WAS IT ALL INEVITABLE?

What was the Cold War about? When did it begin and when did it end? If the
use of the term by the actors in the drama is adopted, then it began in 1947
and ended shortly after the Cuban Missile crisis of 1962. If the Cold War is
understood to be the overt or covert antagonism which existed between the
Soviet Union and the United States, between socialism and capitalism, between
a collectivist, planned society and the pluralistic values of a market economy,
then the Cold War began in October 1917 and ended with the collapse of the
USSR in 1991. A more exact date would be 1989 when Gorbachev declafed
it to be over. On the other hand, if the Cold War is seen as the period during
which the overt antagonism between Moscow and Washington dominated
world affairs, then it began in 1943 and ended sometime in the 1960s or even
as late as the end of the Vietnam War in 1975. During this whole period of
Soviet—-American confrontation a parallel process was under way - the forma-
tion of blocs. The division of Germany and the splitting of Europe, and indeed
the world, into two camps, was a fait accompli by 1955. From then onwards
the two major political groupings competed for spheres of influence. It was as
if the scramble for colonies by the European powers in the nineteenth century
had taken on a new lease of life. The new ‘scramble’, however, embraced the
whole world, and there seemed to be no room for neutrals.

The analysis set out in the preceding pages has concentrated on the years
1941-9, with some attention being paid to the important pre-1941 era.
The emphasis throughout has been on Soviet—-American relations, as they
dominated the world scene from 1943 onwards. Great Britain was important
before that date but its economic weakness meant that it had to rely increas-
ingly on the United States. This caused resentment in London; for example,
the Conservative MP Robert Boothby likened the terms the Labour govern-
ment had been forced to concede in return for the $3.75 billion American l.o.arl
to those accepted at Munich. To him the government was selling the ‘British
Empire for a packet of cigarettes’ [Doc. 15]. In fact, the British government
had little choice, for without American aid the British economy would have
collapsed.
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The defeat of Germany and Japan, leaving a vacuum in central Europe and
the Far East, meant that a new international order had to come into being. The
two countries which had contributed most to the defeat of the Axis powers, the
Soviet Union and the United States, were presented with a golden opportunity
to reshape the political configuration of the globe. Never before had such a
chance presented itself, never before had two powers so dominated the world.
Their reactions to the rise of national socialist Germany had been different.
The Soviet Union had indirectly aided the rise of Hitler, seeing him as the most
extreme representative of finance capital, one who would so exacerbate social
relations that he would eventually provoke a successful socialist revolution.
But as German power increased, the Soviets became more alarmed. As the
Soviet government was not ready for war it came to an agreement with Berlin
in 1939, which in effect divided Europe into two spheres of influence, leaving
the rest of the world until later. Stalin’s success lulled him into a false sense
of security, and the German invasion of the USSR on 22 June 1941 came as
a shattering blow. On several occasions the USSR was within a hair’s breadth
of military defeat, and it was only in 1945 that Stalin could be sure that the
Red Army would actually occupy some German soil. These events increased
endemic Soviet feelings of insecurity. If the pact with Germany had not saved

the Soviet Union from attack, could any future agreement with a comparable
power ever be relied upon to guarantee legitimate Soviet security needs?

The United States reacted quite differently to the rise of Nazism. Washington
did not regard Germany’s increasing influence and power as a threat to US
interests. Even when Hitler launched the Second World War in September
1939 with his attack on Poland the United States held back. Had American
public opinion had its way it is unlikely that Great Britain would have received
any Lend-Lease assistance before the United States was actually at war. America
was willing to extend Lend-Lease aid to the USSR after June 1941, but it was
the foolish German declaration of war on the United States on 11 December
1941 which drew the Americans into active participation in the European
theatre; otherwise they would have concentrated their attention on winning
the war against Japan in the Pacific.

