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Bringing it Together: 
The Parts and the Whole 

Melvyn P. Leffler 

The end of the Cold War and the opening of some archival materials from 
the former communist bloc has led to an outpouring of interesting papers, 
insightful volumes of essays, provocative monographs, and one new 
comprehensive overview of the early Cold War. Collectively, this scholar
ship represents an important turning point in the evolution of the 
historiography of post-war international relations. For the first time, the 
focus of scholarly activity has shifted from the United States and the 
Western bloc to the Soviet Union and its former allies. At the same time, 
there has been a noteworthy shift from an emphasis on geopolitics to a 
stress on ideology, from a concern with interests to a preoccupation with 
culture, from analyses of the international system and the threats emanat
ing therefrom to a concern with regime-types and with personalities. The 
result, I think, is a cumulative increase in our knowledge of events and 
episodes, but not a satisfactory synthesis. 1 

If we are to capture the Cold War in all its complexity, we must become 
more subtle and textured. We must find a way to see the interconnectedness 
of many factors. The conflicting interpretive approaches lead us in 
interesting but sometimes misguided directions because they tend to focus 
on a specific set of variables and hypotheses rather than allow us to see 
the interrelatedness of the whole. By necessity, most of us will have to 
concentrate on particular issues and variables because of the sheer scope 
of the sources. But, in doing so, I hope we can nevertheless capture the 
larger context, the thick description, the seamless whole. 

By capturing the seamless whole, I would like to think that we could 
examine both American and Soviet policies and analyze their interaction. 
I would like to think that we could capture the appropriate elements of 
geopolitics and ideology and illuminate their interdependence. By the 
seamless whole, I think we need to reinsert an examination of interests into 
our narratives as well as a concern with culture, indeed perhaps to illustrate 
how interests and culture are inextricably intertwined. A concern with 
regime-types should not distract us from looking at how the international 
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44 REVIEWING THE COLD WAR 

system appears to leaders within those regimes. And we should realize that 
leaders can feel both very vulnerable and very opportunistic at almost the 
same moment in time. Precisely because of this fact, we shall lose our grasp 
of the dynamics of the Cold War if we do not examine events in Western 
Europe and Eastern Europe, as well as developments on the periphery of 
Eurasia. Nor will we understand the Cold War if we divorce military 
strategy from diplomacy, or the domestic polity from the policymakers 
who make foreign policy. Of course, it is easier to prescribe all of this than 
to do it oneself. But failure to do it can lead to important errors or 
distortions, as will be described below. 

Revisions 

There is no better place to begin than with my own work. In Preponderance 
of Power, I tried to bring together many disparate aspects of the US policy
making process, but I would do parts of it differently if I could begin again 
with what I now know. I would assign more importance to the role of ideol
ogy both in the making of American foreign policy, and, especially, in the 
making of Soviet foreign policy. In my introduction to the book I stressed 
that national security was not simply about space and territory; it was about 
the protection of America's core values, its organizing ideology, its system 
of liberal capitalism. 'If communism is allowed to absorb the free nations', 
said Harry S. Truman, 'then we would be isolated from our sources of supply 
and detached from our friends. Then we would have to take defense 
measures which might really bankrupt our economy, and change our way 
of life so that we couldn't recognize it as American any longer.' 2 As was the 
case with President Woodrow Wilson and President Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
there was a sense among Truman's advisers that geopolitical balances in 
the world and the control over economic resources that accompanied those 
balances had real meaning for the preservation of America's own systems 
of free markets and democratic capitalism.) There was also a knowledge 
that overcommitments, as a response to geopolitical and geostrategic 
threats, could undermine that very system of liberal capitalism. Finding 
the correct mix of domestic and foreign policies to stymie adversaries 
abroad and preserve an acceptable distribution of power in the international 
system without imposing a garrison state at home was a formidable and 
never-ending challenge which President Harry S. Truman and President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower took very seriously.4 Yet in my own work, aside from 
my analysis of the Marshall Plan, I had trouble weaving this story into my 
examination of US foreign and strategic policies. In other words, I would 
try even harder to underscore the fact that US officials held very strong 
beliefs, linking the foundations of democratic capitalism inside the United 
States to acceptable configurations of power in the international system. 
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Perhaps I would have illuminated the ideological variable more success
fully if I had grappled more systematically with the domestic polity and 
partisan politics. I do not think that corporatist interpretations and 
functional interest groups explain the basic motives behind the United 
States' Cold War posture, but I do think the resonance of anti-communist 
rhetoric becomes more understandable when you place it in the context of 
the post-war business offensive against unions, the stiff Southern resis
tance to civil rights activists and integrationist efforts, and the fierce deter
mination of Republican partisans like Richard Nixon to recapture their 
dominance in American politics.5 Amidst the vast panorama of American 
politics, interest groups and business constituencies could help shape and 
sometimes even determine specific choices, including the preference for air 
power, the grudging support for the Chinese Nationalists, and the decisions 
to reverse course in Japan and intervene militarily in Korea.6 

If I understated the role of ideology in American Cold War policies, I 
did so even more noticeably in my brief depictions of Soviet policies. I did 
so because in thinking about ideology, I kept looking for instances in which 
Stalin and his advisers and successors fomented revolution abroad or aided 
and abetted foreign communists. I still think that Stalin after World War 
II was lackluster and intermittent in his support of communist insurrec
tionary activity. The disillusionment of some French, Italian, and Spanish 
leftists was well founded as was the intermittent disappointment of Greek 
and Chinese communists who looked for Soviet support and did not get it 
nearly as much as they thought they should. While they did get more of it 
than was apparent (to me) a decade ago, the new evidence still illuminates 
the fact that Stalin assigned little importance to the promotion of revolu
tionary activity. Nowhere beyond its own borders, writes Vojtech Mastny, 
perhaps with some exaggeration, did the Kremlin 'foresee the establish
ment of Communist regimes'. 'Despite Stalin's ideological dedication, 
revolution was for him a means to power rather than a goal in itself.' 7 

But, although other recent writers assign primacy to power politics over 
ideology, I still think I understated the role of ideology. I did so because I 
thought about ideology too narrowly. I did not explore how it shaped 
perceptions of threat, the selection of friends, the assessment of oppor
tunities, and the understanding of what was happening within the 
international system itself. The analyses of John Gaddis, Vojtech Mastny, 
William Wohlforth, and Vladislav Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov do 
convey important insights illuminating how presuppositions about the 
hostility of the capitalist world, expectations about an economic crisis in 
the West, and assumptions about intra-capitalist rivalries shaped the 
contours of Soviet policy and provided comfort that in the long run the 
Kremlin would triumph. The leaders of the Kremlin were interested 
primarily in the power of their state and the survival of their regime, but 
any account that trivializes their faith in the superiority of their system or 
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that obfuscates their conviction that they were engaged in a long-term 
systemic struggle misses an important part of their belief system. I do 
not think that these factors dictated the Cold War or determined the goals 
of the Kremlin, as it came to be waged, but I certainly think that such 
ideological factors are important in understanding Soviet perceptions, 
motivations, and behavior. Ideology should help us grasp perceptions of 
threat and assessments of power balances.8 

By underestimating the influence of ideology in my own writing, I think 
I also understated the links between the Chinese, Korean, and Russian 
communist regimes. The recent literature demonstrates rather persuasively 
the close coordination of policy between the regimes in Moscow, Beijing, 
and Pyongyang, at least in the late 1940s and early 1950s. Their interests 
may not always have converged and Stalin may have possessed some 
contempt for the Koreans and considerable distrust of the Chinese, but he 
none the less played a critical role in the decisions leading up to and during 
the Korean War. In other words, the very good scholarship on Korean and 
Chinese nationalism that dominated the 1980s does not suffice to explain 
the dynamics of the Korean War. The ideological affinities of Stalin, Mao, 
and Kim are critically important to understanding the evolution of the 
Cold War in East Asia. Moreover, these affinities make some of the percep
tions of Washington policymakers somewhat wiser and more credible than 
some of us thought five or ten years ago.9 

I also think that the new emphasis on ideology and culture enhances our 
grasp of the reasons for the success of US policymaking. In his new book, 
John Gaddis does a superb job of outlining how habits of discourse, 
political pluralism, and competitive markets enabled the United States to 
respond thoughtfully and constructively to the needs and pressures of its 
diverse allies in Western Europe. This new emphasis on democratic dis
course adds an important twist and enhances the appeal of the empire by 
invitation thesis articulated by Geir Lundestad and other post-revisionists. 
I still believe that this interpretation is misleading in important ways, but 
Gaddis's focus on democratic culture improves it considerably. 10 

At the same time, the stress on consumer culture and its appeal to 
Eastern Europeans as well as Western Europeans has helped us to under
stand the outcome of the Cold War. Not long ago, few of us would have 
focused on Coke™ and Reeboks, on jazz and rock, on Sesame Street and 
Donald Duck, but we now know that their appeal perhaps counted for 
more than the Pershing missiles and the neutron bombs that seemed to 
dominate the diplomacy of the 1970s. Although we do not know the extent 
to which US officials grasped these truths, we will need to do a more 
nuanced job in the future in analyzing the extent to which an under
standing of the appeal of consumer culture and individual rights played 
an important role in configuring Cold War diplomacy. Occasionally, US 
diplomats and officials did note that the success of Western capitalism 
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would act as a magnet on the East, but they also worried that poverty, 
unemployment, injustice, and racism would erode the appeal of American 
democratic capitalism and make our system appear less attractive than its 
rival. 11 

