The Cold War
The Essential Readings

Edited by Klaus Larres and Ann Lane

Editorial Adviser Robert MacMahon

BLAC KWELL




Copyright © Blackwell Publishers Lid 2001. Editorial arrangement and introduction copyright
£ Klaus Larres and Ann Lane 2001,

First published 2001
246810975731

Blackwell Publishers Lid
108 Cowley Road
Oxford OX4 1JF

UK

Blackwell Publishers Inc.

350 Malin Street

Malden, Massachusetts 02148
L'SA

All rights reseeved. Except for the guotation of short passages for the purposes of criticlsm
and review, no part of this publication may be repreduced. stored in a retrieval system. or
transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical. photocopylng. recording
or olherwise, without the prior permission of the publisher.

Excepl In the United States of America, this book is seld subject to the condition that i shall
not, by way of trade or otherwise, be lent, resold, hired out, or otherwise circulated without
the publisher’s prior consent in any form of binding or cover other than thal in which it is
published and without a similar condition Including tbis condition being imposed on the
subsequent purchaser.

British Library Catalogeing in Publication Data
A CIP catalogue record lor this book Is available from the British Library.

Libmry of Cangress Cataloging-in-Pullication Data
The Cold War : the essential readings / edited by Klaus Larres and Ann Lane.
cm. —{Blackwell essential readings in history)

Includes bibliographical references and index.

1SBN 0-631-20705-8 —ISBN 0-631-20706-6 (pbk. : alk, paper)

1. Cold War—Sources. 2. World politics— 1943-— Sources. 3. Europe—Torelgn
relations—1945-—Sources. 4. United States— Forelgn relations — 1945-1989 —
Sources. 5. Soviet Unlon — Foreign relations — 1943-1991 —Sources. 1. Larres,
Kiaus. 1I. Lane, Ann, [L Serics.

N843 .C577323 2001
90)9.82 —dc21
2001025676

Typeset in 10.5 on 12 pt Photina
by Best-sct Typesetter Ltd., Hong Kong
Printed in Great Britain by Antony Rowe, Chippenham, Wills

This book Is printed on acid-free paper.



1

Introduction: The Cold War
as History

Ann Lane

The term “Cold War" refers to the state of tension, hostility, competition
and conflict which characterized the West's relations with the Soviet
Union, and more particularly, Soviet—-American relations for much of
the post-war period. The Cold War was not premediated in the way that
Hitler's war had been, nor prepared for as was the case belore the
First World War. Rather it emerged as a consequence of a stand-off
between the Western Powers and the Soviet Union whose wartime
alliance had broken down amid a welter of suspicion. distrust and
conllicting interests once the war against the Axis was over and
the common enemy defeated. One of the fascinaling things about
Cold War history is that, despite the endless debate, there is little
agreement about when it started or even where. Some would say that
it began in castern Europe; others argue that it was in Germany or
the Near East; still others would say that the events which sealed the
conflict occurred in the Far East.! Its clearest manifestation was the
division of Europe into cast and west by the Iron Curtain, the heavily
guarded and fortified frontier which demarcated the boundaries
between the western “liberal democracies” and the “people’s democra-
cies” of what we used to call eastern Europe, Most symbollic of all was
the division of Germany and in particular the partition of the city of
Berlin, deep in the eastern zone, by a wall constructed in 1961 on
Khrushchev’s instructions in order to stabilize the German Democratic
Republic by halting westward migration.

1 Sce for example, W, Kimball, “Naked reverse right: Reosevelt, Churchill and Eastern Europe
from Tolstoy to Yaha and a Little Beyond”. Diplomatic History, vol. 3. no. 2. spring 1979; B.
Kuntholm, The Origing of the Cold War In the Near East: Great Power conflict and diplomary s Iran,
Turkey ane Greece, Princeton, NI, 1980 W. Stueck. The Roadd {0 Confrontation: American Foreign
Polleyy Toward Ching and Korea, 1947-1950, Chapel Hill, 1981,



As the ambitions and insecurities of West and Easl came up against
cach other in the Middle East, the Far East, the indian subcontinent,
Africa and Latin America, cach provided a forum in which the two
superpowers waged their struggle for political, economic and ideologi-
cal hegemony which was conducted by all means short of open armed
conflict between them for over lorty ycars. However, there is a paradox
at the heart ol the history of this period: despite the intensity and
bitterness of the struggle. each of the superpowers was wary of action
which might provoke a direct retaliation from the other and for pro-
tracted periods. the Cold War was characterized by a concerted elflort on
the part of the United States and the Soviet Union to establish a modus
vivendi for peacelul coexistence. Periods of détente occurred in the late
1950s and, with an interruption at the beginning of the Kennedy
administration culminaling in the Cuban missile crisis, resumed in the
mid-1960s; an interval of renewed tension at the end of the 1970s
preceded the de-escalation ol the conllict as the Soviet leadership
concluded that its domestic disarray couid be ignored no longer. This
“long pecace”, as John Gaddis named it, was the product of a vested inter-
est in stability consequent on the existence ol nuclear weapons, a near
monopoly of knowledge of thistechnology by the major powers, and the
doctrine of mutually assured destruction.? Having tectered on the brink
of a nuclear exchange in October 1962, the superpowers directed ever
increasing diplomalic resources to weapons limitations agreements and
constrained their respective clients from action which would draw them
into open conflict.

"The voluminous literature on the Cold War contains many good {(and
occasionally conflictual) analyses of the historiography of the period
and particularly that relating to the question of causation. The objec-
tive here is to identify the principal strands and to discuss some of the
more recent developments in the literature. The earliest attemptsto offer
an interpretation of Cold War origins were closely linked with, and
detined by, the need to justify the creation in the United States of the
national security state. During the 1950s considerable quantities of ink
were spilt by commentators and officials in the attempt to define the

2 | L. Gaddis, The Long Peace: Enqguiries into the History of the Cold War, Oxford, 1987, pp.
21545,

3 Of particular use are M. P, Lelller, “Interpretative Wars over the Cold War, 1945-60", in
G, Martel (ed.). American Foreign Relations Reconskdered, 1890-1993, London. 1994, pp.
106-24; ). S. Walker, “Historians and Cold War Origins: The New Consensus®, in G. K. Halnes
and J. 8. Walker (eds), American Foreign Relations: A Historlographical Review, Westport, Conn.,
1981, pp. 207~-36: G. Lundestad, “Moralism, Presentism, Exceptionalism, Provincialism. and
Other Extravagances In American Writings on the Early Cold War Years™, Diplomatic History,
vol. 13, no. 4 (1989), pp. 527-45; M. H. Hunt, "The Long Crisis in U.S. Diplomatic History:
Coming to Closure”, Diplomatic History, vol. 16 (1992), pp. 1135-40.
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enemy and thereby jusltify the vast and conslantly increasing demands
for expanding the defence budget. These accounts were heavily
influenced by contemporary views of the Soviet political system and a
conservative bias which predominated in intellectual circles in the
immediate post-war period. Intrinsic to American political thinking
since the late nineteenth century were assumptions about dictatorship
and autocracy which held that such regimes could be characterized
by oppression at home and aggression abroad, but the emergence
of fascism and Nazism encouraged a conceptlualization of Lotalitarian
systems of government into which the Soviet Union under Stalin was
readily fitted. This framework held that under totalitarian dictalorship
power was indivisible and vested in the personality of its ruler; the
system was incapable of change and its survival, morcover, was depen-
dent upon pursuit of the goals identiflied in a messianic ideology by
which the regime justified its existence. During the 1950s, this concep-
tualization provided ihe defining theoretical construct by which to
justify American containment strategies. At the same time two decades
of international disharmony which had preceeded the Cold War, char-
acterized by world depression, protectionism, the rise of the European
dictatorships and renewed world war, led to the search for security and
stability in the post-war period. The ideological fence-building which
took place in the walke of the Second World War can be explained in part
as a consequence of the insecurities of the interwar years.

The early accounts ol Cold War origins were authored primarily by
American scholars who drew heavily on published memoirs and diaries
of serving offictals as well as on such published diplomatic correspon-
dence and stale papers as were then available, Indeed, some writers
such as Herbert Feis and William McNeil had been policy practitioners
actively engaged in the cvents which they sought to explain. The
questions which this school addressed were those about the policy
process: who made policy, which policies did they choose and why, and
once chosen, how were they implemented? The methodology was essen-
tially hermeneutic and owed much to the nineteenth-century scholar-
ship of Leopold von Ranke which presumed that “objective truth”™ could
and should be established through perusal of diplomatic documents.
Indeed. the process was not unlike that conducted in Europe during the
1920s and 1930s when the publication ol state papers on the part of
the First World War protagonists had informed a debate about the right-
ness or otherwise of the war guill clause of the Paris Peace Treaties. The
effect was not dissimilar. What emerged was an America-centric view

4 Tor an account of this concept’s impact on twentieth-century historiography see A.
Gleason, Totalitarianism: The laner History of the Cold War, Oxford, 1995,
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which explained the Cold War in terms of the impossibility of dealing
with “the Soviets”. Several strands can be identified: the conservative
approach which sought to condemn the Roosevelt and Truman
administrations, the former for yielding too readily to Soviet demands
at Yalta, the latter for hesitancy and inexperience: the liberals on the
contrary, justified American foreign policy as a bold and imaginative
effort to deal at one and the same time with Soviet expansionism and
residual American isolationism which reached its pinnacle with the
Truman Doctrine.> A third strand which is also generally grouped
with Orthodox accounts is Realism. This approach takes a deeply
critical view of American foreign policy as being overly determined by
moralistic and universalist ideals and unduly attentive to the ideologi-
cal element in Soviet foreign policy at the expense of balance ol power
considerations. The Cold War, the realists argue, was inevitable because
of the expansionist needs of both the Soviet and the American political
systems.”

Therefore the “received wisdom” enshrined in orthodox history held
that the breakdown of the Grand Alliance was due to Sialin's inherent
suspiciousness of the West and, in the case of both liberals and conser-
vatives, 1o Soviet expansionism legitimized by the teleological goals of
Marxist-Leninist dogma. Among the key primary sources invoked for
this thesis was the “Long Telegram” penned in the American Embassy
in Moscow by the Chargé d’Alfaires, George Kennan, which attempled
to explain to the Truman Administration the sources ol Soviet foreign
policy in terms ol domestic politics and ideological considerations.”
Soviet demands arising from its concern for security were, he argued,
insatiable, Moreover, he considered that “a permanent modus vivendi”
existed in so far as Soviet foreign policy was founded on the belief that
“it is desirable and necessary that the internal harmony ol our sociely
be disrupted, our traditional way of life be destroyed, the international
authority of our slate be broken, if Soviet power is to be secure”. Kennan
argued that Soviet foreign policy was ideologically determined, bul he

5 For example, the conservatlve thesis is advanced in W, H. Camberlin, America's Second
Crusade, Chicago, 1930; the liberal Interpretation is exemplilied by H, Feis, Clurehill, Roosevelt,
Stalin: the war they waged and the peace they sought, Princeton, 1957, and Fels, Between War amd
Peace: the Potsdan Conference, Princeton, 1960,

6 The classic statement of Realist Interpretations of Cold War origins is that by H, |. Mor-
genthau, fn Delense of the Nattonal tnterest: a critical examination of Amerlcan Foreign Policy, New
York, 1951, p. 116. Sce also N, A, Grachoer, Cold War Diplomacyy: American Forelgn Policy
19435-196(), Princelon, 1962 and . E Kennan. Realities of American Forelgn Policy, Prince-
ton, 1954. For an example of an interpretation of Soviet loreign policy viewed from the realist
perspective see A. Ulam., Expansion aid Coexistence: the History of Soviet Forcign Polley 1917-67,
New York, 1963,

7 Department of State, Forelgn Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Papers, 1946 {(cited
hereinafier as FRUS), Washington, 1969, vol, vi, pp. 696-709.
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also recognised a flexibility in the Kremlin's decision-making which
could be invoked by demonstrations of American power." While Kennan
himsell was later to modify his views, and took a dim view of the
conlainment policies which evolved in Washinglon as a consequence of
his commentary, this characterization of the motives ol the Soviel
leadership became the centrepiece of the emerging Cold War paradigm
in Washington and one which determined American foreign policy lor
several generations,” The policy of containment was defined by the
United States National Security Council in April 1950; this revealed
that American policy makers, in Lhe space of five years, had come to
conceive of American nalional interesls, and thus the Cold War. in
global terms.'"" Conveniently, the National Security Council's supposi-
tions seemed to be confirmed by {he timely outbreak of the Korean War
in June 1950 which served to legitimize military as opposed to the
purely economic containment of the communist world which Kennan
had identilied. One liberal orthodox writer (and former White House
aide), Arthur Schlesinger, argued in a classic lormulation of the Ortho-
dox approach published in 1967 that the Cold War could have been
avoided "only il the Soviet Union had not been possessed by convictions
both of the infallibility of the communist world and of the inevitability
of a communist world”."! He continued that these convictions “trans-
formed an impasse belween national states into a religious war, a
tragedy of possibility into one of necessity”.