The United States drew three lessons from its experience. The first was
that appeasement does not pay; the Munich settlement of 1938 was a shining
example of what to avoid. The second was that a totalitarian domestic policy
produces a totalitarian foreign policy. If peace were to be preserved, following
the defeat of the Nazis, Germany and the whole region previously under its
influence would have to be won over to democracy, understood as American-
style liberal capitalism. The third lesson was the need to extend the benefits of
the open American society resting on a market economy in which protection-
ism, preference and tariffs had been removed. American foreign policy before
1941 had been isolationist. Had not the majority of the American people
gratefully shaken off the dust of Europe from their feet? Since Europe was a
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mess it was important not to be sucked back into the mgelstrom of. conflict.
Most Americans took a hard-headed attitude towards ngtlonal security. If the
US’s security were not under threat, why should America become involved?
There was no perceived threat emanating from Europe so the New World
could cut itself adrift from the self-inflicted travails of thfa Olc'l World. .
Running parallel to this isolation was a streak of idealism. Rpoted in
Wilsonian ethics, it held that foreign policy had to be morally def§n51ble. Not
only had the United States to be right, it had to be seen to be right. It was
a noble vision which eliminated spheres of influence and the. use of force to
settle disputes, and advocated the creation of a wprld authorlt.y to guarantee
the security of all states and to mediate all international altercatlpns. Althqugh
President Woodrow Wilson had failed to win over the American pubh.c to
the support of this ideal, it lay deep in the consciousness of many American
icy-makers.
pOlIl’?e,sEent Roosevelt was a skilled expositor of the doctrine. The New Deal
needed a touch of idealism in foreign policy to stimulate the American imagina-
tion during the days of debilitating struggle to right the economy. But Roosevelt
was too much of a realist and pragmatist to believe that the rest of tbe yvorld
thought as America did. The United States could afford to be .1deahs.t1c, for
it was bordered in the north by Canada and in the south by Me’x1c‘o, neflther of
which posed an economic, political or military threat. Europe’s situation wa;
totally different. The Soviet Union, for instance, had lopg been t.hreaten.e
on its western frontier, and the Soviet government, aft.er its experience Wlth
Hitler, was determined to create a situation in which it would not be llable
to attack from central and south-east Europe. Roosevelt appreCIat.ed this,
and knew that after the defeat of Germany Soviet power could move mto.the
vacuum created and might even extend to the Atlantic Ocear.1. He told Cardinal
Spellman, in September 1943, that the European countries wo'uld have to
undergo tremendous changes in order to ada}pt to tbe Soviet Unlon. He ;avs
no point in the United States and Great Britain fighting the Soviets. They ha
been forced into a shotgun marriage during the war but he hoped that out of
this would emerge a real and lasting partnership. EuL.ropeans would simply
have to endure Russian domination, in the hope that in 10 or ;0 years they
would be capable of living well with the Russians. Hen.ce he d.ld not see the
USSR as a threat to US security or even practising a foreign policy which was
antagonistic to US interests. The world was large enough to accommodat_(;
both of them. He set out to reach an agreement with Stglm perso.nally, evenl i
aspects of it ran counter to the interests of his British allies. Especially at Ylf' ta
he made plain to Stalin his mistrust of Churchill whom he suspect(.fd of see ing
to keep the British Empire intact after the war. Roosevelt saw Sta!m as an anti-
colonial ally and therefore tried to win the cooperation of the Soviet dictator in
planning the new, post-war world. His princ1Pa1 assumption was that pjasej;
keeping would be the responsibility of the United Nations, and he regarded 1



as essential that the USSR should play an active role in this organisation, for
fear that it would otherwise degenerate into an anti-communist grouping.

What could Roosevelt offer Stalin to convince him that his offer of coopera-
tion was genuine? The Soviet leader had two criteria against which to measure
the fine words of the Americans: recognition of a Soviet sphere of influence
in eastern and south-eastern Europe and if possible in those countries which
bordered the USSR in the Middle East and Asia; and American acceptance
of the Soviet demand for reparations from ex-enemy countries as well as
American help in reconstructing the Soviet economy. Stalin’s two main con-
cerns, in short, were security and money. Returning to what Stalin told Eden
about declarations being algebra but agreements being practical arithmetic
(with the Soviet leader favouring the latter), it is clear that the Soviet Union
was willing to make any declaration the Americans wanted but expected some
tangible rewards.

However, Roosevelt could not openly accede to Soviet desires in eastern
and south-eastern Europe, since such behaviour would have flown in the face
of Wilsonian doctrine. Possessed of an infinitely resourceful mind, Roosevelt
was always seeking ways of squaring the circle, of engaging in Realpolitik
or power politics abroad while giving the impression at home that his foreign
policy was pure Wilsonianism. Henry Stimson once declared that trying to
follow Roosevelt’s thinking was like chasing a vagrant beam of sunshine. In
his own mind, Roosevelt was quite willing to concede the Soviets a sphere
of influence, but the seven million Polish voters in America - to take only one
example of a powerful minority pressure group — were quite determined that
Poland should not fall under the shadow of the Soviet Union. On the economic
side, if Lend-Lease had been extended and the Soviets had acquired huge
credits to purchase surplus American stock, the Soviet government would not
have been so concerned about reparations. Had Roosevelt lived it is possible
that he could have agreed a form of words with Stalin which would have
tacitly conceded the Soviet sphere of influence and set in train the recovery
of the Soviet economy using the vast surpluses available in the United States.
The American administration knew that the US public would not tolerate
troops staying very long in Europe, or America footing the bill for Germany’s
or indeed Europe’s recovery. The US taxpayer would expect a return on any
American capital exported.

The year 1945 was a turning-point. Stalin could not bring himself to believe
the honeyed words flowing from Washington and used practical arithmetic to
gauge American goodwill. He had various options open to him: isolation;
an aggressive policy (stopping short of war) against Great Britain and the
United States; encouragement to foreign communist parties to seize power or
at least to undermine the market economies in their respective countries; or
cooperation, which would mean agreeing to maintain the status quo in western
and southern Europe. In the event, Stalin chose cooperation, but he proceeded

warily and with the greatest caution, looking to deeds, not wqrds, as proof
of American intentions. It has to be remembered that Western, mclud.lng us,
intervention between 1918 and 1920 had left a deep scar on the Bolshewk body
politic. The Soviets took it for granted that, given the chance, 'Fhe Uqlted StaFes
and the other capitalist powers would try to destroy the Soviet Union. Allied
to this conviction was their ideological conviction that there could be no
ing settlement with the capitalist powers.
lasgjllglotov, in his old age, reI\)/eals insights into Soviet thinking about the US