While the pull of America's consumer culture seems unquestionable, the 
repugnance of Soviet political culture seems equally so. One of the great 
advances in our knowledge over the last few years has been the explicit 
portrayal of the workings of the Soviet system in foreign lands. Nobody 
reading Jan Gross's account of Soviet troops in Poland in 1939 and 1940, 
or Norman Naimark's analysis of Soviet occupation policies in Eastern 
Germany can fail to understand the power of Soviet culture. I say Soviet 
culture, rather than policy, because one of the signal contributions of this 
scholarship has been to illustrate that there was no coherent policy, no well
conceived intent. Soviet culture simply replicated itself abroad with all its 
brutality, its insensitivity to human aspirations, even its indifference to the 
political needs of communist comrades in foreign lands who were appalled 
and embarrassed by the rapacity of Soviet troops. 12 

The lack of synthesis 

The new scholarship, then, has added immeasurably to our knowledge, 
but not to an overall synthesis that seems satisfactory to me. There are 
numerous reasons for this. The tendency to focus on Soviet policy (or on 
Soviet-Chinese-Korean communist relations) rather than the interactions 
of Western and Eastern Bloc initiatives has been a noteworthy weakness 
in the new scholarship. So, too, has been the loss of focus on traditional 
questions of security, power, and interest. The emphases on ideology and 
regime-type lack nuance when they are decoupled from an examination of 
geopolitics and the configuration of the international system. These 
configurations engendered perceptions of threat and opportunity, and the 
role of ideological presuppositions cannot be grasped without portraying 
the systemic backdrop. In other words, the temptation to explain the Cold 
War in terms of the paranoia of Stalin, the brutality of communism, and 
the attractions of democratic pluralism and consumer capitalism simpli
fies the complexity of the historical process and distorts what we now do 
know about the Cold War. 

What is striking in some of the new literature is the failure to look 
carefully at Soviet security needs. What I would say is especially puzzling 
is the failure to analyze the suffering and travail of World War II as back
ground for examining Soviet policies. In John Gaddis's recent book, for 
example, the fact that the Soviet Union lost 27 million people during World 
War II is mentioned in one sentence. Fear of Germany is not stressed as 
an important ingredient bearing on Soviet motivations; indeed Stalin is 
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criticized for not possessing a multilateral approach to security at the end 
of the war. In Gaddis's version, Stalin was not reacting to any external 
threats, existing or anticipated; he was 'responding predictably to his own 
authoritarian, paranoid, and narcissistic predispositions' .1) 

Stalin was, of course, paranoid and brutal, but does this account for the 
initial Cold War policies of the Kremlin? Much of the new literature is 
loaded with evidence that Stalin and his comrades were greatly pre
occupied with the revival of German and Japanese power. Kathryn 
Weathersby, who has done more research on the Soviet occupation of 
Korea than any other person, writes that 'for the rest of his life Stalin 
continued to base his policy toward Northeast Asia on the assumption that 
Japan would rearm and again threaten the security of the USSR'. 14 Japan, 
Stalin was certain, would recover and remilitarize within 20 or 30 years. 
'The whole plan of our relations with China', Stalin told Chinese Foreign 
Minister T. V. Soong in July 1945, 'is based on this.' 15 

Stalin's concern with Germany, however, greatly exceeded his fear of 
Japan. He talked often about the prospect of renewed conflict with 
Germany. 'She will recover and very quickly. Give them 12 to 15 years and 
they will be on their feet again.' 16 Nor did the specter of German revanch
ism recede quickly after his death. According to Zubok and Pleshakov, 
'the support of the GDR for Khrushchev was first and foremost a 
strategic imperative' .17 Khrushchev wrote to President John F. Kennedy in 
December 1961: 

I believe that deep in your heart you will agree with me that the Soviet 
Union after all it has suffered cannot be indifferent to what is 
happening in West Germany. Behind every demand of ours to secure 
lasting peace in Europe and prevent new German aggression ... are 
millions of lives of perished Soviet people. IS 

Nobody knowing the history of Soviet-German relations or Russian
Japanese relations in the twentieth century could doubt the sincerity of 
such comments. But, notwithstanding the evident bearing of German and 
Japanese reconstruction on Soviet security requirements, this subject 
receives rather little attention in the new literature. Instead, Soviet policies 
are defined in terms of Stalin's paranoia and the Kremlin's ideology. 
Commonplace now is the statement that Stalin sought security at the 
expense of all other nations. Stalin sought a Cold War, writes Gaddis, like 
a fish seeks water. 19 

But did Stalin seek a Cold War with the United States? Did he define 
security in ways that jeopardized the security of the United States, his 
principle future adversary? The evidence here is mixed and confusing. 
Zubok and Pleshakov, for example, state baldly that Stalin did not want a 
Cold War. 
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security in ways that jeopardized the security of the United States, his 
principle future adversary? The evidence here is mixed and confusing. 
Zubok and Pleshakov, for example, state baldly that Stalin did not want a 
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Notwithstanding his reputation as a ruthless tyrant, Stalin was not 
prepared to take a course of unbridled unilateral expansionism after 
World War II. He wanted to avoid confrontation with the West. 
He was even ready to see cooperation with the Western powers as a 
preferable way of building his influence and solving contentious 
international issues. Thus the Cold War was not his choice or his 
brainchild.20 

If it was not his choice or his brainchild, then why did it come about? 
Arguably, it was because his view of security endangered everybody else. 
But what were his views? Few look carefully at this subject, but I doubt 
that many of us would quarrel with the succinct description put forward 
by David Holloway. He writes that Stalin wanted 'to consolidate Soviet 
territorial gains, establish a Soviet sphere of influence in Eastern Europe, 
and have a voice in the political fate of Germany and - if possible - Japan'. 21 

The question, then, is why this view of security threatened everyone else. 
Certainly, it made life unbearable (literally) for many people living on 
Stalin's borders and circumscribed the sovereignty of Poland, Romania, 
Bulgaria, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. But why did this view of security 
engender such fears in the West? 

In the new literature this question is not addressed in any systematic 
manner. Instead; most writers slip into the ideological/personal argument. 
Everybody was threatened because Stalin was in control and he was 
paranoid. Hence Vojtech Mastny writes, 'The forthcoming Cold War was 
both unintended and unexpected; it was predetermined all the same.' It 
was predetermined because Stalin had to have enemies in order to justify 
his hold on power. It was predetermined, say Zubok and Pleshakov, 
because the imperial/revolutionary paradigm had to resurface. It was 
predetermined, says Gaddis, because nobody could trust Stalin.22 

But such arguments do not seem to be supported by the documentation 
we now have. To blame the Cold War on Stalin, we need to have the 
evidence to demonstrate that US officials saw something distinctively evil 
in Stalin during the formative stages of the Cold War, let's say between 
1945 and 1948. To blame the Cold War on Stalin, one would have to 
demonstrate that his view of security was particularly distinctive from that 
of other Russian/Soviet officials after World War II. 

The record is pretty clear on the first of these points. At the end of World 
War II there is scant evidence that US officials were particularly upset with 
Stalin the man. Rather, the opposite could be argued. Truman did not mind 
dealing with Stalin, and some of his closest advisers, for example, Averell 
Harriman, were favorably disposed toward him. Truman quickly grew 
agitated by Soviet actions, but neither he nor his leading advisers found 
dealing with Stalin particularly distasteful. Stalin, Truman noted, was not 
difficult to do business with. 'I like Stalin', he wrote to his wife. 'He is 
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straightforward. Knows what he wants and will compromise when he can't 
get it.' If anything, one might be inclined to assail Truman's and his 
advisers's moral complacency about Stalin and his deeds. 23 

The record is cloudier on the second issue, but there is little reason to 
believe that, overall, Soviet behavior at the end of World War II would have 
been different if Stalin were not in power. Would other Kremlin officials 
have been willing to concede control over Poland? Would they have imposed 
significantly softer terms on Germany's wartime allies, for example, 
Romania and Hungary? Would they have quickly withdrawn their troops 
from Eastern Europe and permitted free elections? Would they have stopped 
seizing reparations in Germany or withdrawn from northern Korea or 
refrained from asking to participate in the occupation of Japan? Stalin 
probably probed a bit more in Turkey and perhaps in Iran, but the record 
suggests that he had no master plan, that he was not intent on imposing 
communist regimes, that he supported coalition governments in Western 
Europe, and that he was not unwilling, at least initially, to collaborate with 
Chiang in China and the Americans in Korea. 24 One might ask whether 
other Kremlin leaders might have acted more opportunistically to support 
communist partisans in northern Italy or France or eschewed relations 
with Chiang Kai-shek? My point is simply to suggest that if the Cold War 
is to be blamed on Stalin, a more systematic effort needs to be made to 
show that Stalin's alleged goals ~ territorial consolidation, a sphere of 
influence in Eastern Europe, and some control over German and Japanese 
power - would have been eschewed by other officials in the Kremlin. 

I am struck that the label that Zubok and Pleshakov attach to Stalin's 
foreign policies is 'cautious expansionism'.25 The behavior of Soviet troops 
in Germany was horrible and Soviet repression in Eastern Europe was 
extensive and Soviet probes and overtures in Iran and Turkey were 
worrisome, but in and of themselves they hardly support claims that Soviet 
actions endangered the security of everybody. Some others, however, did 
feel terribly threatened. The interpretive question, then, is why a policy of 
cautious expansionism engendered such exaggerated fears of Soviet power. 