By the time Schiesinger wrote these words, the bipolarity which this
thesis assumed and which defined international politics following the
breakdown of the Grand Alliance in 1945, was under challenge. The
newly emerging nations, whose numbers at the United Nations Organ-
isation had signiflicantly increased in the early 1960s, were having a
considerable impact on international politics. The disinclination of the
Alro-Asian states Lo align with cither of the communist or western blocs
gave them the opportunity to hold the balance of power in a game which
was delined by the possession of nuclear weapons, While the newly
emerging slates were essentially highly diverse, they were united not
just by a disinclination o align in Cold War terms, but also by their

8  For a useful summary sc¢e | S. Walker, “Historlans and Cold War Origins”, pp. 207-36,
9 See for example, G. F. Kennan, *Containment; Then and Now”, At @ Century’s Ending:
Reflections 1982-1995, New York, 1996, pp. 110-135 and the exchange of letters between .
F. Kennan and . Lukacs in American Heritage (December 1993), p. 65.
10 Sce FRUS 1950, vol. 1. pp. 237-92, “NSC-68 United States Objectives and Pro-
gramme for National Security”, 14 AprHl 195¢) The full text was published in Naval War College
Review, xxvil, biseq., N. 253 (May/June 1973). pp. 31-108; for a commentary see T, Etzold
and |, L. Gaddis, Containment: Doctments on American Policy el Strateqy, 1945-1950, New
York, 1978.
1) A, Schlesinger. "Origins of the Cold War™, Foreign Afjuirs, vol, 46 {October 1967), p. 52.
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relative underdevelopment and need for assistance to achieve economic
development. Their experience of Furopean colonialism predisposed
these states to a distaste lor western interference and, at least in the
short term, they saw in the communist system a more atiraclive model
for rapid modernization. The task of influencing the newly emerging
states became a priority for both the castern and western blocs which
now exiended their competition out of Europe, where the battle lines
were stalemaled, into Africa, Asia and Latin America where the bound-
aries to superpower influence remained more fluid.

In the meantime, the logic of containment doctrines had led to a
steady increase in the American commitment to Vietnam. The origins
of American involvement lay, or so it seemed, in the very conceptual-
ization of the Soviet system and Soviet—-American relations which had
been adopied by orthodox scholars as justifications ol containment.
Such challenges to the received wisdom combined with a wider disillu-
sionment with American ideals and their forcign policy expression
among radicals who in time defined themselves as ol the New Left, and
provided the stimulus for the emergence of a body of scholarship on
Cold War origins. In fact, a revisionist literature existed well before
Vietnam gained centrality in contemporary debate: siudies such as
those of William Appleman Williams and Denna Frank Fleming pub-
lished in 1962 and 1961 respectively, challenged the orthodox assump-
tion ol naiveté in American foreign policy and the conclusion that it was
“reactive” to Soviet inspired antagonism.'> Drawing on the progressive
ideas which were experimented with by students of international rela-
tions in the 1930s, these authors argued thal the economic system and
the privileges derived from it by the clite were in control of the foreign
policy process.!® Thus, the requirement of market capitalism for con-
stanl expansion and non-interventionist political systems represenied
the driving forces behind the Wilsonian goal of making “the world safe
for democracy” by which American actions were justilied.

The revisionist school only really fiourished, however, once the
foreign policy consensus had broken down over the Vietnam War when
the need was perceived Lo find an alternative explanation for world
cvents than that offered by realism. This perhaps explains why it was Lhe
publication in 1965 of Gar Alperovitz's monograph on the decision-

12 W A, Willlams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy, rev. edn, New York: 1962; D B
Fleming, The Cold War and its Origins 1917-6¢), 2 vols, Garden City, New York, 1961. Sec also
L. Gardner Architects of Huslon: Men and deas in Amerlean Forelgn Poliey 194 1-1949, Chicago,
1970; D, Horowltz, The Free World Colussus: A Critique of American Forelgn policy In the Cold War,
New York, 1965; G. Kolko, The Politics of War: the World and United States Forvign Policy,
1943-1943, New York, 1968,

13 Forexample, C. A, Beard, Roosevelt amd the Coming of War, New York, 1947,
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making which led to the use of the atomic bomb to end the war with
Japan which really provoked a revisionist debate about Cold War
origins.'* Alperovitz attacked the orthodox position in the most radical
manner, arguing that the United States had used the bomb not out
of military considerations but in order to impress its power upon Stalin
so as (o achicve a lavourable post-war seitlement. Subsequently, more
sophisticated revisionist works sought to show how the United States
had tried firstly to demand open access to eastern Europe and upon
receiving a rebuff, had then sought to reconstruct western Europe and
particularly the western zones of Germany in the liberal democratic
mould. During the 1950s and 1960s this extended into the Third World
as decolonization opened up these regions to economic penctration.
The creation of multilateral organisations, such as the United Nations
and the International Monelary Fund, in which the United States had
the largest share of the voles because it provided the most substantial
proportion of the funds, were held up as further evidence of a drive
to establish an international world along capitalist lines. This thesis
was stated most starkly by Gabriel and Joyce Kolko who de-emphasized
the importance of the Soviet Union as a factor in American [oreign
policy and identified these policies as determined by the nature of
its capitalist system and by recurrent fears of recession: “The United
States’ ultimate objective”, they argued, “was both to sustain and to
reform world capitalism”."” Such socio-cconomic explanations were
expanded upon by others such as Thomas Paterson who argued that
the “national security and economic well-being of countries touched
by the destructive force of World War T depended upon a successful
recovery from its devastation . . . the United States alone possessed the
necessary resources ~ the economic power - to resolve the recovery
crisis”. He adds that “Coercion characterised Uniled States reconstruc-
tion diplomacy™.'®

With regard to the Soviet Union, the revisionists were influenced by
theses currently being advanced by Sovietologists who were applying
pluralist and burcaucratic models of politics to the Sovict system in
order to elucidate these hitherto under-rescarched aspects of the one
party state. This process was reflected particularly in the works of
Gavriel Ra'anan and William McCagg who agreed that the United States
was prepared to exploit the advantages inherent in its overwhelming
military and cconomic strength to achieve leverage over the less pros-

14 . Alperovitz, Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshime and Potsdanm, New York, 1965,

15 ] Kolke and G. Kolko, The Limits of Power: the World and United States Forelgn Folicy,
1945-1934, New York. 1972, p. 11,

16 TG Paterson, Smict-Anmerican Confrontation; Postwar Reconstruction and the Origins of the
Cold War, Baltimore. 19773, p. 260,
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a significant contribution towards the onset of the Cold War and that
American foreign policy was determined by economic and ideclogical
motivations. Further, he concedes that Stalin's objectives were limited.
But he criticises the revisionists for placing emphasis on cconomic
factors to the exclusion of political considerations which, he argues,
were critical determinants of foreign policy. Partisan politics, ethnic
voting blocs and rivalries between the legislature and the executive,
were, according to Gaddis, the critical lactors in defining American
foreign policy. While he is convinced by arguments that economic
weapons were employed to extractl concessions from those who stood
in the way of achiecvement of America’s long term and ideological
objectives, Gaddis differs from the revisionists in arguing that econom-
ics was only the means and never the ends of American foreign policy.
Moreover, he asserts that primary responsibility for the Cold War lay
with Stalin who was “immune from the pressures of Congress, public
opinion or the press” and thus was free to direct his foreign policy unfet-
tered by domestic considerations. Nor does Gaddis accept that Stalin
was constrained by ideology: rather “he was the master of communist
doctrine, not a prisoner of it . . . his absolute powers did give him more
chances to surmount the internal restraints on his policy than were
available to his democratic counterparts in the West".* In a later and
equally seminal work, Gaddis develops this thesis further. American
containment of the Soviet Union in the Cold War, he argues, was
designed to balance world power.?! In effect this amounted to creation
of an American empire, but the difference between this and earlier
forms of imperialism as well as the Soviet variant, was that it was empire
by invitation. America had been asked to extend its hegemony through
economic aid to support liberal regimes which regarded themselves to
be threatened by international communist subversion directed from
Moscow.

The school of thought which this work spawned has been labelled
post-revisionist, the central assumption of which is the liberal denial of
the governance of politics by economics.” The post-revisionist consen-
sus, which Gaddis famously declared as emerging in 1983, is rooted
in a thesis that American hegemonic behaviour is more accurately
described as defensive rather than offensive expansion, “of invitation

20 Gaddis, The United States and the Orlgins of the Cold War, pp. 360-1.

21 ]. L. Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: a critical appratsal of Postwar American National
Security Policy, Oxlord, 1982,

22 B. Cummings, “'Revising Postrevisionism’, or The Poverty of Theory In Diplomatic
History”, Diplomatic History, vol. 17, no. 4 (1993}, p. 551, n. 35; |. L. Gaddis, “The Emerging
Post-Revisionist Synthesis on the Origins of the Cold War”, Diplomatic History, vol. 7 (1983).
pp. 171-43. It is unclear who lirst ¢oined the term “post-revisionism™. -
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rather than imposition, or improvisation rather than careful planning”.
The post-revisionists also mainiain that it was Stalin’s ill-defined but
relentless search for security at the expense of his neighbours combined
with the failure of the western powers Lo recognize his ambitions and
draw the lines firmly enough 1o deter him that led to the Cold War. This
thesis was supported by several scholars of Soviet foreign policy who
during the late 1970s and early 1980s produced studies of Stalin’s
forecign policy which utilized the still fragmentary Soviet and east
European sources.™

Far from being consensual, post-revisionism has become the focus
of particularly lively scholarly debate especially in the United States.
Among its principal critics, Melvyn Leffler challenges the post-
revisionist condemnation of Stalin's post-war foreign policy as the root
cause of the Cold War.*! Instead he argues that Soviet concerns were
genuine and that it was testimony to the American preoccupation with
geopolitical interests thal no attempt (or very little) was made to con-
sider what Sovict perceptions might be and to factor in the enormous
losses suffered during the war in order to evaluate the motivations of
Soviet demands for security on its [rontiers. At the same time he
agrees with Gaddis that the revisionists were incorrect in discounting
American concerns about Soviet intentions, perceiving in the Truman
Administration’s policies a genuine preoccupation with Soviet strength
and Lhe Soviet Union’s potential 1o exploil social and economic disrup-
tion to further its own interests.

More vigorous in their criticism of post-revisionism are those who
have rooted their interpretations in more formal conceptual {rame-
works. Michacl Hogan is among those who has employed the corporatist
model as an analytical tool and demonstrates how sell-interested
collaboration among supranational organizations and public and
private agencies formed the basis of a strategy which aimed Lo ensure
capitalist expansion.® Secondly. there has been some experimentation
with the world systems approach which purports to identify a structured
world system, capitalist in nature. which effectively imposes limitations
on altempls ai socialist construction because of the distortions that the
capitalist “reality” creates for non-capitalist states. Accordingly, schol-
ars such as Bruce Cummings have explained American foreign policy in

23 V. Mastny. Russin's Road to the Cold War: Diplomacy. Warfare and the Politics of Communism
1941-1943, New York, 1979 W. Taubman, Staliir's American Policy: Frem Entente to Détente
to Cold War, New York, 1982,

24 M. P Lefller, “The American Conception of National Security and the Beginnings of the
Cold War, 1945-48", The Amertcan Historleal Review, vol. 89 (April 1984), pp. 346-81,

25 For example, M. |. Hogan, The Marshall Plan: America, Britain and the Reconstruction of
Western Europe, 1947-1952, New York, 1989,
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terms of a drive to revive world capitalism and to sustain the American
position within that system.*"

Cold War history was enriched during the 1980s as a result of a bur-
geoning European scholarship which focused for the first time on the
perceptions of the superpowers [rom the perspective of the European
stales. The stimulus for these studies lay immediately in the opening of
the archives in accordance with the thirty-year rule which governs
the release of government records, but the published results undoubt-
edly reflect the contemporaneous growth of European self-confidence
in its search for a role and the delinition of ils interests as distinct
from those ol the United States. In so doing, however, Luropean schol-
arship largely accepts the paramelers of American debate in so far as it
was also most sharply focused on the debate about origins. The princi-
pal underlying theme was that Europeans were not mere bystanders at
a superpower struggle for influence; rather they were aclors with inde-
pendent voices which had had some influence on this process. Despile
the crippling effects of the war, the European powers in reality played
an important part in the reordering of the international system during
the 1940s and the history of the Cold War is incomplete without
a proper assessment and acknowledgement of their role.*” Collectively,
this scholarship produced a body of evidence which conlirmed that
various of the European Governments had also harboured deep anxi-
eties about a Soviel challenge and that these had a significant influence
on American foreign policy.”" The British in particular, appear to have
been rather more anxious about Soviet intentions immedialcly after
the war and they did much to alert the Americans to the perceived
dangers.” Indeed, with few exceptions, orthodoxy in terms of the
acceplance ol Soviet expansionism, has dominated European scholar-
ship. Revisionism has never had much impact on the writing of Europe's
Cold War history which may be a testament to the extent to which the

26 lor example, 1. ). McCormick, America’s Half-Century: United States Foreign Policy in the
Cold War, Baltimore, MD, 1989.

27 Al 1. DePorte, Envope Between the Superpowers: the Enduring Balance, Yale, 1979 I,
Reynolds, “The Origins of the Cold War: the Buropean dimenslon 1944-435", The Historical
Juirnal, vol. 28, no, 2 (1985}, pp. 497-513.

