
sidering the idea of using Wallace, who had offered his mediation, as a se-
cret channel between the Kremlin and the White House. According to
Molotov’s draft instructions to the Soviet ambassador in Washington, the
main purpose of such a risky operation would be to find out “whether there
is any tendency in the U.S. government toward improving relations with the
USSR

Stalin zigzagged on this project. He began by turning it down, then
changed his mind and gave it a green light, only to reverse himself again in
a few days after initial contacts in Washington. In an interview with Amer-
ican journalists, Stalin offered to meet with Truman to discuss ways to im-
prove Soviet-American relations—a gesture then written off as a propa-
ganda trick, but one now acquiring new meaning in the context of the
Wallace mediation project. Overall, this abortive “peace feeler” betrays not
only the Kremlin’s ignorance about the realities of power in Washington,
but also Stalin’s desperate hope for some last-minute loosening of the U.S.
position before the division of Germany became final and NATO was es-
tablished. His secret diplomacy having failed, Stalin went on making efforts
at least to forestall both of those developments.

Soviet agents tried to follow the process of secret negotiations over the
North Atlantic Treaty. From the Soviet standpoint, the most troubling aspects
of the emerging alliance were the leading role of the United States and the
obvious intent to widen its geostrategic orbit by bringing Italy, Spain, and
Portugal, as well as Scandinavian countries, into the alliance. Soviet analysts

The Russian Perspective 143

also emphasized the conspicuous facts that Germany was not named as a po-
tential enemy and that no country from the Soviet bloc was asked to join the
alliance—a combination that in Soviet eyes was sure proof of the treaty’s
anti-Soviet thrust. Also worrisome to the Kremlin were leaks in the Western
press about a possible “secret protocol” to the treaty calling for “terminating”
west European communist parties’ activities in case of war or the immediate
threat of it.

The first official Soviet reaction to the proposed North Atlantic Treaty
was a statement issued by the Foreign Ministry on January 29, 1949. It
protested that the draft treaty was directed against the U.S.S.R. and that it
violated the UN Charter as well as the Soviet Union’s wartime treaties with
Britain and France. In February, the Kremlin approached the government of
Norway, which has a long border with the U.S.S.R., with an offer for a
nonaggression treaty. Moscow was greatly concerned about the prospect of
Western military bases at the country’s doorstep and wanted to lure Nor-
way away from the emerging alliance. But Oslo declined the offer, while ut-
tering assurances that it would remain Moscow’s good neighbor even as a
member of NATO.

Even less productive were the Kremlin’s other preventive moves:
threats to annul treaties with Britain and France, the instigation of mass
anti-NATO demonstrations by west European communists, and the con-
centration of troops near Yugoslavia. If anything, these steps facilitated the
concluding stage of treaty negotiations by accentuating the specter of a “So
viet threat” On March 31, only days before the treaty wis to be signed, the
Politburo solemnly reiterated and amplified the Foreign Ministry’s state-
ment. From that point on, Soviet policy, as earlier with the Marshall Plan,
became one of trying to disrupt implementation of the treaty by staging an
intensive anti-NATO campaign through the Cominform, local communist
parties, and the newly created Soviet Peace Committee, a “public” organi-
zation created in August 1949 that became the nucleus for an extended net-
work of similar front organizations all over the world.

The formation of NATO was a crucial development for the Soviet
Union. It meant a military—political follow-up to the economic division of
Europe started by the Marshall Plan and resulted in the institutionalization
of a Western anti-Soviet bloc headed by the United States that the Krem-
lin had tried so hard but ineffectually to prevent. In addition, the openly
confrontational configuration in Europe meant that the Soviet Union could
not consider reducing its presence in eastern and central Europe, for that
would be an unacceptable loss of face before an implacable enemy. Moscow
saw as its only choices the firm retention of its control over its orbit or the
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resort to war and even more brutal repression should that control be directly
challenged.