President:

‘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 no,w we hajwe to keep
them going.” That’s where they miscalculated. They weren’t Marx1st§ and we
were. They woke up only when half of Europe had passed from them.” [Geddis

1998: 22]

Stalin must have cursed when he heard about the successfu.l US testing of an
atomic bomb. Gone was his conventional (non-nuclear) superiority. It changed
his outlook on the world and strengthened his desire.to cling on to as mgch
territory as he could. Security was paramount ip .hlS mind. As a Great Russian
imperialist he equated security with the acquisition of territory. - '

Roosevelt’s death came at a critical moment in Amerlcan—SOYlet relations,
for the inability or unwillingness of Great Britain and the United States. to
concede the Soviets a sphere in eastern and south—ea_stern Eur.ope - slomethl.ng
Stalin thought had already been accepted in princ%ple by his wartime allies
— led the USSR first to stabilise and then consolidate its position in tha('ic
region. Yet every step in this direction provided ammunition in Logdon an
Washington for those who were having second thoughts about SOVI?t power
and had little faith in Roosevelt’s grand design. Clement Attlee', for instance,
was already pessimistic about the future of East—West r(?latlons in 1?4.15 ,

and Ernest Bevin’s suspicion of communists was well established. The British
government was tied emotionally to eastern and south-eastern Europe.1 Speak;
ing in the House of Commons on 20 August. 1945 about 'the prf)b ems o
Romania, Hungary, Bulgaria and Austria, Bevin §tat§d Fhat it was 1mporE;1}111t
to prevent the substitution of one form of totalitarianism for anotﬁer.' f e
difficulty which the Soviets faced was that there'was only a popular as1sk9r
a close relationship with the USSR in one country in the region, Czechoslova ia.
Bulgaria came a close second, but in some of the other countries — for example,
Poland - there was downright hostility to such a relationship.

At this difficult and delicate moment for the development of post-wag
relationships there was a new American President, Harry Trume}n, who neede f
time to work out his own ideas and meanwhile afforde.d his Secretary od
State, James F. Byrnes, considerable leeway in policy formation. Byrnes wante
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Soviet cooperation, but only on the basis that the US should be recognised
as the stronger partner. His atomic diplomacy was not successful, and merely
succeeded in convincing the Soviets that they should speed up their own atomic
programme. Truman and Byrnes, indeed most politicians, overestimated the
benefits which would accrue to the United States, in the short term, as a result
of its atomic diplomacy. They also assumed that this monopoly would last a
long time, despite warnings by scientists to the contrary. There was a feeling
that when it came to sophisticated technology the Soviet Union could not match
the United States. Yet in fact the USSR — helped by spies such as Klaus Fuchs
— exploded its first atomic device in 1949. Even without the technological
information it gained from spies, the Soviet Union would almost certainly
have been able to construct the simpler type of atomic bomb by 1951. In fact,
that year saw the successful test by the USSR of the more complex plutonium
bomb. This rapid development of its own atomic capability, and the calcula-
tion that the United States would not actually use its atomic bombs, hardened
Soviet attitudes. The longer Washington prevaricated over credits, the more
suspicious Moscow became that America was not really interested in helping
the Soviet Union. Byrnes’ attempt to prise concessions out of the Soviets in
eastern and south-eastern Europe in return for deliveries of surplus US stock
forced Moscow to decide between security and credits. It chose security, for its
fear of potentially hostile powers on its frontiers was greater than its desire
for rapid economic recovery aided by US technology.

The Soviets’ ignorance of the way in which American policy was made and
their inexperience in international diplomacy multiplied their misconceptions.
Likewise the Americans, although adept at elaborating their own proposals,
were quite unprepared when they ran into Soviet objections. Washington never
tried to see the problems from Moscow’s point of view. Its sources of informa-
tion in the Soviet Union were poor and it only had the haziest notion of policy
discussions in the Kremlin. It took some time before the West realised that
Stalin was not under enormous pressure from more hard-line colleagues in’
the communist Politburo. He was skilled at giving the impression that he had
to make concessions to other politicians. It then dawned on Western policy-
makers that there was one decision-maker in the Kremlin and he brooked
no opposition.

Moscow, on the other hand, was swimming in information about Amer-
ican and British official thinking. Donald Maclean at the British embassy in
Washington, to name just one example, had access to top secret information
and relayed it to the Soviet Union. In the light of the first-class information
flow from London and Washington and elsewhere, and the genuine American
desire in 1945 for cooperation based on mutual advantage, why did Stalin not
make more of the opportunities offered? It may have been the acute aware-
ness of Soviet economic weakness and American strength which led Stalin
to adopt a safety-first policy. If the ‘open world’ economy came into being,
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American influence might well replace that of the Soviets in the latter’s SPh?re
of influence. As the hope of American credits on terms acceptable to the Soviet
Union receded, so the Soviet need for increased reparations mounted. Yet .the
increasingly acrimonious discussions on the problem of Germany (1r}11C1ud1ng
reparations) merely strengthened the hand of those Americans who welrfe
committed to the ‘Riga axioms’. American policy consequently became a self-
fulfilling prophecy. The Soviets, it was argued, did not want an agreemer;jt since
they were bent on expansion. Give them eastern and south-eastern Burope
and they would then start asking for the countries. to the west. Contlzjunmerllt
was the logical response to this. It was enunciated in Februtary 1f94h6 Tut only
openly became official policy a year later, with the formulation of t eh rlzlr'rflian
Doctrine and the Marshall Plan. These were necessary to construct the editice
of the Cold War, for they provided the United States Wlth a world mission
apparently based on Wilsonian idealism — yet one which, at.fihe same~t1rrln§%
promised to create the overseas markets necessary for the rapid expansio