28 B, Kuntholm, The Origins of the Cold War In the Near East: Great Power Conflice and Diplo-
mucy bn Iran, Turkey and Greece, Pringeton, 1979; G, Lundestad, Ameriea, Scandinavia and the
Cold War 1945-1949, New York, 1989 Kuniholm, “Empire by Invitation The United States
and Western Burope 1945-1952", Journal of Peace Research, vol. 23 (1986), pp. 263-72: 1
Anderson, The Unlted States, Great Britain and the Cold War, 1944-1947, Columbia, M(; 1981;
L. 8. Kaplan, "Western Europe in the ‘American Century’: A Retrospective View”, Diplomatic
History, vol. 6. no. 2 (1982). pp. 213-26.

29 P G. Boyle, "The British Forelgn Office View of Soviet-American Relations, 1945-46",
Diplomatic History, vol. 3 {1979), pp. 307=20%; H. Thomas, Armed Truce: the Beginnings of the
Cold War, 1945-46, London, 1986,
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INTRODUCTION 13

were heirs.”’ Such interpretations emphasize the role played in the
decision-making process of eschatalogical fears regarding the very
survival of the regime. These were consequent on the experiences of
interventlion and isolation in the early years following the revolution,
compounded by invasion and near defeat in 1941 and reinforced
subsequently by the teachings of its founder who had much to say on
the subject of capitalist encirclement. The task ol protecting the regime
only appears to have become a less pressing concern after Stalin’s death,
Similarly. the imperial tradition in Russian history was deeply ingrained
in the post-revolutionary leadership: the Soviet leaders inherited a
geopolitical entity acquired through imperial aggrandizement and the
notion that the secession of territory amounted to a challenge to the
regime’s legitimacy was as irmly rooted in their minds as it had been in
those who inhabited the Tsar’s court. The objectives of furthering the
cause of socialism, the triumph of which the Soviel leadership consis-
tently believed to be inevitable, became inextricably linked with the
preservation of territorial integrity and the Soviet Communist Party's
leading role in the world communist movement. Believing the triumph
of socialism to be unavoidable, the Soviet Union wished to assisl
communist parties abroad in furthering this end.

The second approach places renewed emphasis on Soviel securily
concerns.” While accepting that (he Soviet Union was expansionist
these scholars argue that this process was limited and determined by
the perceived needs to secure Soviet borders from renewed German and
Japanese aggression in particular but also, and by implication, from the
hostile capitalist world. Some synthesis of both interpretations has
been achieved by Vladislav Zubok and Conslantine Pleshakov.’’ More
generally, contemporary studies reveal that while the Soviet military
establishment was indeed formidable, Soviet capabilities both military
and domestic were nonetheless persistently overestimated by western

33 For an impression of the stale of scholarship in 1991 see € Fleron, E P Hoffman and
R. F. Laird {eds). Soviet Forelgn Policy: Classie amd Contemporury Issues, New York, 1991; an
overview of the Russian interpretation of Soviet history has been writien by R, W. Davies, Soviet
History it the Yeltsin Ere, London, 1997, Examples of reinterpretations of Soviet forelgn policy
during the carly Cold War which place cmphasis on the ideological angle can be found in
1.. Gibianskt, “The Soviet-Yugoslav Conflict and the Soviet Bloc” in E. Gori and §. Pons (eds),
The Soviet Unfon and Europe In the Cold War, 1945-1953, London, 1996, pp. 222-45; . 'T.
MacDonald, “Communist Bloc Expanston in the Early Cold War: Challenging Realism, Refut
ing Revistonism™, International Secnrity, vol. 20 (winler 1995), pp. 152-88,

34 Tor example, 8. N, Goncharow, §. W. Lewis and X. Lital, Uncertaln Partners: Stalin, Mao
amed the Korean War, Stamford, 1993; M. N. Narinskil, “The Soviet Union and the Berlin
Crisls. 1948—49", in . Gorl and 8, Pons {ed.), The Soviet Uniont and Europe In the Cold War,
pp. 57-75.

33 V. Zubok and K. Pleshakov. Juside the Kremlin'’s Cold War: Frem Stalin to Khrushchev,
Cambridge, MA, 1996,
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policy-makers. This points to either a failure of intelligence gathering or
a disfunction in the process through which such material was processed
and analysed. Consequently, the perceptions of the Soviet Union's
strength and intent became essentially sell-serving to wesiern estab-
lishment interests. Similarly the scant work done on the Soviet economy
indicates the extent to which the “political economy of illusions” dis-
lorted official estimations of Soviet economic performance suggesting
that Soviet claims to modernization were far Loo readily accepted at or
near [ace value by the West. As yet. Cold War history has not adequately
explained these misperceptions.*®

Just as there is no real consensus about the Cold War’s origins, the
question of how and why it ended remains similarly contentious. The
events of the late 1980s were for the most part unforeseen and the Cold
War's ending took students of international history, international rela-
tions and other branches of the social sciences by surprise. Several inter-
pretations have emerged, The first argues that the timing indicates a
triumph for the policies of the first Reagan administration which inten-
sified the Cold War competition particularly in terms of military build-
up and effectively overburdened the Soviel economic system, thereby
forcing the Kremlin to admit that the Soviet economic system was
5o inherently flawed that it could no longer maintain even a pretense
of keeping pace.’” Acknowledging that the United States used its
military power excessively at times, American military strength was
perceived to have been fundamental to the containment of Soviet expan-
sionism and in “forcing the Warsaw Pact to disintegrate and the Soviet
Union to acknowledge the need for linal reform”. Accordingly, it
foliowed that “containment” had been vindicated. This approach was
given philosophical cxpression by Francis Fukyuama in an article
published in 1989 which argued that the disintegration of communism
represented “the end of history™ in the Hegelian sense in so far as the
search for political democracy had been finally realized and that “libera)
democracy may constitule the end point of mankind’s ideological
evolution” and the “final form of human government” which could
not be improved upon.™ In short, liberal internationalism, democratic
government and free markets had triumphed over state intervention
and planning and coerced “progressivism” which had been the basis of
communist structure, An alternative view argued that while contain-

36 0. Westad, Diplonatic History, vol. 21, no. 2 (1997), pp. 261-2.

37 5. Wells Jr., "Nuclear Weapons and Luropean Securlty during the Cold War”, M. Hogan
{ed.), The End of the Cold War: Its Meaning and Implications, Cambridge, 1992, pp. 63-75.

38 [ Fukuyama, “The End of History?”, The Netional fmterest {summer 198Y), pp. 3-18;
Fukuyama, The Eud of History end the Last Man, Penguin, 1992, p. xi,
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ment and the arms race had played an important part in hastening the
Cold War's end, the primary catalysts were the domestic sources ol the
Soviel Union's demise and the voluntarism of its abdication from world
power. While the Soviet sysiem, as Kennan had observed forly years
carlier, contained the sceds of its own destruction, it was Mikhail
Gorbachev's attempts at reform which resulted in a revision of Soviet
forcign policy objectives, in particular the abnegation of the Brezhnev
Doctrine in April 1989. This released the People’s Democracies from
their obligations of obedience to the Soviet Communist Party and
consequently brought the Cold War to a close.

Clearly, our knowledge ol the Cold War as history rather than an
ongoing process has to reopen the debate about its meaning and sig-
nificance and this throws into relicl research in the period between
Stalin's death and Gorbachev's rise which is the background of histori-
ans’ atlempts to explain the Cold War's longevity. This process had been
greatly enriched by the influence of new trends in the social sciences
and experimentation with social science models of development in order
1o illuminate specific problems has become increasingly prevalent, par-
ticularly among scholars working with the post-1960s period for which
there exists something of an historical vacuum in terms of secondary
literature. ™ Similarly. there is some recognition of the instructive value
inherent in the challenges 1o “traditional” historical writing raised by
the new cultural history which, in placing emphasis on the social con-
struction of memory postulates that historical memeories are socially
acquired and collective and are also constantly refashioned to suit
present purposes. Michael Hogan, in a recent collection on Hiroshima
has demonsirated how this approach can be used to stimulate fresh
examination of old debates.* But even for those who have declined to
incorporate postmodernist thinking in their research methodology, the
preoccupations with domestic, social and economic issues have diluted
the tendency of international history to focus on policy and policy-
makers. while experiments with soctal scicnce theories have blurred the
distinctions between history as a discipline and political science as seems
only appropriate given the interdependent nature of their relationship.™*!
Nonetheless, the struggle continues to find a balance between oversim-

39 R, N. Lebow and ). G. Stein, We AN Lost the Cold War, Princeton, 1994; B, Cummings, The
Origins of the Korean War, vol. 2, The Roaring of the Cataraet 1947-50, Princeten, 1990; G, A.
Craig and A. L. George, Forve and Stutecrajt: Diplomatic Problems of Onr time, 3ed edn, Oxford,
1995,

40 An example of how this method can be employed to cffect is that of M. Hogan {cd.).
Hirashima in History and Memory, Cambridge, 1996.

41 M. Hunt, “The Long Crisis in US Diplomatic History: Coming to Closure”, Diplomatit
History, vol. 16 (1992), pp. 115-40.
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plification and historical reductionism on the one hand. and “mindless
eclecticism” on the other.*

The study of the Cold War remains a thriving and vital area of
historical endeavour, and access to new sources of documentary
material as well as the provocations of the profession’s sceptics provides
every incentive for the reopening of old debates and the constant revi-
sion of interpretations of exactly what did happen and why. While Cold
War history provides prime examples of the exploitation of history for
contemporary political purposes, this is all the more reason why a
decade after its passing, students should be encouraged to study the Cold
War as history and demand access 1o the records which can shed light
on the policy-making processes which gave this era its specific charac-
ter. Only by these means can the many historical “myths” to which it
gave rise be challenged, and absolute advances in knowiedge achieved.
In the words of one British historian, “if history is a constant re-writing
and re-interpretation, it is also a cumulative development”.*’ This
process of accumulating knowledge about the Cold War and assessing
the significance of new findings in the light of what is already known is
still very much in its infancy.

42 See ] L. Gaddis, "New Conceptual approaches to the Study of American Foreign Refa-
tions: Interdisciplinary perspectives”, Diplomatic History, vol. 14, no. 3 (1990), pp. 406-10. A
contrasting view appears in B. Cummings, “Revising Postrevisionism: the Poverty of Theory
in Diplomatic History", Diplmnatic History, vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 339-69.
43 A, Marwick. The Nature of History, 3rd edn, London, 1989, p. 15,
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Cold War Origins

Introduction to Part |

The debate about Cold War origins is one about perceptions and inten-
tions. What were the driving forces of Soviet and Western foreign poli-
cies? To what extent was the Cold War a struggle rooted in an ideclogical
clash? Or was it about a mere traditional contest for hegemony and the
balance of power which had characterized earlier periods of colonialism!
How far did economic or military needs determine political decisions and
what impact, if any, did personalities have on the onset of the conflict? At
the heart of this debate is the question of whether this struggle was in
some sense “inevitable”. Since the late 1940s determinists of various per-
suasions have sought to explain how the Cold War was preordained, and
yet the very fact that there is still a “debate” about why the Cold War
occurred implies that there could have been a different and possibly better
outcome. Regardless of the emphasis scholars choose to adopt in explain-
ing the onset of the Cold War, any reading of the papers of the protago-
nists in east and west reveals the extent to which all were seeking to get
a clear understanding of the others intentions. Why then did this period
of uncertainty crystallize into a Cold War in which each side conducted
its planning on the basis that its worst assumptions about its adversary
were correct!

Turning first to Soviet foreign policy, there are clear paradoxes which
undoubtedly led to confused responses on the part of western govern-
ments. In 1945, the western powers understood that the Kremlin was pre-
occupied with post-war security and recognized that it had legitimate
demands regarding its immediate neighbours and the former Axis powers.
There was also an awareness that the Soviet Union required peace: the
war had been immensely costly in human as well as material terms and,
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moreover, it had followed upon a period of intense and brutal industrial-
ization, More ominously, however, the Soviet Union had re-emerged from
its post-revolutionary isolationism to resume its role as a great power in
Europe. The difference now was that only an enfeebled Britain remained
to challenge the Soviet might on the continent, and the British govern-
ment was far from sure that it was equal to that task.

While western diplomats pondered alternative explanations of Soviet
actions, they focused increasingly on the nature of the Soviet system.The
fact that it sought its legitimacy from pursuit of the teleological goals of
the radical left in general and of world communism in particular was
a persistent concern. It made it possible to interpret the actions of the
Kremlin as determined by ideological needs to achieve that revolution
which according to Marxist-Leninist dogma would alone ensure the secu-
rity and the survival of the Soviet system. John Lewis Gaddis is firmly con-
vinced of the need of the Soviet Union to expand. The poor economic
foundations on which the Soviet system was based required this. More-
over, Gaddis argues that the Soviet Union saw itself as the centre from
which global socialism would emanate. Thus, according to Gaddis, the
mainsprings from which Soviet foreign policy flowed was Moscow's belief
that territorial acquisition rather than historically determined class
struggie would achieve the goal of world revolution. Melvyn Leffler is in
agreement that the “real imponderable was whether the Kremlin wanted
more than just security”. However, he is less convinced than Gaddis of
the ideclogical motivations of Soviet foreign policy. Instead, he links the
Soviet Unjon's immediate and justifiable peace conference demands,
rooted in legitimate security interests in eastern Europe, with the pos-
sibility that the Kremlin might have been motivated by traditional great
power ambitions to maximize the opportunities for territorial expansion
and control of resources.