Despite this stark situation, Stalin still sought to forestall a final division
of Germany. In part it was a matter of tactics; he still wanted to stay one step
behind the West in order to avoid responsibility for the country’s division.
At a meeting in December 1948, he told East German leaders: “You do not
want to act as the initiators of Germany'’s split and that is only natural. But
if a separate West German government is formed, . . . a government should
also be formed in Berlin.” At the same time, Stalin still saw a united, neu-
tral, and demilitarized German state as preferable to complete separation. In
his view, the latter condition would be neither durable nor beneficial for the
Soviet interests in the long run. A student of Bismarck’s and Hitler’s poli-
cies, Stalin was deeply impressed by German nationalism, which he thought
was likely to overwhelm foreign occupation and to foment “German re-
vanchism” once again. He probably also suspected that a much smaller and
poorer East Germany would not be competitive against its more produc-
tive, US.—supported counterpart. Besides, separation would deprive the So-
viet Union of its ultimate prize in Germany: access to the Ruhr region, the
country’s industrial heartland.

So even after the key decision to set up a West German state was
reached on April 25, 1949, the Soviet government continued to fight back.
It tried to hold off the final stage of this process and presented itself as the
only champion of German unity. When Stalin detected a lack of resolve on
the part of his new foreign minister, Andrei Vyshinsky, during a discussion of
the German question at the Council of Foreign Ministers in May, he sent
stern warnings about Western “machinations”: “It looks as if you don’t quite
understand that the three powers’ proposal boils down to their intent to
merge the eastern zone with the western ones on their own terms, [which
are] absolutely unacceptable to us; they want to swallow our zone and to tie
us to their chariot in Germany, depriving us at the same time of those rights
to reparations which we received in Potsdam.” Because the Soviet counter-
proposal was not going through, Stalin instructed Vyshinsky “to emphasize
the contrast between their separatist position and our proposals, aimed at cre-
ating a united, democratic, peace-loving German state.”

Meanwhile, perhaps still hoping for the best but also preparing for the
worst, Stalin continued with the covert, methodical Sovietization of the east-
ern zone. Documents from East German archives confirm that by the early
1949, the Socialist Unity party was fully transformed into a Bolshevik-type
party and that internal security forces were beefed up under close Soviet
guidance to monitor and subdue remaining opposition groups. Embryonic
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military units and training centers were set up, under the auspices of the
(East) German “Directorate for the Interior,” in the summer of 1948 on
Stalin’s personal orders. All these steps could serve dual purposes: They could
provide the nucleus of a separate East German state or become the institu-
tional bases for Soviet influence in a united Germany. When finally, in Oc-
tober 1949, the formation of the German Democratic Republic (G.D.R.)
was announced, the new entity was called “provisional,” which was meant,
as Stalin told his East German clients, to “serve as a hint that the government
has been formed [only] . .. until Germany is unified.”

THE SOVIET A-BOMB, THE SINO-SOVIET TREATY,
AND THE WAR IN KOREA

Between the ratification of the North Atlantic Treaty and the estab-
lishment of the G.D.R., the Western world was shaken by news of the first
atomic explosion in the Soviet Union. The giant effort, aided by successful
espionage, bore fruit several years earlier than Washington had expected (see
document 8). Although the test in Semipalatinsk, Kazakhstan, took place on
August 29, the Soviet side kept silent about it, and it was not until Septem-
ber 23 that President Truman publicly acknowledged the event. “Truman’s
announcement has produced an incredible uproar here,” Vyshinsky gleefully
reported to Stalin from his UN post in New York; “naturally, I am not go-
ing to make any comments on this.”

Low-profile was indeed the Soviet way of spinning this awesome news,
but the Kremlin certainly appreciated its significance and was greatly re-
lieved by the end of America’s atomic monopoly. In a closed ceremony at
which he gave awards to key participants in the atomic project, Stalin said,
“Had it taken another year or year and a half for us to develop the bomb,
we would have probably ‘tasted’ it on ourselves.” Nevertheless, having coun-
tered America’s atomic ace, Stalin decided to downplay the matter publicly
as much as possible. For one thing, he did not want to admit, even in retro-
spect, that the United States had indeed had this key strategic advantage
over the Soviet Union for four long years—something that the Kremlin had
kept hidden from Soviet citizens all that time. Besides, Soviet propaganda
was constantly playing on the contrast between the “atomic blackmail” and
“saber rattling” of “western imperialism” on the one hand, and the Krem-
lin’s “strong nerves” and peaceful intentions, on the other.