US economy. ‘ .
theW/estern feaZ of the Soviet Union played an important part in the origins
of the Cold War. There were people such as General Cla.y. and Fhe ]Ourna11§t
Isaac Deutscher who raised their voices against the preval‘hng WlSdom.’l.but.lln
vain. They saw the Soviet Union for what it was, economically a}nd militari z
weak. Official misconceptions about the USSR’s real strength r.nalnl)'f ;temme
from ignorance of the Soviet Union, and here the Soviet obsession with secrecy
was counter-productive. .

In 1945 agpreement could have been reached, but in 1946 it became mu;h
more difficult. One of the American proposals for post-war Germany wash the
pastoralisation of the country —a proposal associated with Henry Morgent1 al;i
Secretary of the Treasury. It envisaged reducing Germgn industry to ahev :
which would make it impossible for Germany ever again tq become a t rea
to its neighbours. This option was attractive if large reparatlons to the so(;net
Union were deemed desirable, but no agreement on it could be reached a
Potsdam. Truman, for one, was adamantly against it. The longer the }llaowers
haggled, the more pressing became the problem of what to do aboult the war-
shattered German economy. In London and Washington there was increasing
desire for a rapid revival of the German economy, since Great Brlf;}llp was
unable and the United States unwilling to sustain it for much lon’ge}r. is was
bound to raise concern in Moscow. In fact, it was in everyone s lntereszis to
reach an agreement on Germany, for once that had been achle;ed accc;ianocxg
other parts of the world could follow. Nevertheless, such was the 1rn}£430Ch nee
of Germany to both sides that no one was willing to leave a vacuurr%.h aS e
feared that Germany would pass into the camp of its adve.rsary. e Sovie
assumed that the market economy would pull the country into the A;nencahn
orbit, while the Americans were apprehensive about the prospehcts 0 har:1 ta I;
German state going communist. France played a negative role throughout.
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wanted a dismembered, divided Germany, and it needed reparations. Eventu-
ally, the only solution to the intractable European problem was to divide the
continent into blocs and revitalise the Western economies as the surest way of
resisting communism.

Mastny regards the Soviet Union’s striving for power and influence far in
excess of its reasonable security requirements as the primary source of the Cold
War conflict. However, had Roosevelt made clear to Stalin the limits beyond
which he could not stray, Stalin might have acted with more restraint. To
Mastny, the West’s failure to resist soon enough was an important secondary
source of the Cold War. However Mastny accepts that Stalin favoured coopera-
tion and did not want a Cold War. It was not in the Soviet Union’s interests to
engage in confrontation with America. However the Cold War did come about
despite all Stalin’s efforts to prevent it. The main reason was lack of trust
on the Kremlin dictator’s part. Another reason was that he made egregious
mistakes such as the failure to join the IMF, World Bank and the Marshall
Plan. The Berlin Blockade was probably the worst Soviet blunder.

Stalin was a very astute politician but was not omniscient. His main foreign
policy adviser, Molotov, ruminated near the end of his life about 1945 and the
opportunities which existed. Stalin, he argued, had not excluded the possibility
of war with the capitalist states. ‘World War I wrested one country (Russia)
from capitalist slavery. World War II created a socialist system, and the third
would finish off imperialism forever’ [Gaddis 1998: 14]. Here, one is tempted
to say that Stalin was committing the same error as in 1941. If war came it
would be between capitalist states and the Soviet Union would ensure that
it remained outside. When the capitalist states had exhausted themselves, the
road would then be open for socialism as the only alternative. Moscow would
then rule the world.

Gaddis changed his mind over time. In his early writings he emphasised
national security interests but later stressed the role of ideas and images on
the Soviet side. “The “new” [post-1991] history is bringing us back to an old
answer: that as long as Stalin was running the Soviet Union a Cold War was
inevitable . . . The more we learn, the less sense it makes to distinguish Stalin’s
foreign policies from his domestic practices or even his personal behaviour’
[Gaddis 1998: 292-3]. In other words, Stalin deployed the same tactics when
dealing with internal dissent, economic decision-making, resolving conflicts
among ministries, formulating ideology and so on as he did in international
affairs. His goal was to acquire and maintain dominance in both.