Analyses that depend primarily on Soviet sources or that focus on 
Stalin's personality or that dwell on ideology or that emphasize regime
types cannot answer this question satisfactorily. Zubok and Pleshakov 
concede this point in their conclusion. They start their book stating that 
the Cold War can be explained by looking at an imperial-revolutionary 
paradigm and the personalities of the leaders in the Kremlin. By the end 
of their book, the weight of the evidence and the logic of the facts impel 
them to inject another variable: the policies of the West, primarily of the 
United States. The shift from Roosevelt to Truman, the use of the atomic 
bomb, and the declaration of the Marshall Plan, according to Zubok and 
Pleshakov, conjured up old threats and ambient anxieties. 26 The Cold War, 
in other words, was an interactive process. 
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But the more important point is that the nature of the interaction cannot 
be understood unless one looks carefully at the configuration of the 
international system at the end of World War II and the threats and 
opportunities it engendered. There were vacuums of power in Germany 
and Japan; there was economic hardship, social turmoil, and political strife 
in France, Italy, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Ukraine; 
there was impending financial bankruptcy in Britain; there was civil war 
in China; there were revolutionary nationalist movements contending for 
power in French Indochina and the Dutch East Indies; there was imperial 
decay throughout Africa, the Middle East, and Asia. Was this not a world 
of anarchic states worried about their security? Was this not a world filled 
with countries experiencing internecine strife, with class factions, if not 
whole classes, looking for assistance or redemption from states which 
represented contrasting ways of life? 

Histories of the Cold War must take account of the international system 
and the threats and opportunities it engendered. When Assistant Secretary 
of War John 1. McCloy went to Europe in April 1945, he was horrified 
by the conditions he observed. 'There is complete economic, social, and 
political collapse going on in Central Europe, the extent of which is 
unparalleled in history', he wrote to his boss, Secretary of War Henry L. 
Stimson.27 When Stimson met with Truman a few days later, he told the 
President that there will be 'pestilence and famine in Central Europe next 
winter. This would be followed by political revolution and Communistic 
infiltration.' 28 Europe today, Truman was informed, constitutes a breeding 
ground for 'spontaneous class hatred to be channeled by a skillful 
agitator'.29 

Although it is too little emphasized in recent books, indeed almost 
completely overlooked, the solution to the problems of European recon
struction and stabilization were linked from the outset of the post-war era 
to the situation in Germany. Truman wrote to Churchill in May 1945, 
'From all the reports which reach me I believe that without immediate 
concentration on the production of German coal we will have turmoil and 
unrest in the very areas of Western Europe on which the whole stability of 
the continent depends.' 30 

In most of the new accounts of the Cold War, the perception of chaos 
in Western Europe is not focused on until we get to the narrative about the 
Marshall Plan; the story of Germany gets short shrift until we get to the 
Berlin blockade; and the lost opportunity debate over China gets hardly a 
word until the Chinese communists are on the threshold of power in 1948. 
Yet all these issues engulfed Washington in 1945 at the time World War II 
ended and at the same time that the Soviets were pursuing their own goals 
in Eastern Europe and eastern Germany. No account will do justice to the 
origins of the Cold War that does not take cognizance of these develop
ments, events which might accrue to Stalin's benefit even if they were not 
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the result of his actions. Nobody can really understand why Stalin's quest 
for security in Eastern Europe generated intense fears everywhere unless 
one grasps that those actions on his immediate periphery coincided with 
developments elsewhere, which endangered the interests, power, and even 
survival of the democratic imperial democracies of Western Europe upon 
which America's own security was perceived to depend.)1 

Although democratic capitalism eventually proved to be more appealing 
than its ideological rival, this did not seem inevitable in 1945. Throughout 
Europe and Asia, people associated the two world wars and the great 
depression with an existing political economy that had to be changed. They 
wanted more than democratic political reforms; they wanted a more just 
economic and social order. The leading Catholic newspaper in Czecho
slovakia put it bluntly in May 1945: 'As we renew our economic and social 
life it is impossible to return to the capitalist system which prevailed here 
during the first twenty years of our republic. This war put a period at the 
end of the capitalist era. We stand on the threshold of a new economic and 
social era.' 12 US officials grasped these sentiments. 'They have suffered so 
much', said Assistant Secretary of State Dean Acheson, 'and they believe 
so deeply that governments can take some action which will alleviate their 
sufferings, that they will demand that the whole business of state control 
and state interference shall be pushed further and further'." 

American threat perception cannot be understood without examining 
the evolution of the international system and the socio-economic trans
formations caused by depression and war; emphasizing the actions of 
adversaries or the overtures of friends will not suffice. Nobody forced or 
invited the Americans to make the decisions they made in 1945, but US 
officials determined that the production of German coal had to be the 
number one goal of occupation policy aside from the protection of US 
troops. Nobody forced or invited US troops into China and Korea, but 
they went none the less, with several goals in mind, not the least important 
of which was the containment of Soviet communism. Nobody in the 
summer of 1945 forced or invited the Americans to contain Soviet probes 
in the eastern Mediterranean, but by the time of the Potsdam Conference 
US officials had determined to thwart any Kremlin attempts to control the 
Dardanelles. Nobody forced or invited the Americans to monopolize the 
occupation of Japan, but they decided on their own that such a monopoly 
served US interests and promoted US security.'4 

The Cold War as a complex system 

By focusing on the Kremlin and on Sino-Soviet relations, the new 
literature tends to obfuscate the complex interactions that led to the Cold 
War. The Cold War meant the division of Europe. The Soviets started it 
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with their policies in Eastern Europe. The Americans intensified it with 
the initiatives that did so much to split Germany, including the Potsdam 
provisions on reparations, the creation of Bizonia, the unilateral (or 
bilateral, but not quadrilateral) increments in Germany's level of industrial 
production, and, most of all, the consummation of the London agree
ments of 1948. In her new book on Germany, Carolyn Eisenberg argues 
that American officials showed little inclination to work out an agreement 
on Germany, although one might have been possible.'s For reasons that I 
have discussed elsewhere, I do not really agree with many of her judgments 
about the possibility of an accord with the Soviet Union. None the less, I 
do think that she persuasively illustrates how American interests and 
ideology powerfully shaped American behavior in western Germany.'" The 
new literature focusing on Eastern Bloc sources tends to lose sight of these 
US (and British) actions in Germany, even while some of them properly 
highlight the impact of the Marshall Plan on Stalin's decisions in Septem
ber 1947 to create the Cominform, foment unrest in Western Europe, and 
clamp down on the countries of Eastern Europe. J7 

The Cold War in Europe was the result of an interactive process in which 
leaders in many capitals were responding to mUltiple threats and oppor
tunities to their interests, power, and security (meaning not just territorial 
security but also regime-type). The threats and opportunities that policy
makers perceived emanated from a unique set of geopolitical configur
ations in the international system interacting with equally unique sets of 
indigenous variables within their own countries. Ideological predilections, 
cultural dictates, and historical experience helped shape these officials' 
assessments of these threats and opportunities. Parsimonious theory and 
single-minded interpretations cannot do justice to the complexity of the 
historical process. 

This is particularly apparent if we look at another key characteristic of 
the Cold War, the struggle on the periphery. In the new literature the 
tendency is to conclude that Stalin's efforts to capitalize on conditions in 
Western Europe were thwarted by the Marshall Plan; thereafter, he looked 
to Asia for new successes. His attention turned to China where Mao was 
beginning to gain the upper hand in the Chinese civil war. Whereas Stalin 
previously had wavered in his support of the Chinese communists, he now 
decided to assist the CCP (Chinese Communist Party). 'He had never 
abandoned his commitment to world revolution', John Gaddis baldly 
asserts. In this manner, the Cold War came to Asia, and, indirectly to the 
Third World writ large.'8 Once Mao triumphed, he, too, driven by ideo
logical fervor and revolutionary romanticism, sought to expand the revolu
tionary process to Korea and Indochina. Indeed, some of the new literature 
portrays Mao as eager to enter the Korean war. 'There is reason to argue' , 
writes Shu Guang Zhang, that 'rather than merely responding to what was 
perceived as a compelling threat to their security, Beijing authorities chose 
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to act aggressively, regardless of the calculated high risk and cost. ' 'History 
reveals' , says Zhang, that 'the classic romanticism of war is especially 
attractive to militarily weak, economically underdeveloped nations that 
passionately hope to expand their power.' )9 

In some of these new works, albeit not all of them, almost no attention 
is paid to developments in Japan. In 1947-48, the United States decided 
to shift attention from the reform of Japan's political and economic 
institutions to an emphasis on reconstructing the Japanese economy, 
stabilizing the political center, and aligning its former enemy with the non
communist world. There is a large and excellent literature on the reasoning 
that impelled this reverse-course strategy, as it came to be called. Almost 
all of it demonstrates that US officials believed that Japan could not be 
revived economically without coopting markets and raw materials else
where in Northeast and Southeast Asia. The origins of America's embroil
ment in Indochina, its decisions to loan military assistance to the French, 
and its concern with Korea, Indonesia, and the Philippines were all 
heightened by the imperative need to reconstruct and coopt Japan in the 
struggle against the Soviet-led communist world.40 

Almost none of this Cold War history receives any emphasis in the new 
history of the Cold War, and its absence is puzzling and disturbing. 41 It 
does not appear because the new history focuses on Moscow and Beijing 
rather than Washington, London, Paris, and The Hague. It does not 
appear because the new history is inclined to focus on Soviet ideology and 
Chinese communist culture rather than the perceived interests of policy
makers in Washington who were seeking to rebuild the structures of a 
world capitalist system and who also felt that their strategic interests would 
be imperilled if the Kremlin slowly co-opted Japan into a communist 
sphere.42 

My argument is not that the latter version is more accurate than the 
former; my argument is that the new literature errs by largely ignoring 
American initiatives in Japan and the dangers such initiatives posed to 
leaders in Moscow and Beijing. If ideological assumptions postulated that 
capitalist powers would seek to encircle communist regimes, if historical 
experience taught that Japan would revive and pose a renewed threat, US 
actions neatly reinforced Marxist-Leninist axioms and the lessons of the 
past. 