Germany lay at the heart of the Cold War dispute because it was here
that the Soviet vision of the post-war settlement came into conflict with
that of the United States and its western allies. The United States, the
mainland of which had no experience of direct assault let alone invasion,
had justified the shedding of American blood with the argument that it
was a war of liberating Europe from Hitler and a war which was fought
for a post-war order to be built on the “four freedoms”. The antithetical
nature of this idealism with that of the Soviet Union explains in some
measure the anxiety which pervaded the foreign ministries of the western
powers as they sought to interpret the Kremlin's actions. After all, western
liberal democracy was perceived as being vulnerably exposed to the rev-
olutionary methods by which the Soviet leadership had acquired power
and subsequently governed their state. American foreign policy, moreover,
was also riven by internal contradictions. These existed between those
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who took a Europeanist and even universalist view and who sought for
the United States the hegemony in Europe and the Pacific which flowed
from its status as a superpower. Others argued for a prompt retreat, espe-
cially from Europe,and even a return to isolationism.Alongside this debate
was the pressure for commercial expansion which the highly industrial-
ized American economy appeared to demand as a result of its wartime
prosperity. Similar pressure resulted from the symbolic American power
of a formidable military establishment which alone in the world had
custody of the atomic bomb.

Gaddis expresses a readiness to identify the expansionism inherent in
American capitalism as a factor in explaining Cold War origins. Indeed he
argues that the potential for Soviet-American conflict was established in
1918 with the defeat of European colonialism and the old order which
created a vacuum which these two new ideologies could fill. The Second
World War had forced the two societies to abandon their interwar iso-
lationism and thereby brought them into a collision in Europe. However,
he concludes that the United States was ultimately a reactive power
and that the primary element in bringing about the Cold War was the
personality of Josef Stalin. Paranoid, secretive and obsessive about the
need for security,“it was Stalin's disposition”, Gaddis writes,"to wage Cold
Wars™.

Leffler's interpretation, while sharing many of Gaddis's reservations
about Soviet intentions, is rather more equivocal in its view of American
foreign policy. Accepting the ambiguities of the Kremlin's actions and
the sense of insecurity which pervaded the western European states in
the aftermath of the war, Leffler argues that America perceived itself to
be vulnerable and that the explanation for this is complex. Economic
concerns, stemming from the recent experience of the Great Depression,
anxieties about the possibility of military attack, albeit only a distant
danger, and the possibility that a rival would develop comparable
war-making capabilities were important aspects. These factors were
compounded by a real fear of the politics of the left which sought to resist
any restoration of the old order and evidence of the extension of
Soviet power in Europe through consolidation of the Soviet system in the
satellites.

By examining the sources of the perceptions and misperceptions on
the part of the two most powerful states in the Cold War era, these two
authors explore the connections between the ideological rivalry which
gave this period its unique character. They also consider the underlying
political, social and economic factors which both guided and constrained
the policies of the two superpowers.
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Economics, Power and
National Security:
Lessons of the Past

Melvyn P, Leffler

Originally appeared in A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the
Truman Administration, and the Cold War. Copyright © 1992, Board of
Trustees of the Leland Stanford Junior University.

This briel discussion of fears and threats, which will be elaborated
upon in the chapters to follow, illuminates the extent to which US
officials defined their national security in terms of correlations of
power. American power depended on the country’s magnificently
productive economic machine, its technological prowess, and its
capacity to use strategic air power to inflict great damage on the
economy of any enemy. Adversaries would be able to threaten
US security only il they could undermine the American economy,
attack it militarily, or develop comparable or superior industrial
warmaking capabilities. These eventualitics were most likely to occur if
the Soviet Union gained direct or indirect control over the indus-
trial infrastructure and skilled labor of advanced nations or il the
Kremlin developed its own strategic air force, atomic bomb, and forward
bases.

From the perspective of postwar Washington, a viable international
economy was the surest way to defend the health of core industrial
nations and to protect friendly governments [rom internal disorders and
nationalist impulses that might impel them to gravitate eastward.
American officials believed that they had to relieve the problems beset-
ting the industrial democracies of Western Europe, integrate former
enemies like Germany and Japan into the international economy, and
insure that all these industrial core nations could find markets and raw
materials in the underdeveloped periphery ol the Third World. If they
failed in these tasks. the correlation of power in the international system
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Atlantic, the Yellow and China Seas, the Mediterranean, and the Persian
Gull."”*

Most illastrative of American thinking about national security at the
end of the war was a Brookings Institution study in 1945 authored by
a number of the nation's most prominent experts on international
relations: Frederick S. Dunn, Edward M. Earle, William T. R. Fox,
Grayson L. Kirk, David N. Rowe, Harold Sprout. and Arnold Wollers.
They concluded that it was essential to prevent any one power or
coalition of powers [rom gaining control of Eurasia. The United States
would not be able to withstand attack from an adversary who had
subdued the whoie of Europe or Eurasia. Like Lippmann, they aspired
for good relations with Soviet Russia. Still, they insisted that the United
States must not rely on assumptions about the Kremlin's good inten-
tions. “In all the world onfy Soviet Russia and the ex-enemy powers are
capable of forming nuclei around which an anti-American coalition
could form to threaten the sccurity of the United States.” The indefinite
westward movement of the Soviet Union, they added, must not be
permitted “whether it occurs by formal annexation, political coup, or
progressive subversion.™"

Military planners got hold of this study, deeming it so important that
they classilied it as an official Joint Chiefs of Stall (JCS) document.”
The ideas expressed in it accurately reflected US strategic thinking in the
early postwar years, So much excellent writing has been focused on
the development of American air power that it is often overlooked that
military officials and their civilian superiors in the Pentagon operated
from assumptions thal attributed primacy to geopolitical configurations
of power and to warmaking capabilities.” Military planners assumed
that il war erupted it would be protracted: the side that had the
superior industrial and technological capabilities would prevail. In
peacetime, therefore, il was essential to thwart the Kremlin from gaining
indirect control of critical industrial infrastructure, skilled labor, raw
materials. and forward bases. The United States had to retain allies
across the oceans, particularly in England, France, Germany, and Japan.
“The potential military strength of the Old World [Europe, Asia, and
Africa),” argued the JCS, “in terms of manpower and in terms of

5 James Burnham. “Lenin's Heir" Partisan Review 12 (Winter 1945): 66-7; Richard H. Pells,
The Liberal Mind in a Conservative Age: American intellectuats in the 1940 s and 195¢7's. New York:
Harper & Row. 1985, 76-83.

6 “A Sccurity Policy for Postwar America,” NHC, §PD. serles 14, box 194: Al-2.

7 Fred Kaplan, The Wizards of Armageddon. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1983, 22,

8 Tor excellent books on alr power, see, e.g.. Michael 8. Sherey, The Rise of American Air
Power: The Creation of Armageddon. New Haven, Conn.: Yale Unlversity Press, 1987; Ronald
Schalfer, Wings of Judgment: American Bombing in World War 1. New York: Oxford University
Press, 1985,
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war-making capacity is enormously greater than that of [the Western
Hemisphere].””

These attitudes were especially pervasive in the Army. While writers
usually dwell on the rivalries between the Air Force and the Navy when
they seek to elucidate the threads of America’s postwar defense posture,
the Army probably had greater importance in shaping overal! national
security strategy in the early postwar years. The Army, after all, had
occupational responsibility in Germany and Japan as well as Austria and
Korea. Army officers in the Civil Affairs Division and the Operations
Division (later Plans and Operations) and their civilian superiors like
Howard C. Petersen and William H. Draper as well as proconsuls abroad
like Generals Lucius Du Bignon Clay and Douglas MacArthur realized
that their policies would shape overall correlations of power in the inter-
national system. They recognized, for example, that the Ruhr/Rhine
industrial complex must not be allowed to support the military poten-
tial of a future adversary whether it be Germany or Russia or a combi-
nation of the two. Instead the region's resources had to be used to
expedite recovery in Western Europe, undermine the appeal ol local
Communists, and bar the Kremlin from gaining preponderance in
Europe.'*

Subsequently, the most important National Security Council (NSC)
papers of the Truman administration incorporated a geostrategic vision.
National security was interpreted in terms of correlations of power.
Power was defined in terms of the control of resources, industrial infra-
structure, and overseas bases. In the autumn of 1948, NSC 20/4
became the first comprehensive strategy study to be adopted as national
policy. “Soviet domination of the potential power of Eurasia,” it empha-
sized, "whether achieved by armed aggression or by political and
subversive means, would be strategically and politically unacceptable to
the United States,”"

The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), lormally established in 1947,
used the same criteria when it identified threats and assessed vital
interests. According to the CIA, nations could not become powerful if

9 JCS 176971, "United States Assistance to Other Countries rom the Standpoint of
National Security.” 29 Apr. 1947, RG 165, ABC 400.336 {20 March 1947), sec. 1-A. For
overall strategic thinking, see the rtncHER war plan studies, RG 218, CCS 381 USSR (3-2-46)
see also some of the strategle studies of different countries and regions, RG 218, CCS 092 USSR
(3-27-45).

10 See, c.g.. Charles C. Benesieel, “Some General Security Implications of the German Set-
tlement” [ND], RG 107, SecWar, Robert P Patterson Papers, Safe Flle, box 1: OPD and CAD.
“Analysis of Certain Political Problems Confronting Military Occupation Authorities [n
Germany,” 10 Apr. 19446, ibid., OASW, Howard C. Petersen Papers, Classitied, 091 Germany:
Patterson to Byrnes, 10 June 1946, FRUS, 1946, 2: 486-8,

11 FRUS, 1944, 1: 667.
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Organizational imperatives, like economic interests, often buttressed
geostrategic and ideological pressures but were not the mainspring
behind national security policies. Service rivalrics were intense. The
Air Force and Navy had much to gain by exaggerating foreign threats
and squeezing additional military expenditures out of an administration
that initially belicved it could pursue its national security objectives
without engaging in extravagant delense spending.” But the
basic outlook of military officers resembled that of civilians in the
Pentagon and at Foggy Bottom. Controlling industrial infrastructure,
natural resources, and skilled labor or denying them to a prospective
adversary were keys to power relationships. So were the possession of
strategic air power, atomic bombs, and overseas bases that could be used
to strike the adversary’s mobilization base or to retard his efforts to
seize additional resources. Military officers, of course, wanted to mod-
ernize their equipment, augment their forces-in-being. and balance
American commitments and military capabilities.”? Yet they ofien
defined interests more narrowly than did civilians and were usually less
inclined to use force on the periphery than were their colleagues at the
State Department. Indeed. once the Soviels acquired their own atomic
capabilities and showed a greater willingness to take risks, State Depart-
ment officials like Acheson and Nitze became far more vociferous advo-
cates of military expenditures and of intervention in Third World areas
than were military officers.”*

Partisan politics hardened attitudes toward the Soviet Union, solidi-
fied anti-Communist sentiment, and influenced particular policies but
did not shape the basic contours of national security thinking. During
the war public attitudes toward the Soviet Union had become much
more friendly, But even while Soviet armies were fighting the bulk of
Nazi lorces, even while millions of Soviet soldiers were dying on battle-
fields, and cven while Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill were meeting at
summit conferences and declaring their loyalty to one another, almost
a third of all Americans still distrusted the Soviet Union, Most polls
showed that fewer than hall of all Americans expected cooperation to

22 Danlel Yergin, Shattered Peace: The Origins of the Cold War aid the National Security State.
Baston, Mass.: Houghton Milllin. 1977, 337-65; Warner R. Schilling, Paul Y. Hammond, and
Glenn H. Snyder. Strategy, Polities, and Defense Budgets. New York: Columbia University Press,
1962, 5-266.

23 See, e.g., NSC 35, “Existing International Comtnitments Involving the Possible Use of
Armed Forces.,” 17 Nov. 1948, FRUS, 1948, 1: 656-62; JCS 8(X)/ 14, Memo for the SecDef, 8
Nov. 1948, RG 218, CCS 370 (8-19-45), sec, 11.

24 These themes will become clear in the chapters that (ollow, but it might be mentioned
here that DOS officiats were the major propenents of the huge military buildup called for in
NSC 68, See [. L. Gaddis, Stmtegivs of Contalnment: A Critical Appraisal of American National Seeu-
rity Polley. New York: Oxford University Press, 1983, 92-5,
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persist into the postwar period. In other words, the American people
retained a strong residue of animosity and suspicion toward the
Bolshevik motherland.*®

Public attitudes may have been malleable, but alter Roosevelt's death
policymakers did little to cultivate friendly feelings among the American
people toward the Soviet Union.”" During 1945 and 1946 Truman and
his advisers clearly feared that Republicans could exploit anti-
Communism for their political advantage.*” Democrats, however, dis-
trusted the Soviets and the Communists as much as did their political
opponents. Liberal anticommunism was as fierce as the conservative
variety, although the former differentiated a little more carefully
between Communists and other leftists.**

What distinguished the Democratic administration was its ability
lo translate its suspicions of the Soviet Union into action when
circumstances demanded. Although Truman’'s style of leadership
was to grant wide decisionmaking authority to his foreign policy
advisers, the president and his aides all shared the conviction that,
even while the United States faced grave dangers, it also possessed
unprecedented strength. If it used that strength wisely to prevent
a potential adversary from gaining leverage over additional power
centers, the nation’s preeminence would remain unchallenged.
Republicans might argue that countries like China were as important as
Western Europe, but they never posed an alternative vision of national
security interests. So long as the president preached indiscriminate
anti-Communism, he was politically vulnerable whenever and wher-
ever the Communists seized or won power. Republican criticisms, in
turn, reinforced the administration’s determination to avoid future
losses.””