Leffler sees the Cold War as the legacy of the Second World War [Leffler
1992: 26]. That conflict upset the international system, altered the balance
of power in Europe, shattered colonial empires, restructured economic and
social arrangements within nations, and bequeathed a legacy of fear that pre-
ordained a period of unusual anxiety and tension. Hence security became
predominant. The national security policies of the Truman administration
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were an attempt to apply the lessons and cope with tbe legacies. of th(? Secr(;rﬁd
World War as much as they were an effort to contain the Sov1et.l{nﬁon. e
United States, by providing a security umbr.ella, acting as ﬁnanc13 egemon
and promoting multilateral trade, helped stimulate upprec;degte f:clonom;j::
growth. Policy-makers also believed that the expansion of in ustrllell pow
would drive a wedge between Russia and eastern Europe and Wﬁan t f} reglc;n
away from Moscow. The Kremlin might e.:ventual'ly and gradulacli \};V con orlndq bo
international norms. Truman and his advisers believed the Co ar could be
ight. .
Woz.nzgizrvz&:; f)fg looking at the origins of t.he Cold War lshto cor;;:e.ntratce1
on the economic weakness of Europe, the Middle E.ast., sout —ezstf Ifla 3nn
Japan. A major factor was the weakness (?f Great Britain. Igstea ‘ :1)1 b(;rcla I(I)l "
becoming an effective ally of Washington in and afFer 1.945 , }it re;pl y i
clear that Britain desperately needed US economic aid. .T ISI a;:;]or h-i an
important impact on British thinking. London. wanted to invo ;zle v ali hi gwaS
more and more in European affairs. In the Mldd.le East, British t mh nlzg s
decisive. Britain was aware that it could not retain its control ove; the gzp
Suez area without US military and economic help. It also qeede : protfec 1oln
for its extensive petroleum interests in the region. The Iranian grlsils c;vl f;;lz
1946 brought home to the United States the importance of bases int 3 iddle
East. Washington accepted that British power had to l?e sEst%mi [ s
region since this was in its own interests. In sguth—east Asia, L e Unite rares
acceded to the wishes of the European colonial powers for the restora
thelr?lcé}:fr:;ly, France vetoed all Allied attempts to treat G(iermilr;};ezcict);
nomically as a single unit. France’s fear of a resurgent G_cifmanyb. 1ortrfl:lr raced e
thinking. In 1947, two-thirds of European .trade was still on a bll a : reduce(i
The inability of west Europeans to solye their own economic prod terrtlhe cduced
their political self-confidence. Increasmgly gfter 194.5 they turned to ¢ United
States as their political, economic and military saviour. From a secEr Szrgte
of view, western Europe was incapable of.defendlng '1tself. I—ienlcze the e nf(;)};
of containment of the Soviet threat owes its conception to the durfop'e b,l o
the American, mind. Churchill and later Ernest Bevin worked indefatiga ybe
weld the United States and western Europe together. The same patte;n Cai be
traced in Asia, where timorous allies clamoured for more and more Ameri
i ion i ir region. '
lnt?l"r}‘ll:r}lfi?llrln?ntl};)ctriﬁe, the Marshall Plan and, especial!y, the formatlolr_lI 05
NATO were articulated in the United States but were concewe;d in Euxffope.ati(a)ln
Germany and western Europe experie.nced a rapid economic tranfr }OIEHA wion
after 1945, much of Kennan’s pels:imlsmf v;flogld lr;o; zi\c/lepaortlzzrtli.al -~
i ame alarmed at the weakness of their a ie ‘ :
leC;angSgEfaCted Soviet power. Geir Lundestad has coulled the pClhr:ise(:i ;:rgngpérc‘es ;)]y
invitation’ to explain the evolution of US global policy [Lundesta : 55].
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The Soviets were their own worst enemies. The despatches of US and British
diplomats paint an unflattering picture of the Moscow leadership. A flavour
of the view from the Kremlin (the British embassy overlooked the Kremlin)
is provided by Frank Roberts, a brilliantly successful career diplomat. After
observing the party Politburo at the opening session of the USSR Supreme
Soviet, he reported on 30 April 1945:

The Group at the back with M.L. Kalinin are enough to make one shudder and
fill one with considerable apprehension regarding future Soviet policy. . .. They are
all tough, fat, prosperous individuals who might equally have come to the top in
any other ruthless, totalitarian society such as those we are defeating in Germany
and Italy. Andrei Zhdanov in particular might be a plumper and perhaps more
humane version of Hitler himself. Lavrenty P. Beria and George Malenkov . . . give
the impression of being at worst perverts and sadists and at best reincarnations
of medieval inquisitors justifying every action on the principle of the end justifying
the means.

Not the type of gentlemen, if that is the right word, in whom one would place
great trust!

The Cold War is over, with America the victor. The decisive factor was
economic. Stalin must bear much of the blame for the Cold War because
he had it within his power in 1945 to fashion a working relationship with
the United States. Neither Stalin nor Truman wanted a Cold War. Perhaps
in 1945 both the Soviet and American leaders were too confident that their
own system would eventually win. However, in the short term, because of
the depredations of war, both felt nervous about the other’s ability to steal
a march on them. Stalin, although essentially a Realpolitiker, was also influ-
enced by Marxism. This held that an understanding with capitalist opponents
would be transitory but useful until the next capitalist crisis broke out. This
would place the Soviet Union in a good position to take maximum advant-
age of it. Given this, why did Stalin not take more risks to secure a working
relationship? Ulam regards Stalin’s domestic insecurity as the major reason.
He needed to cut his empire off from the outside capitalist world. Contact
with capitalists would run the risk of undermining his internal control [Ulam
1974: passim)].