That is why Stalin handled his own announcement in a low-key
way. He personally drafted a press release as a semiofficial response to
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Truman’s announcement. The statement confirmed the explosion but
described it as “peaceful” and asserted that the U.S.S.R. had “opened the
secret of the atomic bomb by 1947.” Stalin played his atomic camouflage
game to the end, but made sure that the West got the message.

While the Kremlin attached great importance to the superweapon’s
symbolic and political use, Stalin and his commanders did not yet think in
terms of atomic warfare. As long as Stalin was alive, these weapons were not
assigned to troops or integrated into the country’s military doctrine. In
preparations for atomic war, the Soviet Union lagged well behind the
United States.

In the fall of 1949, the Kremlin obtained another trump card in its
struggle with the West—a powerful new ally in the East. As we have seen,
Stalin did not rush to embrace the Chinese communists led by Mao Ze-
dong. For two years after 1945, a period in which the outcome of the civil
war in China was uncertain, Stalin tried to play the role of broker, in part
because he did not trust Mao as a loyal communist and in part because he
did not want to aggravate Soviet-American rivalry in China. At the same
time, however, he prudently kept options open by maintaining contacts and
covertly providing some military assistance to Mao. In 1948, all of these cal-
culations began to change, especially as the tide of war turned and growing
tension with the United States removed the main external restraint. Stalin
started to reassess Mao and admitted to his inner circle that Moscow had
underestimated China’s revolutionary potential.

Still, he made his moves with a characteristic caution. Exchanges of
visits between Soviet and Chinese communist officials took place at a high
level in the spring and summer of 1949. Stalin was pleased by Mao’s pro-
posal for a partnership against Western imperialism, but it was only after the
proclamation of the People’s Republic of China, on October 1, that he fi-
nally agreed to Mao’s repeated request to be received in Moscow.

The negotiations between the world’s two mightiest communist po-
tentates in Moscow in the winter of 1949-1950, now fully documented
from both sides, were a remarkable exercise in high-stakes diplomacy. Al-
though Stalin held the highest card thanks to the Soviet Union’s greater in-
dustrial power and to the fact that its revolution was “older,” Mao was the
new ruler of a land much more populous than the U.S.S.R. Moreover, he
enjoyed the prestige of having come to power largely unaided by “Big
Brother” Russia and of being an anti-imperialist hero.

After tense moments and the threat of a stalemate, Stalin finally agreed
to replace the Sino—Soviet Treaty of 1945 with a new one requested by
Mao. Having overwhelmed Mao by this concession, Stalin was then able to
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insist on terms highly favorable to the Soviet side. The formation of the
Sino—Soviet alliance, cemented by the Treaty of Friendship, Alliance, and
Mutual Assistance signed on February 14, 1950, became a momentous
event. It formed a bridge between the early Cold War and its subsequent
development. Coupled with the Soviet atomic bomb, it changed the over-
all correlation of forces and encouraged Stalin to begin a new counterof-
fensive against the West.

With the division of Europe firmly solidified and China now governed
by communists, Stalin was ready to take new risks in Asia. In April 1950, he
finally gave the green light to North Korean leader Kim Il Sung, who had
made repeated requests for Soviet backing of a military attack against South
Korea. Stalin had several reasons for adopting such a policy. New circum-
stances, including what appeared to be a lack of U.S. commitment to South
Korea’s security, seemed to offer an opportunity to expand the area under
his control and also to encourage revolutionaries in other parts of Asia.
Moreover, the seizure of South Korea might reinforce communist China’s
isolation from the West, thus making that country more dependent on the
U.S.S.R. But Stalin got a different war in Korea from the one he expected.
As things turned out, Kim’s large-scale attack across the thirty-eighth paral-
lel in Korea on June 25, 1950, set the course for intensification of the Cold
‘War and for massive militarization on both sides of the ideological divide.

CONCLUSION: STALIN’S COLD WAR
STRATEGY IN RETROSPECT

It has been half a century since the beginning of the Cold War and about a
decade since its sudden end. Yet despite recent research in newly opened
archives, some basic questions about the Soviet road to the Cold War re-
main. Was Stalin’s Soviet Union seeking security or expansion? Was Stalin
a revolutionary romantic, a Russian/Soviet imperialist, a cynical practitioner
of Realpolitik, or a megalomaniac craving power for power’s sake? Further-
more, was he a genius, however evil, or an inept bungler who often ended
up getting precisely what he sought to avoid? Such questions may have no
definitive answers, but one can draw some tentative conclusions.