At the end of the war, US officials did not think that they were engaged
in a zero-sum game of power politics with the Soviet Union. They

25 Gary ). Buckley, "American Public Opinlon and the Origins of the Cold War: A Specula-
Uve Reassessment.” Mid-Amerlea 60 (Jan. 1978): 35-42; Lilka. Totalitarianism, 91-286.

26 Ralph Levering, American Opinion and the Russian Alliance, 1939-1945, Chapel Hill: Uni-
versity of North Carclina Press, 1976, 206-9: Thomas G. Paterson, On Every Front: The Making
of the Cold War. New York: Norton, 1979, 113-37; Yonosuke Nagal and Akira [riye, eds.. The
Orlgins of the Cold War in Asin. New York: Columbia Unlversity Press, 1977, 43-65.

27 . L. Gaddis, The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941-1947, New York:
Columbia University Press, 1972,

28 Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., "The US Communist Party,” Life (29 july 1946); 84-96; Steven
Gtllon, Politics and Vision: The ADA and American Liberalism. New York: Oxford University Press,
1987, 12; Pells, Liberal Mind in a Conservative Age, 52-116.

29 David R, Kepley, The Collapse of the Middle Way: Senate Republicans and the Bipartisan
Forclgn Policy, 1948-52. New York: Greenwood. 1988; Gary Reichard, Politics as Usual: The
Age of Truman and Elsenhower. Arlington Heights, 11).; Harland Davidson, 1988.
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ECONOMICS, POWER AND NATIONAL SECURITY 35

Preponderance did not mean domination. It meant creating a world
environment hospilable o US interests and values; it meant developing
the capabilities Lo overcome threats and challenges; it meant mobilizing
the strength to reduce Soviet inlluence on its own periphery: it meant
undermining the appeal of communism; it meant fashioning the
institutional techniques and mechanisms to manage the free world; and
it meant establishing a configuration of power and a military posture so
that if war erupted, the United States would prevail. If adversaries saw
the handwriting on the wall, they would defer to American wishes. The
United States, said Paul Nitze in mid-1952, could “gain preponderant
power.”*!

Images of the past cast their influence on American perceptions. taclics,
and goals. Mosl of the civilians who were (o make America's cold war
policies — Acheson, Forrestal, Lovett, Draper, Harriman, McCloy, and
Robert P. Patterson — were born in the 1880s and 1890s. As young men
they watched Woodrow Wilson try to remake the world at Versailles and
suffer repudiation at home. Many of them enjoyed lucrative careers in
investment banking and law during the interwar years. I'rom their
comfortable aflluence they observed the domestic travail of the
Depression and the onslaught of Nazi aggression and Japanese mili-
tarism. The image of appeasement at Munich seared itsell in their
memories. In 1940 and 1941 they gravitated from the private seclor (o
public service.*®

When World War II approached its final stages, their intent was not
to lose the peace as Wilson had done. They shared many Wilsonian
goals. They regarded the United Nations as a symbol ol great impor-
tance. Men like Acheson did not think that it would preserve the peace,
but they did believe thal membership in the United Nations would signal
the end of the political isolation of the interwar years.’® In 1919 the
strife among the victorious allies had underscored their selfishness,
triggered American revulsion, and culminated in the defeat of the

44 Nitze 1o Matthews, 14 july 1953, FRLUS, 1952-54, 2: 58-9, Although the emphasis on
military expenditures greatly increased alter the acceptance of NSC 68 and the outbreak of
the Korean War, there was a basle continuity of goals, This continuity was explicitly acknowl-
cdged in NSC papers, See NSC 135, "Reappraisal ol United States Objectives and Stralegy for
National Security” [Summer 19532], ibid., 2: 144,

43 Tor illustrative background, see Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas, The Wise Men: Skx
Friends and the World They Madr. New York: Simon & Schuster. 1986, Isaacson and Thomas
deal with Acheson, Harriman, McCloy. and Lovett as well as Kennan and Charles Bohlen, What
they have 1o say about the backgrounds of the first four men is reflective of the carcer patterns
of many other individuals who assumed Important positions in the government during the
war years and then rose to even greater prominence and power.,

46  David 8, McLellan, Dean Acheson: The State Departnient Years. New York: Dodd, Mead,
1976, 50-1,
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ECONOMICS, POWER AND NATIONAL SECURITY 37

turned Europe inward upon itsell *and with perfectly amazing skill had
made that system work and work so effectively that the Germans were
able to fight all the rest of the world and support reasonably well the
peoples of Europe.” Acheson [eared that the deplorable conditions that
besel postwar Europe might again force that continent to turn inward,
with incalculable consequences for the peace of the world and for
American safety.”* Multilateral trade was a mechanism to stymie trade
alliances that not only could erode American prosperity but could also
foster configurations of power that endangered American security. The
unrestricted flow of capital and goods would tend to bind other nations
to the United States. Il necessary, their resources might then be used to
bolster the military strength of the free world.™*

Many of the top civilian oflicials who molded the T'ruman adminis-
tration's foreign policies had been intimately lfamiliar with American
financial diplomacy and international economic developments in the
interwar years.™ Their knowledge of events in Weimar Germany
profoundly influenced their policies. As after World War 1, they believed
that European stability depended on German reconstruction. But
they had learned that the raw materials and industrial resources of the
Ruhr and Rhine must not remain in German hands alone, where
they had been used to support the German war machine, German coal
and steel had to be co-opted for the benelit of all Western Europe
through the imposition of inlernational controls or the development of
supranational mechanisms.** Moreover, prompt action was imperative
because Acheson, McCloy, and their associates always sensed the
precariousness of the demaocratic experiment in postwar Germany. If
concessions were not made to democratic leaders like Konrad Adenauer.,
if German autonomy were not restored to moderates, Germany would
fall once again into the hands of virulent nationalists. Whether they be
on the right or the left, they would insist on even more extreme conces-
sions and would be willing to turn toward the Kremlin for help. The

52  Acheson Testimony. 12 June 1945, Scnate, Banking and Currency. Bretton Woods Agree-
ments Act, 2: 2002, 13, 49.

53 Stephen D. Krasner, Deferuding the National Tnterest: Raw Materials Investments amd U.S.
Forelgn Polley. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1978, 317-43; Robert Gilpin, War
el Change in World Politics. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1981, 138—16: Thomas
G. Paterson, Soviet-American Confrontation: Postwar Reconstruction and the Origins of the Cold
War, Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1973, 1-29; [oseph Coppock to
Winthrop G. Brown, 30 Dec. 1947, FRUS, 1947, 1: 825-6.

54 Issacson and Thomas, Wise Men, 119-30: Ronald W. Prucssen, Jolin Foster Dutles: The
Roadd (o Power. New York: Free Press, 1982,

55 Ferdinand Eberstadt 1o Forrestal, 9 and 16 Sep. 1946 and 2 Nov. 1946, Eberstadt Papers,
box 28; Forrestal to Eberstadt, 13 Sep. 1946, ibid.; Memo by John Foster Dulles, 26 Feb. 1947,
Dulles Papers, box 31; Dulles, “The Problem of Germany and the Problem of Europe.” 17 Jan.
1947, ibid,, box 32,
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ECONOMICS, POWER AND NATIONAL SECURITY 39

graphical conquest ecnhanced aggressive purposes. According to
Acheson, the Nazi "New Order” and the Japanese “Co-Prosperily
Sphere” “meant that the resources and the population of neighboring
countries have been turned entirely to the ends of the enemy and have
been spent with utter ruthlessness.”® . ..

For US officials, the most decisive and lasting legacy ol the wartime
experience was Lhat potential adversaries must never again be allowed
to gain control of the resources of Eurasia through autarkical economic
practices, political subversion, and/or military aggression. The acquisi-
tion of such resources allowed potential foes to augment their military
capabilities, encouraged them to penetrate the Western Hemisphere,
templed them to atiack ihe United States, and enabled them to wage a
protracted struggle, Postwar peace and stability had to be constructed
on the foundation of nonaggression, self-determination, equal access to
raw materials, and nondiscriminatory trade.® When these principles
were violated. nations used military power and autarkical practices to
accrue sirength disproportionate to their size and stature, dysfunctional
to the international system, and dangerous to the physical security of
the United States. Faced with such realities, American officials had to
contemplate substantial changes in the political economy of the United
States, including huge defense expenditlures, increments in the powers
of the federal government, infringements on {ree-market mechanisms,
and curtailment of individual liberties.

Axis aggression and military successes in 1940 and 1941 demon-
strated that the traditional principles of seli-determination and the open
door principles that heretofore had been geared 1o American cconomic
needs and ideological inclinations, now had profound implications
for the national security, physical safety, and political economy of the
United States. Once this fusion of geopolitical, economic, ideological,
and strategic considerations occurred, traditional foreign policy goals
were transformed into national security imperatives. The self-imposed
restraints on political commitments, military guaraniees, and the use of
force eroded. 'Ihe economic costs of global embroilments, which had

War Years.” Ph.DD. diss., Yale University, 14978; for Acheson, see Mclellan, Acheson, 44-56;
for Harriman, see Avercll W, Harriman and Elie Abel. Special Envoyy to Cliechill and Stalin,
194 1-1946. New York: Random House, 1975, 36-192: see also Bruce Catton, The War Lords
of Washingten. New York: Harcourt, Brace. 1948: Samucl I Huntington, The Soldier and the
State: The Theory and Palitics of Civil-Milltary Relathins, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Unlversity
Press, 1957,

60 Acheson, “The War, Rehabilitation, and Lasting Peace,” 18 Dec. 1943, DSB 9 (18 Dec,
1943) 421.

61 For a similar argument. see the essay by Detlel Junker, in Frank Trommler and Joseph
McVeigh, America and the Germans: An Assessment of a Theee Hundred Year Histery, Vol 2, The
Relattonship fn the Twentieth Contury. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985,
30413,
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The German Fiithrer had no comparable illusions about his Soviet
counterpart, but he too subordinated geopolitical logic Lo authoritarian
romanticism. He struck because he had always believed German racial
interests required Lebensraum in the cast; but he paid little attention to
what Napoleon's precedent suggested about the imprudence of invad-
ing Russia while Great Britain remained undefeated. It is even more dif-
{icult to account for Hitler's declaration of war on the United States the
following December, four days after the Japanese bombed Pearl Harbor.
Had he not acted, Roosevelt would have found himsell under immense
pressure to divert American resources — including the Lend Lease aid
already llowing to Great Britain and even by then to the Soviet Union -
to the Pacilic. The best explanation ol Hitler's behavior appears to be
that excitement over Japan's entry into the war impaired his ability to
think clearly, and in an autocratic system no mechanisms existed to
repair the damage.’

Both Stalin and Hitler made foolish mistakes in 1941, and for much
the same reason: their systems of government reflected and reinforced
their own romanticism, providing few safeguards against incompetence
at the top.* The effect turned out to be a fortunate one, because it
eliminated any possibility of an authoritarian coalition directed against
the United States and its democratic allies; instead, the democracies now
aligned themselves, however uneasily, with one authoritarian state
against the other, German statecraft had once again drawn Americans
and Russians into Europe, but this time in such a way as to throw
them, despite deep ideological differences, into positions of desperale
dependence upon one another. Tor without the Soviet Union's
immense expenditure of manpower against the Germans, it is difficult
1o see how the Americans and British could ever have launched a suc-
cessful second front. But without the United States’ material assistance
in the form of Lend-Lease, together with its role in holding the Japanese
at bay in the Pacific, the Red Army might never have repelled the Nazi
invasion in the first place.”

7 See Bullock, Hitler and Stalin, pp. 766-7; also Eric Hobsbawm, The Age of Lxtremes:
A History of the World, 1914-1991, New York, 1994, p. 392, and Norman Rich, Hitler's War
Alms: Ideology, the Nazistate, and the Course of Expansion, New York, 1973, pp. 224—16.

8 A polnt George Orwell made in 1946, noted In Michael Shelden, Orwell: The Authorized
Biography (New York: HarperCollins, 1991), pp. 435-6. Richard Pipes has recently re
emphasized the common authoritarian roots of communism and fasclsm in Russia Under the
Bolshevik Regime, New York, 1994, pp. 240-81: but sce also the classics on this subject.
Hannah Arcndt. The Origins of Tofalitarianism (New York: Harcourt, 1931), and Carl ].
I'riedrich and Zbigniew Brzezinski, Totalltarian Dictatorship and Autocracy (Cambridge. Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1956), as well as Abbott Gleason, Totalitarianism: The Inner History
of the Cold Wir (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993),

9  See. on the importance of Lend-Lease, Khrushcher Remembers: The Glasnost Tapes, p. 84:
also Robert Conquest, Stalin: Breaker of Nations (New York: Viking Penguin, 1991), p. 247,
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Tocqueville had long ago foreseen that the United States and Russia,
il ever moved to do so, would command human and material resources
on an enormous scale: their potential power exceeded that of any
European state he could envisage. What neither Tocqueville nor anyone
else could have anticipated were the circumstances that might cause
Americans and Russians to apply this strength, simultaneously, beyond
their borders, and in a common cause. Hitler's twin declarations of
war accomplished that, giving the Soviet Union and the United States
compelling reasons to re-enter the European arena with, quite literally,
a shared sense of vengeance. Through these unexpectedly unwise acts,
therefore, this most improbable of historical agents at last brought
Tocqueville's old prophecy within sight of fulfillment.