Could the Cold War have been ended earlier by deploying other policies?
Was it necessary to build up such great strategic and conventional power?
Everyone was aware that this increased risk-taking. Would Khrushchev or
Brezhnev have become more amenable to American wishes without this
relentless build-up? Khrushchev was appalled by the cost of the nuclear
arms race and the dangers of it (epitomised in the Cuban missile crisis of 1962
when the world came perilously close to nuclear destruction). He wanted
an accommodation with President John F. Kennedy but the latter’s tragic
death dashed any hopes that existed. This did not mean that Khrushchev had
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abandoned the goal of communism. Since it was inevitable why waste so many
resources on useless weapons? After all, when one had enough nuclear weapons
to wipe out the plant, what was the point of producing more?

Khrushchev’s removal, in 1964, brought to power Leonid Brezhnev who
lacked Khrushchev’s innovative thinking. A Brezhnev goal was nuclear parity
with the United States and this was achieved by the early 1970s. After that
there was a furious arms race until 1985. By then the Soviet Union could
no longer afford it and eventually it crippled the Soviet economy. All quiet
leaders understood the competition with capitalist powers to be economic. If
Moscow could not raise labour productivity above that of the Americans or
the ]apaﬁese, communism could not succeed. Kennar} perceived that economi_c,
not military, policy would be decisive. However, his counsel dld. not prevgll,
as America descended into anti-communist hysteria and McCarthyism. America
had lost self-confidence. It was fortunate for the United States that at pre-
cisely that moment western Europe and Japan were beginning to recover their
self-confidence, thanks to America’s economic help. Eventually the COld War
benefited the West more than the East. That said, it was still a shocking waste

of human and material resources.



The orthodox or traditional view of the origins of the Cold War is here
presented by Arthur Schlesinger.

An analysis of the origins of the Cold War which leaves out these factors —
the intransigence of Leninist ideology, the sinister dynamics of a totalitarian
society, and the madness of Stalin —is obviously incomplete. It was these factors
which made it hard for the West to accept the thesis that Russia was moved
only by a desire to protect its security and would be satisfied by the control
of Eastern Europe; it was these factors which charged the debate between
universalism and spheres of influence with apocalyptic potentiality.
Leninism and totalitarianism created a structure of thought and behavior
which made postwar collaboration between Russia and America - in any
normal sense of civilized intercourse between national states — inherently
impossible. The Soviet dictatorship of 1945 simply could not have survived
such a collaboration. The difference between America and Russia in 1945 was
that some Americans fundamentally believed that, over a long run, a modus
vivendi with Russia was possible; while the Russians, so far as one can tell,
believed in no more than a short-run modus vivend; with the United States.
Harriman and Kennan, this narrative has made clear, took the lead in warn-
ing Washington about the difficulties of short-run dealings with the Soviet

Union. But both argued that, if the United States developed a rational policy .

and stuck to it, there would be, after long and rough passages, the prospect of
eventual clearing. ‘I am, as you know,” Harriman cabled Washington in early
April, ‘a most earnest advocate of the closest possible understanding with the
Soviet Union so that what I am saying relates only to how best to attain such
understanding.’

There is no corresponding evidence on the Russian side that anyone
seriously sought a modus vivend; in these terms. Stalin’s choice was whether
his long-term ideological and national interests would be better served by a
short-run truce with the West or by an immediate resumption of pressure. In
October 1945 Stalin indicated to Harriman at Sochi that he planned to adopt
the second course — that the Soviet Union was going isolationist. No doubt the
succession of problems with the United States contributed to this decision, but
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the basic causes most probably lay elsewhere: in the developing situations in
Eastern Europe, in Western Europe, and in the United Stat§s. ‘

If the condition of Eastern Europe made unilateral action seem essential
in the interests of Russian security, the condition of Western Europe and Fhe
United States offered new temptations for communist expansion. The point
of no return came on July 2, 1947, when Molotov, after brir}ging 89 te.chmcal
specialists with him to Paris and evincing initial interest in tl_le project for
European reconstruction, received the hot flash from the Kremlin, denounced
the whole idea, and walked out of the conference. For the next fifteen years
the Cold War raged unabated, passing out of histori;al amblgglty into the realm
of good versus evil and breeding on both sides simplifications, stereotypes,
and self-serving absolutes, often couched in interchangeable phrases. Undt?r
the pressure even America, for a deplorable. decade, forsook its pragmatic
and pluralist traditions, posed as God’s app01nFed messenger to ignorant and
sinful man, and followed the Soviet example in looking to a world remade

wn image. '
" 1Itr? ?etrospecgt, if it is impossible to see the Cold War as a case of American
aggression and Russian response, it is also hard to see it as a pure case of
Russian aggression and American response.

Arthur J. Schlesinger, Jr ‘Origins of the Cold War,” Foreign Affairs (46), 1 October 1967.

bocument2 THE COLD WAR: A REVISIONIST VIE

W.A. Williams, one of the key revisionist historians, here attacks the trqdi-
tional view that the Soviet Union started the Cold War. He sees Amerzcan
universalism and the concomitant claim that it has the rigf)t to intervene
anywhere as a major reason for the Cold War. He pays partzculgr attention
to the ‘open-door’ economic policy of the US goz/ernm.ent, seeing in it the
seeds of conflict between the United States and the USSR in eastern and south-

eastern Europe.