More importantly, US thinking about the requirements of Japanese 
reconstruction beautifully illuminates one strand of analysis explaining 
why the Cold War did come to the Third World. The imperatives of 
Japanese reconstruction and the requirements of Western European 
recovery impelled US officials to be concerned about the periphery, even 
to intervene on the periphery against their own predilections. Primary and 
secondary interests blurred when the periphery came to be seen as vital to 
the core, even if only for symbolic interests, as was the case when the US 
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government intervened in Korea in order to demonstrate that it was a 
credible hegemon to its Japanese, German, and West European friends as 
well as to its own people.43 

The perception of both threat and opportunity in the Third World 
cannot be grasped without taking cognizance of developments in the 
international system that were occurring independent of Moscow's and 
Washington's power. Nationalist movements emerged on their own, 
challenging British, French, Dutch, and Portuguese power. Many of these 
nationalists were attracted to Marxist-Leninist principles because they 
explained away their countries' backwardness; many of them were 
attracted to command models of economic development because in the 
1950s and 1960s they seemed to offer attractive approaches to rapid 
modernization. Washington perceived threats; Moscow and Beijing saw 
opportunities. But whether threats or opportunities, they must be explain
ed by analyses that take cognizance of the evolution of the international 
system.44 

Of course, Washington and Moscow and Beijing wanted to exploit these 
developments to further their own interests or thwart those of their 
adversaries. To do so involved risk-taking, and risk-taking could not occur 
without the reality, or at least the perception, of military strength. The 
military arms race had its own momentum and trajectory once it got 
underway, but it was always linked to policymakers' perceptions of the 
requirements necessary to deter the adversary. But deterrence was not a 
static concept; it always had coercive overtones.45 If you could deter your 
adversary from military escalation in a crisis, you could gain more freedom 
to maneuver to achieve your objectives through other means, whether it 
be shrewd diplomacy, military aid, economic assistance, or covert 
operations. 'Many people', said Secretary of State Acheson, 'thought that 
we were trying to hold a ring around Soviet Russia. In fact, we were 
endeavoring to see to it that freedom of choice rested with us, not the 
Russians.'46 This American superiority rankled Stalin and infuriated 
Khrushchev. Stalin committed huge resources to building his own bomb, 
while refusing to be intimidated by the American atomic monopoly.47 
Khrushchev sought to gain the same freedom that the Americans posses
sed by conjuring up the appearance of military strength and then by 
stealthily and dangerously inserting missiles into Cuba.48 

Soviet and Chinese communist behavior will be grasped more accurately 
if ideology is not separated from concrete issues of security and interest 
and from real and imagined perceptions of threat and opportunity. The 
Russians and Chinese had reason to suspect that the atomic monopoly and 
subsequent strategic superiority would infuse American diplomacy with a 
more offensive spirit; it did. Without its atomic monopoly and subsequent 
strategic superiority, the United States would not have negotiated the 
London agreements regarding Germany in the spring of 1948, or airlifted 
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supplies to Berlin, or intervened in Korea, or crossed the 38th parallel, 
or consummated the Japanese-American security treaty, or rearmed 
Germany, or repeatedly rebuffed the Kremlin's overtures to sign a separate 
peace agreement with East Germany. Believing in its own superiority and 
convinced that the Soviets and Chinese would prefer to avoid war, the 
United States chose options that otherwise would have appeared far too 
risky.49 

In so doing, it engendered real and imagined anxieties in Moscow and 
Beijing. These anxieties were magnified by the ideological maxims of 
Marxism-Leninism, but they were not the product of ideology. A revived 
Germany on Russia's frontiers; a powerful West in the heart of East 
Germany agitated Khrushchev. 'Do you need Berlin', Khrushchev shouted 
at Stewart Udall, President John F. Kennedy's Secretary of the Interior. 
'Like hell you need it.' In Khrushchev's view, explain Aleksandr Fursenko 
and Timothy Naftali, Soviet 'interests deserved recognition, and where its 
interests were stronger than those of the United States ... Moscow should 
be able to dictate the resolution.' 50 Likewise, Mao could not imagine living 
with the United States ensconced on China's borders. 'Above all', writes 
Michael Hunt, Mao's intervention in the Korean War, was 'to prevent the 
enemy from dominating the Yalu River and thus posing a constant threat 
to the northeast.'51 Communist ideology, Hunt concludes, did little 'to 
transform in any fundamental sense China's inherited strategic calcu
lations and concerns'. Marxist-Leninist ideology, he emphasizes, 'is but 
one source for policy and ... as a source, it can sustain not one policy but 
a wide variety of them'.52 

The Cold War was a complex phenomenon characterized by a rivalry 
between two powerful states with universalizing ideologies and conflicting 
systems of political economy. The rivalry led to the division of Germany 
and Europe, competition on the periphery, and a strategic arms race. 
Although the belligerents refrained from engaging in direct hostilities with 
one another, they displayed little incentive to negotiate disputes except on 
their own terms. 

As we learn more about each of the component parts of the Cold War, 
we will need to adopt more complex interpretations. The new documents 
from the East tempt us to focus on ideology and personality, but such 
explanations hardly explain the multidimensional aspects of the Cold War. 
After all, both Stalin and communism existed in Russia in the 1930s, but 
few observers would characterize that era as part of the Cold War system. 
The Cold War occurred in the aftermath of World War II, when an anarchic 
international system conjured up unprecedented threats and opportunities 
for leaders in many nations, but most notably for those in the United States 
and the USSR. Interpreting those threats and opportunities through ideo
logical lenses, cultural traditions, and cognitive habits of mind, American 
and Russian officials had the incentive and the power to pursue their 
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strategic and economic goals in ways that accorded with their under
standing of national interest and their ideological predilections. Their 
actions triggered reactions in a spiraling model of distrust and recrimi
nation. Meanwhile, other governments (and parties and groups within 
those nations) sought to exploit the rivalry to enhance their own interests. 
But one belligerent was far more powerful and rich at the outset of the 
conflict and possessed a system of political economy that was far more 
tolerant and ultimately far more appealing and far more productive. The 
wonder is that the other side imploded without precipitating a major 
conflict. 

Or is it such a wonder? Perhaps the end of the Cold War is more 
explicable than we usually assume. The Cold War, after all, was the product 
of a particular time and set of circumstances. In the aftermath of World 
War II, Soviet power merged with the redemptive appeal of communism. 
Democratic capitalism had failed during the first part of the century to 
meet many people's needs. Whether it would do better in the second half 
was entirely problematic. Would democratic capitalism be able to preserve 
the peace, avoid depression, provide for the well-being of common men 
and women? Would it be able to integrate vanquished enemies? Would it 
be able to accommodate the demands of Third World peoples for national 
autonomy and modernization? Communists said they could do all these 
things better than Western governments. The Kremlin's triumph over 
Nazism, its development of the atomic bomb, and its exploits in space 
injected credibility to its claims (and threats). 

The Cold War ended sequentially and understandably when the United 
States and its democratic capitalist allies met the challenges of the post
war era; challenges, I would suggest, that inhered not so much from the 
power of the Soviet Union as from the legacy of the Great Depression and 
two world wars as well as from the structure of the international system. 
Democratic capitalist governments demonstrated that they could tame 
market forces, avoid another great depression, and sustain economic 
growth, even in the wake of the terrible oil shocks of the 1970s. They 
demonstrated that they could forgive their enemies, rebuild them, and 
integrate them into a viable international economy. They demonstrated 
that, however grudgingly, they could relinquish their imperial heritage, 
grant independence to the peoples of Asia and Africa, and endure the cycles 
of revolutionary nationalism that swept many Third World countries 
during the first generation of their independence. 

Notwithstanding occasional and reprehensible lapses of judgment and 
policy, as in Indochina, the West met the challenges of the post-war world 
far better than did its ideological rival. The men in the Kremlin claimed 
the superiority of their system, but failed to produce evidence to support 
their claim. They failed to provide for their people; they failed to generate 
continuous economic growth; they failed to sustain the peace within their 
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own borders and empire; and they failed to demonstrate respect for the 
autonomy of other peoples. 

But none of this could have been foreseen in 1945; hence the complex 
patterns of fear and opportunity that engulfed leaders throughout the 
globe. Perhaps these leaders grasped that their peoples were more rational 
than scholars often assume. Perhaps they recognized that when democratic 
capitalism foundered during the first part of the century, peoples every
where questioned its viability and relevance; perhaps they intuited that 
should it succeed in the second half, peoples everywhere would come to 
see its virtues. But this outcome was not inscribed in the fabric of the 
universe or the inherent virtues of market capitalism. It was the result of 
complex interactions between a dynamic international system and its 
constituent units; between governments operating within that system; 
between peoples and their governments; between factions, parties, and 
interest groups. 