First, there was clearly some logic to what often looked like the madness
of Soviet foreign policy. Its overriding goal was remarkably consistent
throughout World War II and the Cold War: security through aggrandize-
ment and consolidation of the Soviet sphere. The ways to that goal were var-
ied and at times contradictory, from an amicable deal with Hitler on dividing
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the continent to a lethal war against Hitler’s empire, and from alliance with
Britain and the United States to Cold War against these former comrades in
arms. The Bolsheviks in the Kremlin were entirely unscrupulous and free-
wheeling in selecting policies to fit changing circumstances.

Whether they were guided primarily by Marxist ideology or by na- |,

tional security interests is largely an artificial distinction. Ideology was im-
portant as a prism through which Soviet leaders saw the world and which
made them predisposed to see U.S. policies as expansionist and threatening.
Thus, ideology contributed to suspicions and tensions as the Soviet—Marxist
version of universalist vision clashed with the liberal exceptionalism of its
American counterpart. Besides, in the Bolshevik mentality, ideology and na-
tional interests were blended into a single whole since for Stalin and his lieu-
tenants preservation and expansion of the Soviet domain were necessary for
promoting world revolution. “Whatever is good for the Soviet Union is
good for the world revolution” was an unwritten rule for the men in the
Kremlin, who saw no inherent contradiction between those two goals. But
whenever there was a conflict between Soviet egotism and ideological inter-
ests, they would invariably choose the former over the latter. For Stalin and
his circle, enhancing Soviet power, which also meant enhancing their own
power, was, unsurprisingly, the first priority. To it they subordinated every-
thing and everyone else, whether the Russian people, foreign communists, or
former capitalist allies.

Much the same can be said about the elusive line between security and
expansion. Here, however, Soviet concerns were hardly new. As empire
builders from Romans to Britons illustrate, security through expansion was
no Soviet invention. Even in America’s case, as Walter Lippmann once said,
seeking security and building an empire were two sides of the same coin. It
is even debatable whether Soviet empire-builders were any more driven by
ideological universalism than their American rivals, although for Americans
ideology was more amorphous than for the Bolsheviks.

Both sides in the Cold War exhibited symmetry in their strategic
thinking as well. After all, Soviet leaders had their own crude version of
containment. In Marxist terms, Western capitalism was both hostile and
inherently unstable. The task confronting the Kremlin, then, was to hold
the line and exploit the capitalist enemy’s difficulties until its internal con-
tradictions would lead to a new cycle of depression, war, and revolution—
developments that would, in the Soviet view, make possible another
breakthrough for communism. The experience of Stalin’s generation
seemed to validate such expectations. World War I and the Russian Rev-
olution paved the way for the emergence of the first socialist state, and
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then the Great Depression and World War II made possible the expansion
of the Soviet system. '

Indeed, in Moscow’s view, the latter development was the major cause
for the West’s reversion to Cold War, but that price seemed justified. As
Molotov later claimed, ““We had to consolidate what we had conquered, _to
make our part of Germany socialist, to establish order in Cze.c.hoslova.kxa,
Poland, Yugoslavia, etc., all of which were in a very fluid conc}mon. So, we
had to squeeze out the capitalist order—hence the Cold War’ .

Those policies afirmed, Molotov added another note of realism, how-
ever: “Naturally one has to observe limits. I think Stalin abided by them very
well” One might well ask how differently relations between the SOV.ICt
Union and the West would have developed had Stalin avoided provocative
acts in essentially peripheral areas, such as those in the cases of Turkey, Iran,
Manchuria, and Korea. But seen overall, the Kremlin’s boss was basically cau-
tious in his waging of the Cold War; he sometimes came close to, but never
crossed, the fatal line of direct military collision with the United States. In
this sense, he was a fitting, one might even say responsible, parmer—adversz}ry
for Western leaders who were pushing their own agenda and whf), like
Stalin, were concerned about the danger of the opponent’s overreaction to
unwanted pressure.

