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IDEOLOGY TRIUMPHANT

Our main enemy is America. But the basic thrust must not be delivered against 
America itself.

—Stalin

The bleak contrast between glowing public affi rmations of allied solidarity 
and the growing mistrust of Washington and London toward Moscow was deeply 
disturbing. The comforting assumption that, in the end, Stalin would be pre-
pared to settle the peace of Europe along lines dictated by traditional reasons of 
state inevitably succumbed to ideological priorities resurgent in Moscow: nour-
ished by Stalin’s sullen suspicions of American aims and ambitions, heightened 
by the euphoria of victory, and augmented by the unprecedented might of the 
Red Army—eleven million strong—to dictate events on the ground.

On the eve of war Stalin had annihilated or imprisoned most serving Soviet 
diplomats as well as half his offi cer corps, with equally damaging results. And 
whereas the destruction of so many men in command can be quantifi ed to the 
extent of losses in battle, the sudden disappearance of diplomats who had lived 
and worked abroad in exile and then as diplomats for the regime was bound to 
cost Russia dear in a manner impossible to enumerate yet no less harmful. In 
their place, Molotov’s foreign policy assistant Vladimir Erofeev recalls, “Stalin 
and Molotov created the Ministry of Foreign Affairs [Minindel] along their own 
lines, in their own likeness, inculcating it with imperial ambitions, a strongly 
ideological orientation and a tough spirit of battle.”1

“Despite close cooperation with the allies in the years of war,” Erofeev writes, 
“Stalin and Molotov did not for one moment drop their guard. All actions, 
proposals and statements from the leadership of Great Britain and the United 
States were closely analyzed; everything was searched top to bottom for dirty 
tricks and secret arrières pensées. They demanded from the entire state and 
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30 Ideology Triumphant

party apparatus a class approach to international phenomena and, above all, to 
the activities of the allies.”2 Molotov routinely lectured leading diplomats that 
the Minindel was not only “a political ministry” but also a “Party” institution.3 
Moreover, being on guard was not just an instruction, it was a cast of mind. 
Stalin was obsessed with what was hidden from him. At Yalta he made a pointed 
remark to Roosevelt: “I as a naïve person think that the best for me is not to 
deceive my ally, even if he is stupid. It is possible that our alliance is strong 
precisely because we do not deceive one another, or because it is not so easy to 
deceive one another.”4

Moreover, mistrust only encouraged the Kremlin into expanding control 
over others, and that meant the Marxist-Leninist incentive to take over neigh-
boring states was to be driven further than reasons of state would have implied. 
It also meant taking the offensive. Military power would now be used to further 
political objectives that went beyond merely defense of the motherland. Stalin 
enunciated the new spirit at a meeting with the General Staff and the editors of 
two military journals, Voennaya Mysl’ and Voennyi Vestnik, on 5 March 1945. 
What kind of military ideology did the country need?

We began the war essentially without a military ideology. Our slogan was: we 
don’t want the land of others, but we will not give up one inch of our own 
land. This is in essence a defensive ideology. This is a civilian form of ideol-
ogy. The army must not only defend but it has also to attack, to defend the 
interests of the state by all means. We established such an ideology at a time 
of war. Now we have our own military ideology. . . . We need an ideology of 
preparedness not only for defense but also for attack. Our army must be in a 
position to defend any of our state’s interests by all means at its disposal.

Stalin repeated the point several times.5 It was “good that the Russian tsars took 
so much land by force,” Molotov believed, and for a simple reason: “now it is 
easier to fi ght capitalism.” Former conquests were thus celebrated as expansion 
was on the agenda. Molotov saw his task “to expand the frontiers of our moth-
erland.” And it later seemed to him that “Stalin and myself did not do such a 
bad job.”6 At a price, of course; paid in decades of costly confrontation with the 
United States that ultimately ended in humiliating collapse of the USSR from 
within.