American leaders had internalized, and had come to believe, the theory,
the necessity, and the morality of open-door expansion. Hence they seldom
thought it necessary to explain or defend the. approac‘h.' Insteac'tl, they assume;i
the premises and concerned themselves with exercising their freedom an

power to deal with the necessities and the opportunities that were de.ﬁned by
such an outlook. As far as American leaders were concernéd, the Phllosophy
and practice of open-door expansion had become, in bo'Fh its missionary ang
economic aspects, the view of the world. Those who c.hd not recognize an

accept that fact were considered not only wrong, but incapable of thinking

correctly. . . .



Particularly after the atom bomb was created and used, the attitude of
the United States left the Soviets with but one real option: either acquiesce in
American proposals or be confronted with American power and hostility. It
was the decision of the United States to employ its new and awesome power
in keeping with the traditional Open Door Policy which crystallized the
cold war. . . .

The real issue is rather the far more subtle one of which side committed
its power to policies which hardened the natural and inherent tensions and
propensities into bitter antagonisms and inflexible positions. Two general
attitudes can be adopted in facing that issue. One is to assume, or take for
granted, on the basis of emotion and official information, that the answer is
obvious: Russia is to blame. That represents the easy, nationalistic solution
to all questions about international affairs. That attitude also defines history
as a stockpile of facts to be requisitioned on the basis of what is needed to
prove a conclusion decided upon in advance . . . In undertaking such self-
examination, the first and essential requirement is to acknowledge two primary
facts which can never be blinked. The first is that the United States had from
1944 to at least 1962 a vast preponderance of actual as well as potential
power vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. . . .

For power and responsibility go together in a direct and intimate rela-
tionship. Unless it tries all the alternatives that offer reasonable probabilities
of success, a nation with the great relative supremacy enjoyed by the United
States between 1944 and 1962 cannot with any real warrant or meaning claim
that it has been forced to follow a certain approach or policy. Yet that is the
American claim even though it did not explore several such alternatives.

Instead, and this is the second fact that cannot be dodged, the United States
used or deployed its preponderance of power wholly within the assumptions
and the tradition of the strategy of the Open Door Policy. The United States
never formulated and offered the Soviet Union a settlement based on other,
less grandiose, terms . . . The popular idea that Soviet leaders emerged from
the war ready to do aggressive battle against the United States is simply not
borne out by the evidence. . . .

In a similar way, it is a grave error to evaluate or interpret the diplomatic
moves of 1945 and 1946 in an economic vacuum. This is true in three respects.
First, a good many of them were specifically economic in character. Second,
all of them were intimately bound up with Russia’s concern to obtain either
a loan from the United States or extensive reparations from Germany and
its former allies in eastern Europe. And finally, the determination to apply the
Open Door Policy to eastern Europe, which led directly to the policies of ‘total
diplomacy’ and ‘negotiation from strength’ later made famous by Secretary
of State Acheson, evolved concurrently with a deep concern over economic
affairs in the United States . . . George F. Kennan’s 1946-1947 explanation of
Soviet behavior . . . spawned a vast literature which treated Stalin as no more
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than a psychotic and, on the other, an equauy large b(?dy of .Commerit Whu:lh
argued that the only effective way to degl w1th the Soviet Union was 0k apply
the lessons learned from the experience with Hitler. When tested against known
facts, rather than accepted on the basis Qf a syllogism, thése mtelrpr.eta}t:onS
and recommendations did not lack all validity. Evep by. their own i)gm, ovzi-
ever, they pointed to ultimate failure. For,. by creating in fact :L rea ,lavae ci
and all-encompassing outside threat, action based upon such lima' ysis agn
analogy lent substance to what Kennan originally defined as a ha ucination i
the minds of Soviet leaders. Having argued that they had to creafe (;rriiag1iiry
foreign dangers in order to stay in power at home, Kennan EOISIC u f vxlr; : Oe;
policy recommendation to create a very serious (and from the Soviet po
view, mortal) outside challenge to their authority.

William Appleman Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy, rev. ed.
(Delta Books, New York, 1962), pp. 206-9, 227, 2667, 278-9.

 DOCUMENT3 THE COLD WAR: A POST-REVISIONIST VIEW

Melvyn P. Leffler finds that both sides contributed to the Cold War.

In 1946 and 1947 a tolerable configuration of power in Egras1far ﬁ)ro}?abz
could not have been brought about without prov_okmg Fhe Sozllets. et ::sm
emanating from the post-war socio-economic dlslocatlonla}rll pc;lwef1 I\i/ljel "
were too great to allow for a policy of reassurance. AF oggF unce It};,l
sequence of events might have ended in Communist victories 1nh. raG r,m any,
and Greece, and might have led to an autonomous and revgn; 1stt ef m (Zr’
and might have culminated in Soviet domination, however 1;1 1.r(l:(c 3 ohen ihe
parts of western Eurasia. Prudent men (.:ou!d not take such ris sdehen ¢
leadership in the Kremlin was so totahtarla.n and reprelsswe an when it
possessed an ideology that appeared attractive to even allflger r;il R
people in the underdeveloped periphery. US officials intelligen yStren «
to rebuild western Europe and to co—opt'Germ.an and ]apa@se e tgh e.
These actions were of decisive importance‘ in fueling thel Cold ar,tiolrl1 Wit}};
were prudently conceived and skillfully implemented in coopera