When a power vacuum separales greal powers, as one did the United
States and the Soviet Union at the end of World War II, they are unlikely
to filf it without bumping up against and bruising each other’s interests.
This would have happened if the two postwar hegemons had been
conslitutional democracies: historians ol the wartime Anglo-American
relationship have long since exposed the bumping and bruising that did
take place, even among these closest of allies.' Victory would require
more diflicult adjustments for Russians and Americans because so many
legacies of distrust now divided them: the distinction between authori-
tarian and democratic traditions; the challenge communism and
capitalism posed to one another; Soviet memorics ol allied intervention
in Russia after World War I more recent American memories of Stalin's
purges and his opportunistic pact with Hitler. It was Lloo much to expectl
a few years ol wartime cooperation to sweep all of this away.

At the same time, though, these legacies need not have produced
almost half a century of Soviet-American conlrontation. The
leaders of great nalions are never entirely bound by the past: new
siluations continually arise, and they are free to reject old methods in
attempting to deal with them. Alliance in a common cause was as
new a situation as one can imagine in the Russian-American relalion-
ship. Much would depend. therefore, upon the extent to which Roosevelt
and Stalin could = in effect = liberate their nations’ lutures from a diffi-
cult past.

The American President and his key advisers were determined to
secure the Uniled States against whatever dangers might confront it
alter victory, but they lacked a clear sense of what those might be or

10 Randall Bennett Woods, A Changing of the Guard: Anglo-Amerlcan Relations, 1941-1946
{Chapel Hill: Untversity of North Carolina Press, 1990) provides the most recent account of
Anglo-American disagreements over the nature of the postwar world.
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might well have come up with something like what Roosevelt occasion-
ally talked about: the idea of four great powers — the United States, Great
Britain, the Soviet Union, and Nationalist China - operating as world
policemen, using force or the prospect of it to keep smaller states in
line.'* But even this cold-blooded approach, like the Wilsonian con-
straints that kept the politically sensitive Roosevell from insisting on it.
implied a sense of collective security among the four: it would not have
worked if any one of them had sought to maximize security lor itsell,
while attempting to deny it to others.'” There was, thus, little unilater-
alism in ED.R.’s thinking, whether he was operating in his idealistic or
his realistic mode.

The United States would seek power in the postwar world, not shy
away from it as it had done after world War 1. [t would do so in the
belief that only it had the strength to build a peace based on Wilsonian
principles of self-determination, open markets, and collective security. It
would administer that peace neither for its exclusive advantage nor in
such a way as to provide equal benelits (o all: many as yet ill-defined
possibilities lay in between these extremes. Nor would Roosevelt
assume, as Wilson had, public and Congressional approval; rather, the
administration would make careful efforts to ensure domestic
support for the postwar settlement at every step of the way.'™ There
would be another attempt at a Wilsonian peace, but this time by the
un-Wilsonian method of offering each of the great powers as well
as the American people a vested interest in making it work., It
was within this framework of pragmatism mixed with principle that
Roosevelt hoped to deal with Stalin.

The Saviet leader, too, sought security after World War II: his country
lost at least 27 million of its citizens in that conllict;'" he could hardly
have done otherwise. But no tradition of common or collective security
shaped postwar priorities as viewed Irom Moscow, for the very good
reason that it was no longer permitted there to distinguish between state
interests, parly interests, and those of Stalin himself. National security
had come to mean personal security, and the Kremlin boss saw so many
threats to it that he had already resorted to murder on a mass scale in
order te remove all conceivable challengers to his regime. It would be
hard to imagine a more mnilateral approach to security than the inter-

16 Warren F Kimball, The juggler; Franklin Roosevelt as Wartime Statesman {Princeton:
Princeton University Press. 1991), pp. 95-9,

17 See Lioyd C. Gardner, Spheres of Influence: The Great Powers Partition Furope from Munich
to Yulia (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 1993}, pp. 149-50).

18  Divine, Second Chanee provides the most therough account.

19 Volkogonov, Stalin: Trinmph and Tragedy, p. 5035. See also Viacheslav Chubarov, “The War
Aller the War,” Soviet Studies i History 30 (Summer 1991), 44-6.
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nal practices Stalin had set in motion during the 1930s. Cooperation
with external allics was obviously to his advantage when the Germans
were within sight of his capital, but whether that cooperation would
extend beyond Hitler's defeat was another matter. It would depend upon
the ability of an aging and authoritarian ruler to shift his own thinking
about security to a multilateral basis, and to restructure the government
he had made into a reflection of himself.*"

It is sometimes said of Stalin that he had long since given up the
Lenin-Trotsky goal of world revolutien in favor of “socialism in one
country,” a doctrine that scemed to imply peaceful coexistence with
states of differing social systems. But that is a misunderstanding
of Stalin’s position. What he really did in the late 1920s was to drop
Lenin's prediction that revolutions would arise spontaneously in other
advanced industrial countries: instead he came to see the Soviet Union
itsell as the center from which socialism would spread and eventually
defeat capitalism.?' The elfect was to switch the principal instrument for
advancing revolution from Marx's idea of a historically determined class
struggle to a process of territorial acquisition Stalin could control. “The
idea of propagating world Communist revolution was an ideological
screen to hide our desire for world domination,” one of his secret agents
recalled decades later.*> “This war is not as in the past.” Stalin himself
explained to the Yugoslav communist Milovan Djilas in 1945: “whoever
occupies a territory also imposes his own social system. . . . It cannot be
otherwise,”**

Stalin was fully prepared to use unconventional means to promote
Soviet interests beyond the territories he ruled. He kept Lenin's Com-
20 For the centrality of Stalin to all aspects of Soviet policy during this period. see Viadislay
Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov. “The Soviet Union,” in David Reynolds, ed.. The Origins
of the Cold War in Europe: International Perspectives (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994),
csp. pp. 57, 63, 68; David Holloway, Stalin amd the Bomb: The Soviet Unlen and Aol
Energy. 1939-1954 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994), p. 370; and Lydia V. Pozdecva,
“The Soviet Union: Territorial Diptomacy.” in David Reynolds. Warren E Kimball, and A. O.
Chubarian, cds., Allics at War: the Soviet, American, and British Experfence. 1939-1945 (New
York: St. Martin's Press, 1994), pp. 378-9.

21 My analysls here follows Tucker. Stalin in Power, pp. 43-50. But sec also Raack. Stalin's
Drive 1o the West, pp. 12-15, 20, 103; Vlasdistav Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov, Inside
the Kremiin's Cold War: From Stalin to Krushehev, Cambridge, Mass.. 1996, p. 13: William
Taubman, Stalin's Amerlcan Poliey: From Entente to Detente 1o Cold War (New York: Norton,
1982), pp. 10-30: Bernard S. Morris, Communism, Revolution, and American Polley (Durham:
Duke University Press, 1987), pp. 7=-10. 30-1; Gabriel Gorodetsky. “The Formulation of Soviet
Forelgn Policy: Ideology and Realpolitik,” in Gorodetsky. ed.. Soviet Foreign Polley 1917-1991:
A Retrospective (London: Frank Cass. 1994), pp. 30-44; and Lars H. Lih's “Introduction” in
Lih, Oleg V. Naumov, und Oleg V. Khlevniuk, eds., Stalin's Letters 1o Molotor, 1925-1936 (New
Haven: Yale Unlversity Press, 1995), pp. 5-6.

22 Pavel and Anatoli. Sudoplatov, Special Tasks: The Memotrs of an Unwanted Witness - A
Sewviet Spymaster, Boston, 1994, p. 102,

23 Milovan Djllas, Conversations with Stalin, trans. Michael B. Petrovich (New York:
Harcourt. Brace & World, 1962}, p. 114,
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intern in place but turned it to his own purposes: this became clear
during the Spanish Civil War, when Stalin used Comintern agents as
much to wipe out Trotskyists as to fight fascists.” One of his most far-
sighted initiatives involved the recruitment of an elaborate network of
youthful spies in Great Britain and the United States during the 1930s
— most of them anti-fascist intellectuals — years belore they could have
risen to positions that would have given them anything significant to spy
upon.?* Nor did Stalin rule out war itself as a means of advancing the
revolutionary cause. He would not, like Hitler, risk military conflict to
meet some predetermined timetable. But he did see wars among capital-
ists as likely to weaken them and therelore speed “socialist encir-
clement:” that may be one reason why he failed to foresee the German
attack in 1941.%° And he by no means excluded the possibility of an
eventual war with capitalism involving the Soviet Union itsell. “Stalin
looked at it this way,” his loreign minister, Viacheslav Molotov recalled:
“World War I has wrested one country [rom capitalist slavery; World
War Il has created a socialist system; and the third will finish off
imperialism forever.”%”

It would be easy to make too much of Stalin's words, for reality
always separates what people say from what they are able to do. What
is striking about Stalin, though, is how small that separation was,
To a degree we are only now coming to realize, Stalin literally imposed
his rhetoric upon the country he ran: this was a dictator whose
subordinates scrutinized his every comment, indeed his every gesture,
and attempted to implement policies — cven the most implausible
scientific doctrines — on the basis of them.*® Not even Hitler ran so auto-

24 Hugh Thomas, The Spanish Civil War (New York: Harper, 1961), pp. 214-17, 452-5. Ser
also George Orwell's classic account, Homage to Catalonia (New York: Harcourt, 1952); and.
for new Information on Stalin’s purges within the Comtntern, Kevin McDermott, “Stalinist
Terror in the Comintern: New Perspectives,” Journal of Comtemporary History 30 {1995).
111-340.

25 Christopher Andrew and Oleg Gordievsky, KGB: The Insile Story of its Forelgn Operations
from Lenin to Gorbachev (New York: HarperCollins, 1990}, pp. 184-232; Genrikh Borovik, The
Philby Files: The Secret Life of Master Spy Kim Philby, ed. Philip Knightley {Boston: Little, Brown,
1994), pp. 23-168: Allen Welnstein, Perjury: The Hiss-Chambers Case {New York: Knopf,
1978). pp. 112-57. See also, for the activities of the American Communist Party. Harvey
Klehr, John Earl Haynes, and Fridrikh Igorevich Firsov, The Secret World of Amerfcan Comm-
nism {New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995).

26 Raack. Stafir's Drive to the West, pp. 11-36; also Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's
Cold War, p. 37. For a more general discussion of Stalin’s views on the relationship between
war and revolution, see William Curti Wohlforth, The Elusive Balanee; Power and Perceptions
during the Cold War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993), pp. 4(-6.

27 Malotov Remembers: Inslde Kremlin Politics: Conversations with Felix Chuev, ed. Albert Resis
{Chlcago: lvan R. Dee, 1993}, p. 63, See also Wohlforth, The Elusive Balance, pp, 43-4, 76; and
Holloway, Stalin and the Bomb, pp. 151-2.

28 Tucker, Stafin in Power, pp. 551=-77; Volkogonov, Stalin, pp. 501, 550-1.
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cratic a system.? The result was a kind of self-similarity across scale,

in which the tyrant at the top spawned smaller tyrants at each level
throughout the party and state bureaucracy: their activities extended
down to the level of scrutinizing stamp collections for evidence that their
owners might value the images of foreign potentates more than those
of Lenin and Stalin.?' It was typical of the Kremlin boss, the most con-
summate of narcissists,’* that he thought very far ahead indeed about
security. But it was always and only his own security that he was think-
ing about.

Here, then, was the difficulty. The Western democracies sought a form
of security that would reject violence or the threat of it: security was to
be a collective good, not a benefit denied to some in order to provide
it to others. Stalin saw things very differently: security came only by
intimidating or eliminating potential challengers. World politics was
an extension of Soviet politics, which was in turn an extension of
Stalin’s preferred personal environment:** a zero-sum game, in which
achieving security for one meant depriving everyone else of it. The
contrast, or so it would seem, made conflict unavoidable.

But is this not putting things too starkly? The United States and its
democratic allies found ways to cooperate with the Soviet Union, after
all, in fighting Germany and Japan. Could they not have managed
their postwar relationship similarly, so that the safety Stalin demanded
could have been made to correspond with the security the West
required? Could there not have been a division of Europe into spheres of
influence which, while they would hardly have pleased everybody, might
have prevented an ensuing four and a hall decades of superpower
rivalry?

Stalin appears to have relished his role, along with Roosevelt and
Churchill, as one of the wartime Big Three.* Such evidence as has sur-
{aced from Soviet archives suggests that he received reassuring reports
about Washington's intentions: “Roosevelt is more {friendly to us than
any other prominent American,” Ambassador Litvinov commented in
June 1943, “and it is quite obvious that he wishes to cooperate with us.”
Whoever was in the White House, Litvinov's successor Andrei Gromyko

29  Wohllorth, The Elusive Balance, p. 61, For the retative looseness with which Nazt Germany
was run, see Bullock, Hitler and Stalin, pp. 424-8, 434-5.