Another unambiguous indicator that Moscow had not been transformed 
from its prewar incarnation as a citadel of revolution—despite Comintern’s 
abolition—appeared with an attack on the American communist leader Earl 
Browder in April 1945. It took the form of an article, “Au sujet de l’Association 

Haslam, Jonathan. Russia's Cold War : From the October Revolution to the Fall of the Wall, Yale University Press,
         2011. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=3420662.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-28 01:16:18.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

1.
 Y

al
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



 Ideology Triumphant 31

Politique Communiste des États-Unis,” signed by deputy head of the PCF 
Jacques Duclos in Cahiers du Communisme. Browder was reprimanded for 
abolishing the US Communist Party at its twelfth congress in May 1944 and 
for turning it into a political association; for having “declared, in effect, that 
at Teheran capitalism and socialism had begun to fi nd the means of peaceful 
coexistence and collaboration in the framework of one and the same world”; 
and for asserting “that the Teheran accords regarding common policy similarly 
presupposed common efforts with a view to reducing to a minimum or com-
pletely suppressing methods of struggle and opposition of force to force in the 
solution of internal problems of each country.” “By transforming the Teheran 
declaration of the Allied governments, which is a document of a diplomatic 
character, into a political platform of class peace in the United States in the 
postwar period, the American Communists are deforming in a radical way the 
meaning of the Teheran declaration and are sowing dangerous opportunist illu-
sions.” This had resulted in the dissolution of the American Communist Party 
and had led in France to a similar line of argument.7

The document originated in Moscow and had followed attempts by Dimitrov 
nearly a year earlier to dissuade Browder from adopting “new theoretical, politi-
cal, and tactical positions,” including “denial of the theory and practice of class 
struggle.”8 It went into page proof on 19 January 1945 and was then translated 
into French before publication.9 The attack reasserted the class basis of Soviet 
foreign policy and the line demarcating peaceful coexistence between states 
and between societies: whereas the former was acceptable to Moscow, if not 
desirable, the latter was utterly unacceptable, as it would amount to a denial 
of Marxism-Leninism in the international sphere. It affi rmed an abyss in East-
West relations that even Stalin would not cross and it predated the summit 
between allied leaders at Yalta from 4 to 11 February. Churchill was “all set for 
the worst.”10

Thus Moscow was already committed to continuing the prewar struggle over 
the ultimate fate of the states system and to that end further territorial expansion 
where practicable; albeit Molotov more cautiously so than Stalin.11 The West 
was ill prepared, however, on either front. The energy that had characterized 
the victors at Paris in 1919 was nowhere evident. At the Livadia Palace under 
an azure sky overlooking a clear blue sea Roosevelt seemed exhausted and un-
focused. Others appeared to be there for the purpose of putting words into his 
mouth. Churchill’s interpreter, Major Arthur Birse, noted: “The former self-
confi dence and fi rmness of tone, so evident at Tehran, seemed to have gone. 
His voice was that of a man weary in spirit.”12 When, for instance, Roosevelt 
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32 Ideology Triumphant

opened a rambling intervention about the United Nations as a potential solu-
tion to the poverty of other less fortunate countries such as Iran and spoke of 
“the need to liquidate favoritism between countries,” Maisky for one “listened 
and couldn’t believe his ears.” Stalin, meanwhile, doodled distractedly in his 
notebook.13

Britain was poorly equipped to cope with resurgent Russia, even at the most 
basic level of professional competence. When Tom Brimelow returned to the 
Foreign Offi ce from Moscow he was astonished to fi nd no one in the appro-
priate department profi cient in Russian: Brimelow was alone. And Geoffrey 
Wilson who ran the department without any Russian to his name was much 
infl uenced by Carr at the Times in the reassuring but unwise assumption that 
Stalin was governed by reasons of state not Bolshevik conviction.14 Wilson, a 
forgiving quaker and socialist, habitually “gave the Russians the benefi t of the 
doubt whenever there was any doubt.”15