indi s elites. B '
mdﬁfﬁ(?&gh US actions necessarily engendered legltlmate.s}icurlty sgﬁri};zﬁ;
sions in the Soviet Union, the Russian response was neither so = ri it
nor so daring as to have necessitated the huge buildup in stractiel:glc atr il Or;
the stress on European conventional rearmament, gnd the en estshsi3 11rr fag e
the periphery. The Russians backed down in Berlin. Morleov_er Scrib[;d i
to affect developments in the Third World was severely glrzuni( Ttz 10
their limited power-projection capabilities and their economic backw .
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Western Europe required security guarantees, not the extensive armaments
that America wanted it to have. The Third World needed markets and capital
and self-determination, not a reformed neo-colonial leadership bolstered by
US military aid. . . . '

" The great achievement of the early Cold War years was that US officials
helped forge a configuration of power in the industrial core of Eurasia that
continues to safeguard vital US interests. . . . Western Europe is no longer weak
and vulnerable; Germany and Japan are strong; Marxist-Leninist ideology
and the Soviet model of development are discredited.

Melvyn P. Leffler A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman Administration
and the Cold War (Stanford University Press, Stanford, CA, 1992), pp. 516-18.

| DOCUMENT4 THE ATLANTIC CHARTER (14 AUGUST 1941)

President Franklin D. Roosevelt and Winston Churchill held a bighly secret
meeting on board a warship off Argentia, Newfoundland, from 9-12 August
1941 to discuss post-war peace objectives. Its outcome was this Charter.

Joint declaration of the President of the United States of America and the
Prime Minister, Mr Churchill, representing His Majesty’s Government in the
United Kingdom, being met together, deem it right to make known certain
common principles in the national policies of their respective countries on
which they base their hopes for a better future for the world.

First, their countries seek no aggrandizement, territorial or other;

Second, they desire to see no territorial changes that do not accord with the

freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned;

Third, they respect the right of all peoples to choose the form of govern-
ment under which they will live; and they wish to see sovereign rights and self
government restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of them;

Fourth, they will endeavour, with due respect for their existing obligations,
to further the enjoyment by all States, great or small, victor or vanquished,
of access, on equal terms, to the trade and to the raw materials of the world
which are needed for their economic prosperity;

Fifth, they desire to bring about the fullest collaboration between all
nations in the economic field with the object of securing, for all, improved
labor standards, economic advancement, and social security;

Sixth, after the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny, they hope to see
established a peace which will afford to all nations the means of dwelling
in safety within their own boundaries, and which will afford assurance that
all men in all the lands may live out their lives in freedom from fear and
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Seventh, such a peace should enable all men to traverse the high seas and
oceans without hindrance; N

Eighth, they believe that all of the nations of the world, for realistic as
well as spiritual reasons, must come to the abandonment Qf the use of force.
Since no future peace can be maintained if land, sea or air armaments con-
tinue to be employed by nations which threaten, or may threaten, aggression
outside of their frontiers, they believe, pending the establishment of a wider
and permanent system of general security, that the disarmament of. such
nations is essential. They will likewise aid and encourage all other practicable
measures which will lighten for peace-loving peoples the crushing burden of
armaments.

Reprinted in Walter LaFeber, The Origins of the Cold War 1941-1947: A Historical Problem
with Interpretation and Documents (John Wiley, New York, 1971), pp. 32-3.

pocUMENTs EDEN AND STALIN

In the wake of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, Anthony Ed.en,
British Foreign Secretary, flew to Moscow to discuss common Anglo-Soviet-
American problems. He consulted with Stalin on 16 and 17 December 1941
and found him keen to settle the post-war frontiers, even though the German
Wehrmacht was at the gates of Moscow.

Stalin’s suggestions for this protocol showed me that the hope we had held
in London, of being able to confine the discussion of frontiers to the general
terms of the Atlantic Charter, had been vain. Russian ideas were a.lready
starkly definite. They changed little during the next three years, for.tl,lelr pur-
pose was to secure the most tangible physical guarantees for Russia’s future
security. ,

Stalin proposed that Poland should expand westward at Germany s expense.
Other occupied countries were to return to their old frontiers, Austria being
restored, while the Rhineland and possibly Bavaria would be deta'chec.i from
Germany. The Soviet Union would regain her frontiers of 194.1 wr_ch Finland
and Roumania and would recover the Baltic States. Her frontier with Pol.a.nd
would be based on the Curzon line. [The Curzon line, proposed by the British
at the Peace Conference of 1919-1920, was considerably west of the actual
Russo-Polish boundary between 1921 and 1939; on the other hand, as a result
of the Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1939, the new Russo-Polish boundary move.d west
of the Curzon line, thereby giving Russia large portions of I"olapd.] Stalin also
wanted the right to establish bases in Finland and Roumania w1th.a guarantee
for the evite fram the Raltic The Saviet onvernment wonld not ohiect. he caid.