Our new interpretations of the Cold War will have to take cognizance 
of all these interactions. It will not suffice to assimilate the new documents 
from the former communist world. The full story will need to encompass 
personalities, ideologies, and interests; culture and geopolitics; national 
traditions and world systems; perceptions of threat and lures of oppor
tunity. The full story will require us to transcend the parts and concentrate 
on the whole; this will require unprecedented linguistic ability, insight, and 
imagination. It is a formidable challenge. 
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Zhang, Mao's Military Romanticism: China and the Korean War, 1950~1953 

(Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 1995); for illuminating volumes of 
essays, see, for example, Norman Naimark and Leonid Gibianskii, The Establish
ment of Communist Regimes in Eastern Europe, 1944~1949 (Boulder, CO: Westview 
Press, 1997); Francesca Gori and Silvio Pons, eds, The Soviet Union and Europe in 
the Cold War, 1943~1953 (London: Macmillan, 1996); Odd Arne Westad, Sven 
Holtsmark, and Iver B. Neumann, eds, The Soviet Union in Eastern Europe, 
1945~1989 (New York: St Martin's, 1994); contributions by Jonathan Haslam, 
William C. Wohlforth, Raymond L. Garthoff, Odd Arne Westad, Robert C. Tucker, 
Robert D. English, and Vladislav Zubok, in 'Symposium: Soviet Archives: Recent 
Revelations and Cold War Historiography', Diplomatic History, 21 (Spring 1997): 
2l7~305. 

2 Melvyn P Leffler, A Preponderance of Power.' National Security, the Truman 

58 REVIEWING THE COLD WAR 

own borders and empire; and they failed to demonstrate respect for the 
autonomy of other peoples. 

But none of this could have been foreseen in 1945; hence the complex 
patterns of fear and opportunity that engulfed leaders throughout the 
globe. Perhaps these leaders grasped that their peoples were more rational 
than scholars often assume. Perhaps they recognized that when democratic 
capitalism foundered during the first part of the century, peoples every
where questioned its viability and relevance; perhaps they intuited that 
should it succeed in the second half, peoples everywhere would come to 
see its virtues. But this outcome was not inscribed in the fabric of the 
universe or the inherent virtues of market capitalism. It was the result of 
complex interactions between a dynamic international system and its 
constituent units; between governments operating within that system; 
between peoples and their governments; between factions, parties, and 
interest groups. 

Our new interpretations of the Cold War will have to take cognizance 
of all these interactions. It will not suffice to assimilate the new documents 
from the former communist world. The full story will need to encompass 
personalities, ideologies, and interests; culture and geopolitics; national 
traditions and world systems; perceptions of threat and lures of oppor
tunity. The full story will require us to transcend the parts and concentrate 
on the whole; this will require unprecedented linguistic ability, insight, and 
imagination. It is a formidable challenge. 

NOTES 

John Gaddis's recent book is the best example of this trend in the evolution of the 
scholarship on the Cold War. See John L. Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold 
War History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997); see also Vladislav Zubok and 
Constantine Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War.' From Stalin to Khrushchev 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996); Vojtech Mastny, The Cold War 
and Soviet Insecurity (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996); Shu Guang 
Zhang, Mao's Military Romanticism: China and the Korean War, 1950~1953 

(Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 1995); for illuminating volumes of 
essays, see, for example, Norman Naimark and Leonid Gibianskii, The Establish
ment of Communist Regimes in Eastern Europe, 1944~1949 (Boulder, CO: Westview 
Press, 1997); Francesca Gori and Silvio Pons, eds, The Soviet Union and Europe in 
the Cold War, 1943~1953 (London: Macmillan, 1996); Odd Arne Westad, Sven 
Holtsmark, and Iver B. Neumann, eds, The Soviet Union in Eastern Europe, 
1945~1989 (New York: St Martin's, 1994); contributions by Jonathan Haslam, 
William C. Wohlforth, Raymond L. Garthoff, Odd Arne Westad, Robert C. Tucker, 
Robert D. English, and Vladislav Zubok, in 'Symposium: Soviet Archives: Recent 
Revelations and Cold War Historiography', Diplomatic History, 21 (Spring 1997): 
2l7~305. 

2 Melvyn P Leffler, A Preponderance of Power.' National Security, the Truman 

1

Reviewing the Cold War : Approaches, Interpretations, Theory, edited by Odd Arne Westad, Routledge, 2000. ProQuest Ebook
         Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=1474928.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-21 05:29:44.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

0.
 R

ou
tle

dg
e.

 A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



BRINGING IT TOGETHER: THE PARTS AND THE WHOLE 59 

Administration, and the Cold War (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992), 
pp. 13-14. 

3 Frank Ninkovich, Modernity and Power: A History oj the Domino Theory in the 
Twentieth Century (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1994); John L. 
Harper, American Visions oj Europe: Franklin D. Roosevelt, George F. Kennan, and 
Dean G Acheson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), pp. 34--5, 64--5, 
78-9. 

4 Aaron L. Friedberg, 'Why Didn't the United States Become a Garrison State?', 
International Security, 16 (1992): 109---42. 

5 For the best exposition of the corporatist interpretation, see Michael J. Hogan, The 
Marshall Plan: America, Britain, and the Reconstruction oj Western Europe, 
1947-1952 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1987); see also Thomas 
Ferguson, 'From Normalcy to New Deal: Industrial Structure, Party Competition, 
and American Public Policy in the Great Depression', International Organization, 
38 (Winter 1984): 41-95; for my own effort to focus appropriate attention on 
domestic politics, see The Specter oj Communism (New York: Hill & Wang, 1994). 

6 Lynn Eden, 'Capitalist Conflict and the State: The Making of United States 
Military Policy in 1948', in Charles Bright and Susan Harding, eds, Statemaking 
and Social Movements: Essays in History and Theory (Ann Arbor, MI: University 
of Michigan Press, 1984); Howard Schonberger, The Japan Lobby in American 
Diplomacy, 1947-1952', Pacific Historical Review, 46 (August 1977): 327-59; Bruce 
Cumings, The Origins oj the Korean War, vol. II: The Roaring oj the Cataract, 
1947- 1950 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1990), especially pp. 79-121; 
for analyses of the relationship of domestic politics to US grand strategy, see Jack 
Snyder, Myths oj Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca, 
NY: Cornell University Press, 1991); Thomas J. Christensen, UseJul Adversaries: 
Grand Strategy, Domestic Mobilization, and Sino-American Conflict, 1947-1958 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996). 

7 Fernando Claudin, The Communist Movement: From Comintern to CominJorm 
(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1975); Paolo Spriano, Stalin and the European Com
munists (London: Verso, 1985); for relations with the Greek communists, see Peter 
J. Stavrakis, Moscow and Greek Communism, 1944- 1949 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press, 1989); Artiom A. Ulunian, The Soviet Union and "the Greek 
Question", 1946-53: Problems and Appraisals', in Gori and Pons, Soviet Union and 
Europe, pp. 144--60; for even more complex relations with the Chinese communists, 
see, for example, Chen Jian, China's Road to the Cold War.' The Making oJ the Sino
American Confrontation (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994); Segei 
Goncharov, John W Lewis, and Xue Litai, Uncertain Partners: Stalin, Mao, and the 
Korean War (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1993); Odd Arne Westad, 
Cold War and Revolution: Soviet-American Rivalry and the Origins oj the Chinese 
Civil War (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993); Michael M. Sheng, 
Battling Western Imperialism: Mao, Stalin, and the United States (Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press, 1997); for Mastny's views, see Mastny, Cold War and 
Soviet Insecurity, pp. 21 and 12. Although Gaddis clearly disagrees with this 
conclusion, Zubok and Pleshakov seem to concur with Mastny. Stalin, they write, 
'Used the common ideology of Communist parties to organize Eastern Europe into 
a "security buffer" for his state.' Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold 
War, pp. 131,46-77. David Holloway also places an emphasis on realpolitik over 
ideology. See Holloway, Stalin and The Bomb (New Haven, CT: Yale University 
Press, 1994), p. 168. 

8 Gaddis, We Now Know; Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity; Zubok and 
Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War; William C. Wohlforth, The Elusive 

BRINGING IT TOGETHER: THE PARTS AND THE WHOLE 59 

Administration, and the Cold War (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992), 
pp. 13-14. 

3 Frank Ninkovich, Modernity and Power: A History oj the Domino Theory in the 
Twentieth Century (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1994); John L. 
Harper, American Visions oj Europe: Franklin D. Roosevelt, George F. Kennan, and 
Dean G Acheson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), pp. 34--5, 64--5, 
78-9. 

4 Aaron L. Friedberg, 'Why Didn't the United States Become a Garrison State?', 
International Security, 16 (1992): 109---42. 

5 For the best exposition of the corporatist interpretation, see Michael J. Hogan, The 
Marshall Plan: America, Britain, and the Reconstruction oj Western Europe, 
1947-1952 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1987); see also Thomas 
Ferguson, 'From Normalcy to New Deal: Industrial Structure, Party Competition, 
and American Public Policy in the Great Depression', International Organization, 
38 (Winter 1984): 41-95; for my own effort to focus appropriate attention on 
domestic politics, see The Specter oj Communism (New York: Hill & Wang, 1994). 