There was, nevertheless, a substantial and significant difference be-
tween the Soviet and American empires during the Cold War. It lay in the
nature of imperial control and the methods used to build spheres of' influ-
ence. The American empire was generally pluralistic and open, while the
Soviet one was totalitarian and closed. To put it more colorfully, a Soviet

“empire by rape” stood in contrast to an American “empire by sec.iuctior?”
(or as Geir Lundestad puts it, “by invitation” on the part of countries afraid
of being raped). More than anything else, it was Soviet heavy-handedness
that made its sphere, which covered much of the Eurasian l.afldmass, unac-
ceptable to the United States both for domestic and geopolitical reasons. It
was also the legacy of that heavy-handedness that doomed the Soviet em-
pire itself to rapid disintegration once its leaders disavowed the threat of
military suppression against its satellites. .

But Soviet policy options, far from being simply a matter of free choice,
were always constrained by the weight of history, by lack of resources,'and by
the nature of the Stalinist system. The Soviet Union was, as John Lewis Gad-
dis persuasively suggests, essentially “a one-dimensional power” that lacl.ced
economic, cultural, and other “soft” power leverages. When confrontlr.lg
multidimensional American power, the U.S.S.R. had to maximize its main
asset: military power. Moreover, Soviet leaders could not count on countries
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in eastern Europe, where old enmities and anti-Russian feelings were histor-
ically strong, to be both fully independent and pro-Soviet. Finally, Soviet
leaders, accustomed to total control over their own subjects and knowing no
other way to organize society, could confidently deal only with puppets run-
ning familiar Soviet-type systems. In short, given their history, political sys-
tem, and priorities, as well as challenges from the West, Soviet leaders could
hardly have done other than they did in creating their Cold War empire.

If such was indeed the inescapable logic of Soviet strategy, then one
must ask how effective Soviet leaders really were in pursuing their own
aims. For many vyears, observers have repeatedly made the case that by
frightening the West into united opposition to Soviet policy instead of en-
gaging it in a more skillful game of give-and-take, one that might have un-
dermined Western resolve, Stalin was his own worst enemy. As early as 1950
Kennan observed that it was primarily Soviet actions that made it possible
for “us [Americans] to pull ourselves together and to increase our strength”
when a different approach might “have had us ... in a [grave] state of un-
preparedness.”

Although Soviet understanding of American politics was too crude
for such fine-tuning, one can make the case that the men in the Kremlin
saw the stakes as too high to allow risky efforts—experiments, really—to
accommodate their rival. If even the United States, with its preponderant,
multidimensional power and margin of safety, could or would not adopt a
more accommodating policy (never mind the reasons why it would not),
then in the view of the Kremlin, a weaker Soviet Union could afford one
even less. For both sides, the premium was on toughness and on worst-case
scenarios, which together led to escalation of the conflict between them.

But would notably different U.S. policy have changed Soviet behavior?
The prevailing view in the West is that it would not have. We can never be
certain, however, for after the death of Roosevelt the United States never
really put accommodation to the test.

Perhaps one should ask the reverse question, too, one almost never
asked. What would the Soviet side have had to do to accommodate the
Americans and thus end the Cold War? American “terms of settlement”
were no secret to the Kremlin, for they were occasionally spelled out by Sec-
retary of State Dean Acheson and other high-ranking U.S. officials: Soviet
withdrawal from central and eastern Europe, lifting the iron curtain, stopping
anti-American propaganda, and ending support for communists in other
parts of the world. In the view of the men then in the Kremlin, acquiescence
in such demands would have stripped the Soviet Union of its security belt
in Europe, betrayed what it leaders saw as its global mission, and exposed the

The Russian Perspective 151

still young and battered system to destabilizing ideological “chmnnnanfc)n”
from abroad. Judging by the subsequent fate of the S_ov1§t empire, those fears
were not altogether unfounded. In short, for the §owet side, th.ese wexte terms
of capitulation, not of reasonable accommodatlon..The Soviet Umonkvls:t
too strong to accept such terms—too strong ‘to, capitulate and too wea
timately to win. Such was the essence of Stalin’s Cold W?r predicament. .
From another perspective, however, perhaps Stalin’s greatest strategic

blunder lay in engaging his country, so much in need of reform and re-

building, in a global power struggle that could not be won. Did he, in con-

sidering the options available to him, make a fundamentally ﬂawed.choice?
If so. it took almost fifty years of Cold War to demonstrate that point.