30 Tor a scientific analogue, see James Gleick, Chaos: Making a New Sclence, New York, 1987,
pp. 83-118.

31 Tucker. Stalin in Power, p. 469,

32 Bullock, Hitler and Stalin, pp. 464-3.

33 Taubman, Statin's American Policy, p. 16.

34 7Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's cold War, p. 25; Berezhkov, At Stalin's Side,
pp. 216-8.
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as replying, “work it out. We can deal with it in our own way later, The
point is the correlation of forces.”**

The Soviet leader was, in one sense, right. Military strength would
determine what happened in that part of the world, not the enunciation
of lolty principles. But unilateral methods carried long-term costs Stalin
did not foresee: the most significant of these was to ruin whatever
prospects existed for a Soviet sphere of influence the East Europeans
themselves might have accepted. This possibility was not as far-fetched
as it would later seem. The Czechoslovak president, Eduard Benes, spoke
openly of a “Czech solution” that would exchange internal autonomy
for Soviet control over foreign and military policy. W. Averell Harriman,
one ol Roosevelt's closest advisers and his ambassador to the Soviet
Union after 1943, was keenly interested in such an arrangement
and hoped to persuade the Poles of its merits.** ED.R. and Churchill -
concerned with finding a way to respect both Soviet security interests
and democralic procedures in Eastern Europe ~ would almost certainly
have gone along.

Nor was the idea out of the question from Stalin’s point of view. He
would, after all, approve such a compromise as the basis for a perma-
nent settlement with Finland.*” He would initially allow free elections in
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and the Soviet occupation zone in Germany.
He may even have anticipated an enthusiastic response as he took over
Eastern Europe. “He was, [ think, surprised and hurt,” Harriman
recalled, “when the Red Army was not welcomed in all the neighboring
countries as an army of liberation.”* “We still had our hopes,”
Khrushchev remembered, that “after the catastrophe of World War II,
Europe too might become Soviet. Everyone would take the path from

44 Molotov Remembers, p. 51. See also Pozdeeva, “The Soviet Unlon: Territorial Diplomacy,™
p. 362.

45 Larsh. "W, Averell Harriman and the Polish Question,™ pp. 514-16. See also Vojicch
Mastny, Russta's Road to the Cold War: Diplomacy. Warfare, and the Politics of Communism,
1941-1945 {New York: Columbla University Press, 1979). pp. 58-9, 133—44; and Kare|
Kaplan, The Short March: The Communist Takeover in Czechostovakia: 1945-1948 (New York:
St. Martin's Press, 1987). pp. 3-5.

46 Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremidin's Cold War, pp. 117-19. See also Tuome
Polvinen, Between Fast and West: Finland in International Politics, 1944-1947, ed. and trans,
D. G. Kirby and Peter Herring (Minneapalis: University ol Minnesota Press, 1986), esp.
pp. 280-1; and Jussi Hanhimiikl, *‘Containment’ In a Borderland: The Unlted States and
Finland, 1948-49,” Diplomatic History 18 (Summer 1994), 353-74,

47 W. Averell Harriman and Elic Abel, Special Envoy to Churchill and Stafin, 194 1-1946 (New
York: Random House, 1975), p. 405. See also Zubok and Pleshakov, “The Soviet Union.” pp.
64-9; and Wohllorth, The Elusive Balance, pp. 51-3. An implicit conlirmation of the view that
Polish Communists expected to be welcomed in Poland occurs in an interview with Jakub
Berman In Teresa Foranska, “Them:™ Stalin’s Polish Puppets, trans, Agnicska Kolakowska (New
York: Harper & Row, 1987), p. 257.
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capitalism to socialism."** It could be that there was another form of
romanticism at work here, quite apart from Stalin's affinity for fellow
authoritarians: that he was unrealistic enough to expect ideological
solidarity and gratitude for liberation to override old fears of Russian
expansionism as well as remaining manifestations of nationalism
among the Soviet Union's neighbors, perhaps as easily as he himself had
overridden the fatter — or so it then appeared - within the multinational
empire that was the Soviet Union itself.*

If the Red Army could have welcomed in Poland and the rest of the
countries it liberated with the same enthusiasm American, British, and
Pree French forces encountered when they landed in Italy and France
in 1943 and 1944, then some kind of Czech-Finnish compromise
might have been feasible. Whatever Stalin’s expectations, though, this
did not happen. That non-event, in turn, removed any possibility of a
division of Furope all members of the Grand Alliance could have
endorsed. [t ensured that an American sphere of influence would arise
there largely by consent, but that its Soviet counterpart could sustain
itsell only by coercion. The resulting asymmetry would account, more
than anything else, for the origins, escalation, and ultimate outcome of
the Cold War.

The question is worth asking, then: why did the Czech-Finnish solution
work only in Finland and nowhere else? Why did Hitler's victims not
welcome the Russians = who had done more than anyone else to defeat
him — as warmly as they did the Americans and their British and French
allies? The answer, at its simplest level, has to do with how much one
can expect from human nature.

Stalin as well as Roosevelt and Churchill miscalculated when they
assumed that there could be friendly states along an expanded Soviet
periphery. For how could the USSR absorb the Baitic States entirely and
carve ofl great portions of Germany, Poland, Romania, and Czechoslo-
vakia,” while still expecting the citizens of those countries to maintain
cordial attitudes toward the state that had done the carving?*' It is of
course true that the Finns, who were also carved upon, did somehow
manage it. But not everyone else was like the Finns: il allowed free

48  Khrushchey Remembers: The Glasnost Tapes, p. 100. Sce alse Kaplan, The Short March,
pp. 1-2; and Dijilas, Conversations with Stalin, p. 154.

49  [For more on this, see Chapter 11.]

50 The Carpatho-Ukraine, formerly part of Czechoslovakia. had been annexed by Hungary
with Hitler's approval in 1939; in 1943 Stalin demanded and received agreement from the
Czech government-in-exile 1o its postwar tncorporation Into the Saviet Unlon,

51 Zubok and Pleshakov, “The Soviet Unlon,” p. 60,
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if their leaders might, in their darker moments, wish for it. What people
think does make a difference, and yet nothing in Stalin’s experience had
prepared him for this reality. Thus it was that although the objective he
sought appeared to correspond with what his allies wanted — a secure
postwar world — the methods by which he pursued that goal provcd pro-
foundly corruptive of it. Poland best illustrates the pattern,’

Presumably Stalin had security in mind when he authorized the
murder, at Katyn and clsewhere in the spring of 1940, of at least
15.000 Polish officers captured during the invasion that followed
the Nazi-Soviet Pact. He apparently hoped to avoid disturbances that
might endanger his relationship with Hitler, to clear out overcrowded
camps, and perhaps also to eliminate potential leaders of a future
Poland who might be unsympathetic Lo Soviet interests. He cannot have
given the matter much thought, for he was only meting out to the Poles
the kind of treatment he had already accorded several million Soviet
citizens, and would extend to many others in the future.*

What Stalin did not anticipate was that he would need Lo repair his
relations with the Poles after Hitler attacked the Soviet Union in 1941,
that he would find it necessary Lo recognize the Polish government-
in-exile in London and reconslitute a Polish army on Soviet soil to
fight the Germans, and that the Nazis, in 1943, would reveal the Katyn
atrocity 1o the world. Rather than admit responsibility. Stalin chose to
break off relations with the London Poles, who had called for an inter-
national investigation. He then created a puppet regime of his own in
Lublin and begin treating it as the legitimate government of Poland,
a maneuver he backed with force as the Red Army moved into that
country in 1944. Stalin subsequently failed to support, or even o
allow the Americans and the British to supply by air, an uprising of the
Polish resistance in Warsaw, with the result that the Germans wound
up completing, on a far more massive scale, the purge of Polish anti-
communists he himsell had started at Katyn four years carlier. This
tragic sequence of events reflected Stalin's tendency, when confronting
the prospect of insecurity, Lo try te redesign the future rather than admit
that his own past behavior might have contributed to the problemin the
first place.

Stalin in the end got the acquiescent Polish government he wanted,
but only at enormous cost. The brutality and cynicism with which he
handled these matters did more than anything else to exhaust the good-

54 1 have borrowed this example from Conguest, Stafin, pp. 229-30. 256-8. But see also,
for new information, Raack, Stalin's Drive to the West, pp. 73-101; and Knight, Berfe.
pp. 1034,

55  Amy Knight provides chilling examples of the casualness with which Stalin could autho-
rize the punishment of whole classes of individuals. Sce ibid. 126-7.
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will the soviet war effort had accumulated in the West, to raise doubts
about future cooperation in London and Washington,” and to create
deep and abiding lears throughout the rest of Europe. He also earned
the enduring hostility of the Poles, thereby making their country a con-
stant source of insecurity for him and for all of his successors.*” The most
effective resistance to Soviet authority would eventually arise in Poland
— effective in the sense that the Kremlin never found a way to suppress
it.** And in an entirely appropriate aftermath, the belated official
acknowledgement ol Stalin's responsibility for Katyn, which came only
in 1990, turned out to be one of the ways in which the last Soviet
government acknowledged, not only the illegitimacy of the sphere of
influence Stalin had constructed hall' a century belore, but its own ille-
gitimacy as well.>*

[t used to be thought that authoritarian leaders, unfettered by moral
scruples, had powerful advantages over their democratic counterparts:
it was supposed to be a source of strength to be able to use all means in
the pursuit of selected ends. Today this looks much less certain. For the
great disadvantage of such systems is the absence of checks and bal-
ances: who is to tell the authoritarian in charge that he is about to do
something stupid? The killings Stalin authorized, the states he seized,
the boundary concessions he insisted upon, and the sphere of influence
he imposed provided no lasting security for the Soviet Union: just the
opposite. His actions laid the foundations (or a resistance in Europe
that would grow and not [ade with time, so that when a Soviet leader
appeared on the scene who was not prepared to sustain with force the
system Stalin had constructed, the Soviet empire, and ultimately the
Soviet Union itsell, would not survive the experience.

Social psychologists make a uselul distinction between what they call
“dispositional” and “situational” behavior in interpreting the actions
of individuals. Dispositional behavior reflects deeply rooted personal
characteristics which remain much the same regardless of the circum-
stances in which people find themselves. One responds inflexibly ~ and

36 George F. Kennan, Meniolrs: 1925-1950 (Boston: Atlantic Little, Brown, 1967}, pp.
199-215, describes the reaction in Washington: but see also Larsh, “Harriman and the Polish
Question,” pp. 550-1, which emphasizes how the events in Warsaw eroded Harriman's earller
sympathy for the Soviet position on Poland.

57 Krystyna Kersten, The Establishment of Communist Rude In Poland, 1943-1948, trans. John
Micgiel and Michael H. Bernhard (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991), provides a
fine account, based on Polish sources, ol how Soviet authority was imposed against the wishes
aof the majority of Poles.

58 SeeTimothy Garton Ash, The Polish Revolution: Solldarity (London: Penguin Books, 1983).
59 David Remnick, Lenin's Tomb: The Last Days of the Soviet Empire (New York: Random
House, 1993}, pp. 3-9. Sudoplatov, Speclal Tasks, pp. 276-8, provides an tntercsting account
of the Katyn cover-up.
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therelore predictably — to whatever happens. Situational behavior,
conversely, shifts with circumstances; personal traits are less important
in determining what one does. Historians need Lo be careful in applying
this insight, though, because psychologists know how tempting it can
be Lo excuse one’s own actions by invoking situations, while attributing
what others do to their dispositions.” It would be all too easy. in dealing
with so controversial a matler as responsibilily for the Cold War, to
confuse considered judgment with that most satisfying of sensations:
the confirmation of one’s own prejudices.™

By the end of 1945 most American and British leaders had
come around - some reluctantly, others eagerly — to a dispositional
explanation of Stalin’s behavior. Further efforts to negotiate or
compromise with him were likely to fail, or so it seemed, because success
would require that he cease to be what he was. One could only resolve
henceforth to hold the line, remain true to one's own principles, and
wait for the passage of lime to bring a better world. Such at least
was the view of a new George Kennan, whose top secret “long telegram”
from Moscow of 22 February 1946, would shape American policy
over the next hall century more profoundly than his distant relative’s
denunciations of tsarist authoritarianism had influenced it during the
preceding one. Nor was “containment” just an American strategy:
Frank Roberts, the British chargé d'affuires in the Soviet capital, was
dispatching similar arguments to London even as former prime minis-
ter Winston Churchill, speaking at Fulton, Missouri, was introducing
the term “iron curtain” to the world.** It was lell to Kennan, though, to
make the dispositional case most explicitly in a lesser-known telegram
sent from Moscow on 20 March: “Nothing short ol complete disarma-
ment, delivery ol our air and naval forces to Russia and resigning of
powers of government to American Communists” would come close
to alleviating Stalin's distrust, and even then the old dictator would

60 Deborah Welch Larson, Origing of Containment: A Psychological Explanation (Princelon:
Princeton University Press, 1985), p. 37. Sec also Alexander L. George, “Ideology and Inter-
national Relations: A Conceptual Analysis,” Jerusatem fournal of Internationai Relations 9
{1987). 6.

61 Among those who have suggested that such a thing can happen are Michael |. Hogan,
“The Vice Men of Foreign Affales,” Reviews in Amerlean History 21 (1993), esp.p. 327; and
Bruce Cumings, * ‘Revising Postrevisionism,” ar, The Poverty of Theory in Diplomatie History,”
Diplomatic History 17 (Fall 1993), espectally 549-56.

62 Kenneth M. Jensen, ed., Origins of the Cold War: The Novikov, Kennan, and Roberts “Long
Telegrams™ of 1946 (Washington: United States Institute of Peace, 1991) convenlently reprints
the Kennan and Roberts dispatches. See also Kennan, Menioirs: 1925-1950, pp. 290-7; and
Frank Roberts, Dealing with Dictators: The Destruction and Revival of Europe, 193076 (London:
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1991), pp. 107-10. For Churchill's speech and its background. see
Fraser Harbutt, The Iron Curtain: Churchill, America. and the Origins of the Cold War (New York:
Oxford Unlversity Press. 1986),
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probably “smell a trap and would continue to harbor the most baleful
misgivings."®

If Kennan was right, we need look no further in seeking the causes
of the Cold War: Stalin was primarily responsible. But how can we be
sure that this perspective and the policies that resulted from it did not
rellect the all too human tendency to attribute behavior one dislikes to
the nature of those who indulge in it, and lo neglect the circumstanees —
including one's own behavior — that might have brought it about? Is
there a test historians can apply to avoid this trap?