6 Lynn Eden, 'Capitalist Conflict and the State: The Making of United States 
Military Policy in 1948', in Charles Bright and Susan Harding, eds, Statemaking 
and Social Movements: Essays in History and Theory (Ann Arbor, MI: University 
of Michigan Press, 1984); Howard Schonberger, The Japan Lobby in American 
Diplomacy, 1947-1952', Pacific Historical Review, 46 (August 1977): 327-59; Bruce 
Cumings, The Origins oj the Korean War, vol. II: The Roaring oj the Cataract, 
1947- 1950 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1990), especially pp. 79-121; 
for analyses of the relationship of domestic politics to US grand strategy, see Jack 
Snyder, Myths oj Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca, 
NY: Cornell University Press, 1991); Thomas J. Christensen, UseJul Adversaries: 
Grand Strategy, Domestic Mobilization, and Sino-American Conflict, 1947-1958 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996). 

7 Fernando Claudin, The Communist Movement: From Comintern to CominJorm 
(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1975); Paolo Spriano, Stalin and the European Com
munists (London: Verso, 1985); for relations with the Greek communists, see Peter 
J. Stavrakis, Moscow and Greek Communism, 1944- 1949 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press, 1989); Artiom A. Ulunian, The Soviet Union and "the Greek 
Question", 1946-53: Problems and Appraisals', in Gori and Pons, Soviet Union and 
Europe, pp. 144--60; for even more complex relations with the Chinese communists, 
see, for example, Chen Jian, China's Road to the Cold War.' The Making oJ the Sino
American Confrontation (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994); Segei 
Goncharov, John W Lewis, and Xue Litai, Uncertain Partners: Stalin, Mao, and the 
Korean War (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1993); Odd Arne Westad, 
Cold War and Revolution: Soviet-American Rivalry and the Origins oj the Chinese 
Civil War (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993); Michael M. Sheng, 
Battling Western Imperialism: Mao, Stalin, and the United States (Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press, 1997); for Mastny's views, see Mastny, Cold War and 
Soviet Insecurity, pp. 21 and 12. Although Gaddis clearly disagrees with this 
conclusion, Zubok and Pleshakov seem to concur with Mastny. Stalin, they write, 
'Used the common ideology of Communist parties to organize Eastern Europe into 
a "security buffer" for his state.' Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold 
War, pp. 131,46-77. David Holloway also places an emphasis on realpolitik over 
ideology. See Holloway, Stalin and The Bomb (New Haven, CT: Yale University 
Press, 1994), p. 168. 

8 Gaddis, We Now Know; Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity; Zubok and 
Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War; William C. Wohlforth, The Elusive 

Reviewing the Cold War : Approaches, Interpretations, Theory, edited by Odd Arne Westad, Routledge, 2000. ProQuest Ebook
         Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=1474928.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-21 05:29:44.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

0.
 R

ou
tle

dg
e.

 A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



60 REVIEWING THE COLD WAR 

Balance: Power and Perceptions During the Cold War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press, 1993); Douglas 1. Macdonald, 'Communist Bloc Expansion in 
the Early Cold War: Challenging Realism, Refuting Revisionism ', International 
Security, 20 (Winter 1995-96): 152-88. My views have been influenced by the 
publication of Stalin's letters to Molotov and by Molotov's reminiscences. See Lars 
Lih, Oleg V. Naumov, and Oleg V. Khlevniuk, eds, Stalin's Letters to Molotov, 
1925-1936 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1995); Albert Resis, ed., 
Molotov Remembers: Inside Kremlin Politics: Conversations with Felix Chuev 
(Chicago, IL: Ivan R. Dee, 1993). 

9 Jian, China 's Road to the Cold War; Sheng, Battling Western Imperialism; Michael 
Sheng, 'The United States, the Chinese Communist Party, and the Soviet Union, 
1948-1950', The Pacific Historical Review, 63 (November 1994): 521-36; Michael 
Sheng, 'The Triumph of Internationalism: CCP-Moscow Relations Before 1949', 
Diplomatic History, 21 (Winter 1997): 95-104; Odd Arne Westad, 'Losses, Chances, 
and Myths: The United States and the Creation of the Sino-Soviet Alliance, 
1945-1950', ibid., 105-15; John W. Garver, 'Little Chance: Revolutions and 
Ideologies', ibid., 87-94; Yang Kuisong, 'The Soviet Factor and the CCP's Policy 
Toward the United States in the I 940s' , Chinese Historians, 5 (Spring 1992): 17-34; 
Alexandre Y Mansourov, 'Stalin, Mao, Kim and China's Decision to Enter the 
Korean War, September 16-0ctober 15, 1950: New Evidence from Russian 
Archives', Cold War International HistOlY Project Bulletin, 6-7 (Winter 1995-96): 
94-107. 

10 Gaddis, We Now Know, pp. 26-53,198-203,284-9; Geir Lundestad, "'Empire by 
Invitation" The United States and Western Europe, 1945-1952', Journal of Peace 
Research, 23 (September 1986): 263-77. My skepticism about the validity of the 
interpretation rests on the question of whether it was the pull of the Europeans or 
the perceived interests of Americans that prompted the post-World War IT 
commitments and involvement of the United States in Europe. After World War I, 
the British and French also 'invited' the Americans, but Washington had a different 
view of the saliency of perceived threats as well as a lower estimation of the degree 
of interest that inhered in the stabilization of the Old World. 

II Reinhold Wagnleitner, Coco-Colonization: The Cultural Mission of the United 
States in Austria After the Second World War (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North 
Carolina Press, 1994); Walter Hixson, Parting the Curtain: Propaganda, Culture, 
and the Cold War, 1945-1961 (London: Macmillan, 1997); Timothy W. Ryback, 
Rock around the Bloc: A History of Rock Music in Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990); for a nuanced assessment, see 
Richard Pells, Not Like Us: How Europeans Have Loved, Hated, and Transformed 
American Culture Since World War II (New York: Basic Books, 1997); for an 
illuminating discussion of how culture and domestic politics shaped the ideological 
messages that the United States sent abroad, see Laura Belmonte, 'Defining a Way 
of Life: American Propaganda and the Cold War, 1945-1959' (Charlottesville, VA: 
University of Virginia doctoral dissertation, 1996). 

12 Norman Naimark, The Russians in Germany: A History of the Soviet Zone of 
Occupation, 1945-1949 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1995); Jan T. 
Gross, Revolutionfrom Abroad: The Soviet Conquest of Poland's Western Ukraine 
and Western Belorussia (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1988). 

13 Gaddis, We Now Know, p. 25; also see Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity, 
pp.24-5. 

14 Kathryn Weathersby, 'Making Foreign Policy Under Stalin: The Case of Korea', 
paper delivered at the Norwegian Nobel Institute (Spring 1998), p. 7; see also 
Kathryn Weathersby, 'Soviet Aims in Korea and the Outbreak of the Korean War, 

60 REVIEWING THE COLD WAR 

Balance: Power and Perceptions During the Cold War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press, 1993); Douglas 1. Macdonald, 'Communist Bloc Expansion in 
the Early Cold War: Challenging Realism, Refuting Revisionism ', International 
Security, 20 (Winter 1995-96): 152-88. My views have been influenced by the 
publication of Stalin's letters to Molotov and by Molotov's reminiscences. See Lars 
Lih, Oleg V. Naumov, and Oleg V. Khlevniuk, eds, Stalin's Letters to Molotov, 
1925-1936 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1995); Albert Resis, ed., 
Molotov Remembers: Inside Kremlin Politics: Conversations with Felix Chuev 
(Chicago, IL: Ivan R. Dee, 1993). 

9 Jian, China 's Road to the Cold War; Sheng, Battling Western Imperialism; Michael 
Sheng, 'The United States, the Chinese Communist Party, and the Soviet Union, 
1948-1950', The Pacific Historical Review, 63 (November 1994): 521-36; Michael 
Sheng, 'The Triumph of Internationalism: CCP-Moscow Relations Before 1949', 
Diplomatic History, 21 (Winter 1997): 95-104; Odd Arne Westad, 'Losses, Chances, 
and Myths: The United States and the Creation of the Sino-Soviet Alliance, 
1945-1950', ibid., 105-15; John W. Garver, 'Little Chance: Revolutions and 
Ideologies', ibid., 87-94; Yang Kuisong, 'The Soviet Factor and the CCP's Policy 
Toward the United States in the I 940s' , Chinese Historians, 5 (Spring 1992): 17-34; 
Alexandre Y Mansourov, 'Stalin, Mao, Kim and China's Decision to Enter the 
Korean War, September 16-0ctober 15, 1950: New Evidence from Russian 
Archives', Cold War International HistOlY Project Bulletin, 6-7 (Winter 1995-96): 
94-107. 

10 Gaddis, We Now Know, pp. 26-53,198-203,284-9; Geir Lundestad, "'Empire by 
Invitation" The United States and Western Europe, 1945-1952', Journal of Peace 
Research, 23 (September 1986): 263-77. My skepticism about the validity of the 
interpretation rests on the question of whether it was the pull of the Europeans or 
the perceived interests of Americans that prompted the post-World War IT 
commitments and involvement of the United States in Europe. After World War I, 
the British and French also 'invited' the Americans, but Washington had a different 
view of the saliency of perceived threats as well as a lower estimation of the degree 
of interest that inhered in the stabilization of the Old World. 

II Reinhold Wagnleitner, Coco-Colonization: The Cultural Mission of the United 
States in Austria After the Second World War (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North 
Carolina Press, 1994); Walter Hixson, Parting the Curtain: Propaganda, Culture, 
and the Cold War, 1945-1961 (London: Macmillan, 1997); Timothy W. Ryback, 
Rock around the Bloc: A History of Rock Music in Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990); for a nuanced assessment, see 
Richard Pells, Not Like Us: How Europeans Have Loved, Hated, and Transformed 
American Culture Since World War II (New York: Basic Books, 1997); for an 
illuminating discussion of how culture and domestic politics shaped the ideological 
messages that the United States sent abroad, see Laura Belmonte, 'Defining a Way 
of Life: American Propaganda and the Cold War, 1945-1959' (Charlottesville, VA: 
University of Virginia doctoral dissertation, 1996). 

12 Norman Naimark, The Russians in Germany: A History of the Soviet Zone of 
Occupation, 1945-1949 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1995); Jan T. 
Gross, Revolutionfrom Abroad: The Soviet Conquest of Poland's Western Ukraine 
and Western Belorussia (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1988). 

13 Gaddis, We Now Know, p. 25; also see Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity, 
pp.24-5. 

14 Kathryn Weathersby, 'Making Foreign Policy Under Stalin: The Case of Korea', 
paper delivered at the Norwegian Nobel Institute (Spring 1998), p. 7; see also 
Kathryn Weathersby, 'Soviet Aims in Korea and the Outbreak of the Korean War, 

Reviewing the Cold War : Approaches, Interpretations, Theory, edited by Odd Arne Westad, Routledge, 2000. ProQuest Ebook
         Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=1474928.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-21 05:29:44.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

0.
 R

ou
tle

dg
e.

 A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



BRINGING IT TOGETHER: THE PARTS AND THE WHOLE 61 

1945-1950: New Evidence from the Russian Archives', Working Paper of the Cold 
War International History Project (Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Inter
national Center, 1993). 

15 Goncharov, Lewis, and Xue, Uncertain Partners, p. 3. 
16 Milovan Djilas, Conversations with Stalin (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 

1962), p. 114. 
17 Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, pp. 158-61, 197. 
18 Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1961-1963, 6 

(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1996), 77 (hereafter cited as 
FRUS). 

19 Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity, p. 27; Gaddis, We Now Know, p. 25. 
20 Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, p. 276. 
21 Holloway, Stalin and the Bomb, p. 168. 
22 Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity, p. 23; Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the 

Kremlin's Cold War, pp. 72-7; Gaddis, We Now Know, pp. 25, 292-4. 
23 Robert H. Ferrell, ed., Off the Record: The Private Papers of Harry S. Truman (New 

York: Harper & Row, 1980), pp. 44-5, 53, 56-7; Robert H. Ferrell, Dear Bess: 
Lettersfrom Harry to Bess Truman (New York: Norton, 1983), pp. 520-2; W. Averell 
Harriman and Elie Abel, Special Envoy to Churchill and Stalin, 1941-1946 (New 
York: Random House, 1975), pp. 533-6; Harriman to Truman, 8 June 1945, in 
Department of State, FRUS, Potsdam, 1: 61; William Leahy, I Was There (New 
York: Whittlesey House, 1950), p. 322; Louis Galambos and Alfred D. Chandler, 
The Papers of Dwight David Eisenhower, vol. VI: 284--7; for the view of James F. 
Byrnes, see Robert L. Messer, The End of an Alliance: James, F Byrnes, Roosevelt, 
Truman, and the Origins of the Cold War (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North 
Carolina Press, 1982), pp. 133-6. 

24 These generalizations emerge from Naimark, Russians in Germany; Goncharov, 
Lewis, and Litai, Uncertain Partners; Westad, Cold War and Revolution; Zubok and 
Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War; Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity; 
Brian Murray, 'Stalin, the Cold War, and the Division of China: A Multi-Archival 
Mystery', Cold War International History Project Working Paper No. 12 
(Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson International Center, 1995). 

25 Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, p. 74; see also Vladislav 
Zubok, 'Soviet Activities in Europe After World War II ', Problems of Post
Communism (September-October, 1995): 7. 

26 Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, pp. 36-51,275-82. 
27 Memorandum for the President, by John 1. McCloy, 26 April 1945, Box 178, 

President's Secretary's File, Harry S. Truman Papers (Harry S. Truman Library, 
Independence, Missouri). 

28 Stimson to Truman, 16 May 1945, Box 157, ibid. 
29 Joseph C. Grew to Truman, 27 June 1945, FRUS, Potsdam, 1: 267-80; Joseph Grew, 

Turbulent Era: A Diplomatic Record of Forty Years, 1904-1945 (Boston, MA: 
Houghton Miffiin, 1952), vol. II, pp. 1445-50. 

30 Truman to Churchill, 24 June 1945, FRUS, Potsdam, 1: 612. 
31 Leffier, Preponderance of Power, pp. 25-141; see also Gabriel Kolko and Joyce 

Kolko, The Limits of Power: The World and United States Foreign Policy, 1945-1954 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1972); Dale Copeland, The Origins of Major Wm:' 
Hegemonic Rivalry and the Fear of Decline (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 
forthcoming), Chapters 6 and 7. 

32 Quoted in Igor Lukes, 'The Czech Road to Communism', in Naimark and 
Gibianskii, The Establishment of Communist Regimes in Eastern Europe, pp. 249-
50. 

BRINGING IT TOGETHER: THE PARTS AND THE WHOLE 61 

1945-1950: New Evidence from the Russian Archives', Working Paper of the Cold 
War International History Project (Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Inter
national Center, 1993). 

15 Goncharov, Lewis, and Xue, Uncertain Partners, p. 3. 
16 Milovan Djilas, Conversations with Stalin (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 

1962), p. 114. 
17 Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, pp. 158-61, 197. 
18 Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1961-1963, 6 

(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1996), 77 (hereafter cited as 
FRUS). 

19 Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity, p. 27; Gaddis, We Now Know, p. 25. 
20 Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, p. 276. 
21 Holloway, Stalin and the Bomb, p. 168. 
22 Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity, p. 23; Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the 

Kremlin's Cold War, pp. 72-7; Gaddis, We Now Know, pp. 25, 292-4. 
23 Robert H. Ferrell, ed., Off the Record: The Private Papers of Harry S. Truman (New 

York: Harper & Row, 1980), pp. 44-5, 53, 56-7; Robert H. Ferrell, Dear Bess: 
Lettersfrom Harry to Bess Truman (New York: Norton, 1983), pp. 520-2; W. Averell 
Harriman and Elie Abel, Special Envoy to Churchill and Stalin, 1941-1946 (New 
York: Random House, 1975), pp. 533-6; Harriman to Truman, 8 June 1945, in 
Department of State, FRUS, Potsdam, 1: 61; William Leahy, I Was There (New 
York: Whittlesey House, 1950), p. 322; Louis Galambos and Alfred D. Chandler, 
The Papers of Dwight David Eisenhower, vol. VI: 284--7; for the view of James F. 
Byrnes, see Robert L. Messer, The End of an Alliance: James, F Byrnes, Roosevelt, 
Truman, and the Origins of the Cold War (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North 
Carolina Press, 1982), pp. 133-6. 

24 These generalizations emerge from Naimark, Russians in Germany; Goncharov, 
Lewis, and Litai, Uncertain Partners; Westad, Cold War and Revolution; Zubok and 
Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War; Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity; 
Brian Murray, 'Stalin, the Cold War, and the Division of China: A Multi-Archival 
Mystery', Cold War International History Project Working Paper No. 12 
(Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson International Center, 1995). 

25 Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, p. 74; see also Vladislav 
Zubok, 'Soviet Activities in Europe After World War II ', Problems of Post
Communism (September-October, 1995): 7. 

26 Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, pp. 36-51,275-82. 
27 Memorandum for the President, by John 1. McCloy, 26 April 1945, Box 178, 

President's Secretary's File, Harry S. Truman Papers (Harry S. Truman Library, 
Independence, Missouri). 

28 Stimson to Truman, 16 May 1945, Box 157, ibid. 
29 Joseph C. Grew to Truman, 27 June 1945, FRUS, Potsdam, 1: 267-80; Joseph Grew, 

Turbulent Era: A Diplomatic Record of Forty Years, 1904-1945 (Boston, MA: 
Houghton Miffiin, 1952), vol. II, pp. 1445-50. 

30 Truman to Churchill, 24 June 1945, FRUS, Potsdam, 1: 612. 
31 Leffier, Preponderance of Power, pp. 25-141; see also Gabriel Kolko and Joyce 

Kolko, The Limits of Power: The World and United States Foreign Policy, 1945-1954 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1972); Dale Copeland, The Origins of Major Wm:' 
Hegemonic Rivalry and the Fear of Decline (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 
forthcoming), Chapters 6 and 7. 

32 Quoted in Igor Lukes, 'The Czech Road to Communism', in Naimark and 
Gibianskii, The Establishment of Communist Regimes in Eastern Europe, pp. 249-
50. 

Reviewing the Cold War : Approaches, Interpretations, Theory, edited by Odd Arne Westad, Routledge, 2000. ProQuest Ebook
         Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=1474928.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-21 05:29:44.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

0.
 R

ou
tle

dg
e.

 A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



62 REVIEWING THE COLD WAR 

33 Testimony, by Dean G. Acheson, 8 March 1945, US Senate, Committee on Banking 
and Currency, Bretton Woods Agreements Act, 79th Cong., 1st sess. (Washington, 
DC: Government Printing Office, 1945), I: 35. 

34 LeIDer, Preponderance of Power, 55-99; for an analysis of overall American policy 
toward East Asia at the end of World War II, see also Marc S. Gallichio, The Cold 
War Begins in Asia: American East Asian Policy and the Fall of the Japanese Empire 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1988). 