One might be to check for evidence of consistency or inconsistency,
within a particular relationship, in each side's view of the other. Atti-
tudes that show little change over the years, especially when circum-
stances have changed, suggest deep rools and hence dispositional
behavior. Trees may bend slightly before the wind. but they stay in place,
for better or for worse, until they die. Viewpoints that evolve with cir-
cumstances, however. reflect situational behavior. Vines, after all, can
creep, climb, adhere, entwine, and if necessary retreat, all in response
lo the environment that surrounds them. Roosevell's vine-like person-
ality is universally acknowledged, and needs no further claboration
here: there could hardly have been a less dispositional leader than the
always adaptable, ever-elusive FDLR, Bul what about Stalin? Was he
capable of abandoning. in world politics, the paranoia that defined his
domestic politics? Could he respond to concilialory gestures, or was
containment the only realistic course?

Stalin's behavior toward fellow-authoritarians did twist and turn. He
gave Hiller the benefit of the doubt at several points, but viewed him
as an arch-encmy at others, His attitudes toward Josefl Broz Tito in
Yugoslavia and Mao Zedong in China would evolve over the years, albeit
in opposite directions.®* But Stalin's thinking about democratic capital-
ists remained rooted to the spot: he always suspected their motives.
“Remember, we are waging a struggle (negotiation with enemies is also
struggle) . . . with the whole capitalist world,” he admonished Molotov
as early as 1929.%° He dismissed Roosevelt's and Churchill's warnings
of an impending German attack in 1941 as provocations designed
to hasten that event.®® He authorized penetration, by his spies, of the
Anglo-American atomic bomb project as early as June 1942, long before
his allies made the formal but by then futile decision to withhold such
information from him.%” He placed repeated obstacles in the path of
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direct military cooperation with the Americans and the British during
the war.”® He nol only arranged to have Roosevelt's and Churchill’s
living quarters at the Tehran Conference bugged: he also had Beria's
son, a precocious linguist, translate the tapes daily and report to him
on what was said.” “Churchill is the kind who, if you don’t watch him.,
will slip a kopeck out of your pocket,” Stalin famously warned on the
eve of the landings in Normandy in June 1944, surely the highpoint of
allied cooperation against the Axis. “Roosevelt is not like that. He dips
in his hand only lor bigger coins.”™

A compliment? Perhaps, in Stalin's grudging way, but hardly an
expression of trust. The Soviet leader is on record as having expressed
compassion — once, at Yalta — for the president's physical infirmity:
“Why did nature have to punish him so? Is he any worse than other
people?” But the very novelty of the remark impressed Gromyko, who
heard it: his boss “rarely bestowed his sympathy on anybody from
another social system.””' Only a few weeks later the same Stalin
astounded and infuriated the dying Roosevelt by charging that secret
Anglo-American negotiations for the surrender of Hitler's forces in Italy
were really a plot to keep the Red Army out of Germany.”* Many years
later a Soviet interviewer would suggest to Molotov that “to be paralyzed
and yet to become president of the Uniled States, and for three terms,
what a rascal you had to be!” “Well said,” the old Bolshevik heartily
agreed.””

Il anyone knew Stalin’s mind it was Molotov, the ever-faithful appa-
ratchik who came to be known, for the best of reasons, as “his master’s
voice.”™ Even into his nineties, Molotov’s recollections of F.D.R. were
clear, unrepentant, and unvarnished. A Roosevelt request for the use of
Siberian air bases Lo bomb Japanese targets had been an excuse “to
occupy certain parts of the Soviet Union instead of {ighting. Afterward
it wouldn't have been easy to get them out of there." The President’s
larger intentions were transparent:

Roosevelt believed in dollars, Not that he believed in nothing else, but he
considered America to be so rich, and we so poor and worn out, that we
would surely come begging. “Then we'll kick their ass, but for now we
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have to keep them going,” That's where they miscalculated. They weren't
Marxists and we were. They woke up only when half of Europe had passed
from them.

“Roosevelt knew how (o conceal his attitude toward us,” Molotov
recalled, "but Truman — he didn’t know how to do that at all.” Charm,
though, could not hide facts: “Roosevelt was an imperialist who would
grab anyone by the throat.””?

If Stalin’s wartime attitude toward Roosevell was hall as distrustul
as Mololov's in retirement, then a signilicant patiern emerges: neither
American nor British sources reveal anything approaching such deep
and abiding suspicion on the Anglo-American side. Churchill subse-
quently credited himsell, to be sure, with having warned of Soviet
postwar intentions; but the archives have long since revealed a more
complex pattern in which his hopes alternated with his fears well into
1945.7" In the case of Roosevell, it is difficult to find any expressions of
distrust toward Stalin, public or private, until shortly belore his death.
Il he had doubts — surely he had some — he kept them so carefully hidden
that historians have had 1o strain to find traces of them.”” Kennan first
put forward his dispositional explanation of Stalin’s actions in the
summer of 1944.7 But in contrast to Molotov, he found no sympathy
at the top, nor would he for some time 1o come,

From this perspective, then, one has to wonder whether the Cold War
really began in 1945, For il was Stalin's disposition to wage cold wars:
he had done so in one form or another throughout his life, against
members of his own family, against his closest advisers and their
families, against old revolutionary comrades, against foreign commu-
nists, even against returning Red Army war velerans who, for whatever
reason, had contacts of any kind with the West in the course of defeat-
ing Nazi Germany.”* “A man who had subjected all activities in his own
country to his views and o his personality. Stalin could not behave
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differently outside,” Djilas recalled. “He became himsell (he slave of the
despotism, the burcaucracy, the narrowness, and the servility that he
imposed on his country.”* Khrushchev put it more bluntly: “No one
inside the Soviet Union or out had Stalin’s trust,"®!

Roosevelt’s death in April 1945, then, is not likely to have altered the
long-term course ol Soviet-American relations: i Stalin had never
trusted him, why should he have trusted that “noisy shopkeeper” Harry
S. Truman, or the harder-line advisers the new president came to rely
upon:** The Labour Party’s subsequent victory in the British general
clection produced no improvement in Anglo-Soviet relations either:
Stalin was entirely ecumenical in the range of his suspicions, and if any-
thing detested European sacialists more than he did European conser-
vatives. Khrushchev describes him going out of his way at the December
1945 Moscow Poreign Ministers' Conference to insult both Truman -
who forlunalely was nol present — and British Foreign Secretary Ernest
Bevin: “What caused Stalin to behave that way? This is difficult to
explain. [ think he believed he could run the policy of the whole world.
That’s why he behaved in such an unrestrained way toward represen-
Latives of countries that were our partners.”®?

I doubts remained about Stalin's disposition, he thoroughly dispelled
them in his first major postwar address, made on the eve of his own
“election” Lo the Supreme Soviel in February 1946, The speech was not,
as some Americans regarded it, a “declaration of World War IIL"* It
was, though, like Molotov's reminiscences, a revealing window into
Stalin's mind. World War I1, the Kremlin leader explained, had resulied
solely from the internal contradictions of capitalism, and only the entry
of the Soviet Union had transformed that conflict into a war of libera-
tion. Perhaps it might be possible to avoid luture wars if raw materials
and markets could be “periodically redistributed among the various
countries in accordance with their economic importance, by agreement
and peaceful settlement.” But, he added, “that is impossible to do under
present capitalist conditions of the development of world economy.”*?
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What all of this meant, Stalin’s most perceptive biographer has argued,
was nothing less than that “the postwar period would have to be trans-
formed. in idea il not in actual fact, into a new prewar period.”®

“There has been a return in Russia to the outmoded concept of
security in terms of territory — the more you've got the safer you are.”
The speaker was former Soviet foreign minister and ambassador to
the United States Maxim Litvinov, who had personally negotialed the
eslablishment of Soviet~American diplomatic relations with Franklin
D. Roosevelt. The occasion was an intlerview, given in Moscow Lo CBS
correspondent Richard C. Hottelet a few months afier Stalin's speech.
The cause, Litvinov explained, was “the ideological conception pre-
vailing here that conllict between Communist and capitalist worlds is
inevitable.” What would happen, Hottelet wanted to know, if' the West
should suddenly grant all of the Soviet Union’s territorial demands? “It
would lead to the West's being laced, after a more or less short time, with
the next series of demands.”®”

Litvinov managed, remarkably enough, to die in bed.* His views on
the breakdown of wartime cooperation, though, had hardly been a
secret: his colleagues regularly listened to recordings of his conversa-
tions acquired, as Molotov put it, “in the usual way.” Why was the old
diplomat not arrested, charged with treason, and shot? Perhaps his
public advocacy ol collective security and cooperation with the West,
paradoxically, shielded him: Stalin did, from time to time, worry about
how his regime looked to the outside world. Perhaps his boss kept
Litvinov alive in case the Soviel Union ever again needed the West's
assistance, Perhaps he was just lucky, an explanation his successor as
forcign minister favored. “Litvinov remained among the living,”
Molotov recalled with his usual grim clarity, “only by chance,”*
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Only a few months alter Litvinov's death Stalin too died in bed, proba-
bly as a result of medical neglect stemming from the fact that he had
come, by 1953, to see even his own doctors as mortal enemies.” That
terminal but characteristic event provides a useful vantage-point from
which to look back to see how the Cold War had come to pass, and to
speculate on whether it might have been avoided.

One hundred and eighteen years earlier, Tocqueville had predicted
bipolarity but not necessarily hostility. He was a careful enough histo-
rian to understand that the trends visible to him in 1835 would only
Jrame future history. Individuals as yet invisible would determine it by
what they did with the conditions they encountered. “Men make their
own history,” another keen long-term observer, Karl Marx, would later
note, "but they do nol make it just as they please; they do not make it
under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances
directly found, given and transmitted from the past.”*!

The role of the historian is, or ought (o be, to focus exclusively neither
on individuals nor on the circumstances they inherit, but on how they
intersect. One way to do Lhat is (o think of hislory as an experiment we
can rerun”? = if only in our minds — keeping Tocqueville-like trends con-
stant but allowing for Marx-like variations in the individuals who have
to deal with them. If the result replicates what actually happened, then
it seems safe to assume that, on balance, circumstances and not men
determined the outcome. But if it appears that dilferent individuals
might have altered the course ol events — il rerunning the experiment
does not always produce the same resull — then we should question
deterministic explanations, for what kind of determinism empowers
unique personalities at distinclive moments?

Certain aspeclts of the Russian—American relationship would change
very little in an experimentl rerun with 1835 as a starling point:
geographical position, demographic polential, contrasting traditions
of social and political organization. It is difficult to conceive how the
Americans might have evolved an aulocratic form of government, or
the Russtans a democratic one, Neither country was likely to remain
Inactive on the international scene; each would surely have found cause,
sooner or later, to intervene in European and East Asian affairs.

But could it have been foreseen that both would transform their
respective traditions ol democracy and authoritarianism into globalist
ideologies at precisely the same moment, as Wilson and Lenin did? Could
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it have been anticipated that Stalin would then shift the international-
ism of the Bolshevik revolution, not simply back to a form of Russian
nationalism resembling that of the tsars, but to a brutal variety of
narcissism matched only by the contemporaneous Ieader of an anti-
pathetic ideology? Could it have been expected that Hitler would then
forge a coalition of communism and capitalism directed against himself,
culminating with the fraternal embraces of victorious Soviet and
American troops in the center of Germany? Could it have been predicled
that this alliance would then fall apart, within a matter of months,
leaving in its wake almost half a century of cold war?

Geography, demography, and tradition contributed to this outcome
but did not determine it. It took men, responding unpredictably to cir-
cumstances, to forge the chain of causation; and it took one man in par-
ticular, responding predictably to his own authoritarian, paranoid, and
narcissistic predisposition, to lock it into place.”’ Would there have been
a Cold War without Stalin? Perhaps. Nobody in history is indispensable.

But Stalin had certain characteristics that set him off from all others
in authority at the time the Cold War began. He alone pursued personal
security by depriving everyone else of it: no Western leader relied on
terror to the extent that he did. He alone had transformed his country
into an extension of himsell: no Western leader could have succeeded at
such a feat, and none attempted it. He alone saw war and revolution as
acceplable means with which to pursue ultimate ends: no Western
leader associated violence with progress to the extent that he did.

Did Stalin therefore seek a Cold War? The question is a little like
asking: “does a fish seek water?” Suspicion, distrust, and an abiding cyni-
cism were not only his preferred but his necessary environment: he could
not function apart from it. “Conciliation struck Stalin as trickery or
naiveté,” William Taubman has concluded, “and toughness only con-
firmed the Soviets' image of America as an unreconstructed enemy.””*
The Americans would in time develop a similar view of Stalin and his
successors; some of their leaders would hold onto it long after the
reasons for it had begun to disappear. But that was not the prevailing atti-
tude in Washington, or in other Western capitals, in 1945, It was, con-
sistently had been, and would remain Stalin's, until the day of his own
medically under-attended demise.
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