35 Carolyn Eisenberg, Drawing the Line: The American Decision to Divide Germany, 
1944-1949 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996). 

36 Melvyn P. LeIDer, 'The Struggle for Germany and the Origins of the Cold War' 
(Washington, DC: German Historical Institute, Occasional Paper No. 16, 1997). 

37 For the critical role of the Marshall Plan in the division of Europe, see Scott D. 
Parrish, 'The Turn Toward Confrontation: The Soviet Reaction to the Marshall 
Plan, 1948', Cold War International History Project Working Paper No. 9 
(Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson International Center, 1994); Mikhail M. 
Narinsky, 'The Soviet Response: The Turn to Confrontation', ibid.; Geoffrey 
Roberts, 'Moscow and the Marshall Plan: Politics, Ideology, and the Onset of the 
Cold War, 1947', Europe-Asia Studies, 46 (1994): 1371-86; Zubok and Pleshakov, 
Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, pp. 50-1. 

38 Gaddis, We Now Know, 67; see also Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold 
War, pp. 54fI 

39 Shu Guang Zhang, Mao's Military Romanticism, pp. 9-10. 
40 See, for example, Michael Schaller, The American Occupation of Japan: The Origins 

of the Cold War in Asia (New York: Oxford University Press, 1985); Andrew Rotter, 
The Path to Vietnam: Origins of the American Commitment to Southeast Asia 
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1987); Howard B. Schonberger, Aftermath 
of War.' Americans and the Remaking of Japan, 1945-1952 (Kent, OH: Kent State 
University Press, 1989); Ronald McGlothlen, Controlling the Waves: Dean Acheson 
and US Foreign Policy in Asia (New York: Norton, 1993). 

41 Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity; Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's 
Cold War; Gaddis, We Now Know. 

42 Note, for example, how belatedly and indirectly Gaddis comes to talk about 
American interest in rebuilding the structures of world capitalism in chapter 7. 
Gaddis, We Now Know, 189-94. Mastny writes, 'For Stalin, the prize now was 
Japan', almost totally disregarding the motives, concerns, ramifications, and 
implications of US initiatives in Japan from late 1947 to 1950. See Mastny, Cold 
War and Soviet Insecurity, pp. 88-9. 

43 Thomas D. Lairson, 'Revising Postrevisionism: Credibility and Hegemony in the 
Early Cold War', in Re- Thinking the Cold War, ed. Allen Hunter (Philadelphia, PA: 
Temple University Press, 1998), pp. 63-90; Robert McMahon, 'Credibility and 
World Power: Exploring the Psychological Dimension in Postwar American 
Diplomacy', Diplomatic History, 15 (Fall 1991): 455-71. 

44 For a provocative new account underscoring these views, an account that combines 
theoretical discussion and empirical evidence, see Copeland, Realism and the 
Origins of Major War; also Cary Fraser, 'A Requiem for the Cold War: Reviewing 
the History of International Relations Since 1945', in Hunter, Re-Thinking the Cold 
War, pp. 93-115. 

45 Raymond L. Garthoff, Deterrence and the Revolution in Soviet Military Doctrine 
(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1990), pp. 6-9. 

46 US Minutes, 4 August 1952, FRUS, 1952-1954, 12: 182-3. 
47 Holloway, Stalin and the Bomb. 
48 Aleksandr Fursenko and Timothy Naftali, 'One Hell of a Gamble': Khrushchev, 

62 REVIEWING THE COLD WAR 

33 Testimony, by Dean G. Acheson, 8 March 1945, US Senate, Committee on Banking 
and Currency, Bretton Woods Agreements Act, 79th Cong., 1st sess. (Washington, 
DC: Government Printing Office, 1945), I: 35. 

34 LeIDer, Preponderance of Power, 55-99; for an analysis of overall American policy 
toward East Asia at the end of World War II, see also Marc S. Gallichio, The Cold 
War Begins in Asia: American East Asian Policy and the Fall of the Japanese Empire 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1988). 

35 Carolyn Eisenberg, Drawing the Line: The American Decision to Divide Germany, 
1944-1949 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996). 

36 Melvyn P. LeIDer, 'The Struggle for Germany and the Origins of the Cold War' 
(Washington, DC: German Historical Institute, Occasional Paper No. 16, 1997). 

37 For the critical role of the Marshall Plan in the division of Europe, see Scott D. 
Parrish, 'The Turn Toward Confrontation: The Soviet Reaction to the Marshall 
Plan, 1948', Cold War International History Project Working Paper No. 9 
(Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson International Center, 1994); Mikhail M. 
Narinsky, 'The Soviet Response: The Turn to Confrontation', ibid.; Geoffrey 
Roberts, 'Moscow and the Marshall Plan: Politics, Ideology, and the Onset of the 
Cold War, 1947', Europe-Asia Studies, 46 (1994): 1371-86; Zubok and Pleshakov, 
Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, pp. 50-1. 

38 Gaddis, We Now Know, 67; see also Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold 
War, pp. 54fI 

39 Shu Guang Zhang, Mao's Military Romanticism, pp. 9-10. 
40 See, for example, Michael Schaller, The American Occupation of Japan: The Origins 

of the Cold War in Asia (New York: Oxford University Press, 1985); Andrew Rotter, 
The Path to Vietnam: Origins of the American Commitment to Southeast Asia 
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1987); Howard B. Schonberger, Aftermath 
of War.' Americans and the Remaking of Japan, 1945-1952 (Kent, OH: Kent State 
University Press, 1989); Ronald McGlothlen, Controlling the Waves: Dean Acheson 
and US Foreign Policy in Asia (New York: Norton, 1993). 

41 Mastny, Cold War and Soviet Insecurity; Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's 
Cold War; Gaddis, We Now Know. 

42 Note, for example, how belatedly and indirectly Gaddis comes to talk about 
American interest in rebuilding the structures of world capitalism in chapter 7. 
Gaddis, We Now Know, 189-94. Mastny writes, 'For Stalin, the prize now was 
Japan', almost totally disregarding the motives, concerns, ramifications, and 
implications of US initiatives in Japan from late 1947 to 1950. See Mastny, Cold 
War and Soviet Insecurity, pp. 88-9. 

43 Thomas D. Lairson, 'Revising Postrevisionism: Credibility and Hegemony in the 
Early Cold War', in Re- Thinking the Cold War, ed. Allen Hunter (Philadelphia, PA: 
Temple University Press, 1998), pp. 63-90; Robert McMahon, 'Credibility and 
World Power: Exploring the Psychological Dimension in Postwar American 
Diplomacy', Diplomatic History, 15 (Fall 1991): 455-71. 

44 For a provocative new account underscoring these views, an account that combines 
theoretical discussion and empirical evidence, see Copeland, Realism and the 
Origins of Major War; also Cary Fraser, 'A Requiem for the Cold War: Reviewing 
the History of International Relations Since 1945', in Hunter, Re-Thinking the Cold 
War, pp. 93-115. 

45 Raymond L. Garthoff, Deterrence and the Revolution in Soviet Military Doctrine 
(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1990), pp. 6-9. 

46 US Minutes, 4 August 1952, FRUS, 1952-1954, 12: 182-3. 
47 Holloway, Stalin and the Bomb. 
48 Aleksandr Fursenko and Timothy Naftali, 'One Hell of a Gamble': Khrushchev, 

Reviewing the Cold War : Approaches, Interpretations, Theory, edited by Odd Arne Westad, Routledge, 2000. ProQuest Ebook
         Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=1474928.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-21 05:29:44.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

0.
 R

ou
tle

dg
e.

 A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



BRINGING IT TOGETHER: THE PARTS AND THE WHOLE 63 

Castro & Kennedy, 1958 ~ 1964 (New York: Norton, 1997), pp. 178, 180, 182~3, 209. 
49 In aJl these instances, the United States expected the Russians and/or Chinese to 

react negatively. But because of American strategic superiority, US officials did not 
expect the adversary to escalate to a level of war. When US and UN troops marched 
to the Yalu River, policymakers in Washington clearly miscalculated what the 
Chinese would do. I develop these themes in Preponderance of Power, Chapters, 5, 
8~11. 

50 Fursenko and Naftali, 'One Hell of a Gamble', p. 209. 
51 Michael H. Hunt, The Genesis of Chinese Communist Foreign Policy (New York: 

Columbia University Press, 1996), p. 189. 
52 Ibid., pp. 4, 28. 

BRINGING IT TOGETHER: THE PARTS AND THE WHOLE 63 

Castro & Kennedy, 1958 ~ 1964 (New York: Norton, 1997), pp. 178, 180, 182~3, 209. 
49 In aJl these instances, the United States expected the Russians and/or Chinese to 

react negatively. But because of American strategic superiority, US officials did not 
expect the adversary to escalate to a level of war. When US and UN troops marched 
to the Yalu River, policymakers in Washington clearly miscalculated what the 
Chinese would do. I develop these themes in Preponderance of Power, Chapters, 5, 
8~11. 

50 Fursenko and Naftali, 'One Hell of a Gamble', p. 209. 
51 Michael H. Hunt, The Genesis of Chinese Communist Foreign Policy (New York: 

Columbia University Press, 1996), p. 189. 
52 Ibid., pp. 4, 28. 

Reviewing the Cold War : Approaches, Interpretations, Theory, edited by Odd Arne Westad, Routledge, 2000. ProQuest Ebook
         Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=1474928.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-21 05:29:44.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

0.
 R

ou
tle

dg
e.

 A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.