The timing of the Yalta conference itself proved a serious misjudgment. 
Whereas Tehran had been preceded by foreign ministerial negotiation, Yalta 
opened after no horse trading and lasted an extraordinarily brief span which, 
British ambassador to Moscow Sir Archibald Clerk Kerr noted, inevitably 
meant “a tendency to scramble over and to skimp the all important business of 
drafting, with the result that ambiguous texts get us into trouble afterwards.”16 
Moreover, Moscow had purloined a copy of London’s position paper through 
one of its leading agents, the notoriously indiscreet Guy Burgess. Burgess ob-
tained a job in the press department of the Foreign Offi ce after Donald Ma-
clean, another member of the group, took up the post of fi rst secretary at the 
British embassy in Washington in October 1944.17 There, as head of chancery 
he was responsible for the coderoom.18 Moscow thus received a windfall with 
his arrival at a key moment.

What kept Stalin cooperating was his pessimistic judgment that “the war 
will not end before summer.” He told allied military chiefs: “It is proper and 
also sound selfi sh policy that we should help each other in time of diffi culty. 
It would be foolish for me to stand aside and let Germany annihilate you; they 
would only turn back on me when you were disposed of. Similarly it is to your 
interest to do everything possible to keep the Germans from annihilating me.”19 
Such cool logic was never suffi cient, however, to remove lingering suspicions 
of imminent betrayal. And as victory loomed within reach all pretense was 
dropped. Stalin came to Yalta convinced that sooner or later another war would 
erupt: “We are now with one faction [of capitalists] against another [Britain and 
the United States versus Germany and Japan]; and in the future we will also be 
against this faction of capitalists [Britain and the United States].”20 Given this 

Haslam, Jonathan. Russia's Cold War : From the October Revolution to the Fall of the Wall, Yale University Press,
         2011. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=3420662.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-28 01:16:18.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

1.
 Y

al
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



 Ideology Triumphant 33

bleak outlook, nothing would be conceded except under duress. A further dete-
rioration in relations was to be expected as far as Stalin was concerned.

On 6 February, Stalin was at his most obdurate to the visible consternation 
of Roosevelt as much as Churchill.21 Furthermore, and this mattered because 
it altered any assessment of Churchill’s percentages deal the previous October, 
Stalin had now changed his mind as to which English-speaking Power would 
be the main adversary. Instead of Britain’s faltering extra-European empire, he 
now faced the dismal prospect of a challenge to Soviet predominance in Europe 
from a burgeoning commercial empire backed by formidable military might on 
land, at sea, and in the air; moreover committed to framing the European peace 
in its own image—that of the United States. “Whoever dominates Europe will 
dominate the world,” Stalin had said only fi ve years earlier. And what was par-
ticularly pertinent to the United States, now indisputably the world’s greatest 
naval Power, was his view that Europe could not be dominated “without com-
mand of the seas.”22

THE MAIN ADVERSARY

For Moscow, working out who in the West would predominate after hostili-
ties had not been as easy as it would appear with hindsight. For Washington 
it was choice rather than necessity, as it had been after World War I—or so it 
seemed to many. At Tehran Roosevelt had horrifi ed Churchill with the sug-
gestion that Britain and Russia alone would settle the fate of postwar Europe. 
Whether Washington would now override London and bid against Moscow for 
predominance in Europe thus for a time remained an open question. The at-
titude taken on the crucial issue of Poland was a litmus test. An American chal-
lenge would make all the difference. In January 1944 it was reported to Moscow 
that Roosevelt’s rival for re-election, Republican Thomas Dewey, governor of 
New York, was drawing around him Polish fi gures in the United States to guar-
antee the ethnic vote at the elections forthcoming.23

Though wary of Moscow, London proved anxious to compromise where nec-
essary with Moscow, as Churchill showed through his percentages deal. This, 
however, was understood as a necessary response to fear of American power. 
The empire was in decline. The United States was at the cusp of world su-
premacy. Washington had hitherto studiously left open every option regarding 
the peace in Central and Eastern Europe. Whether from electoral consider-
ations or from naïveté, the apparent advantage in sustaining a free hand with 
regard to Europe could be exploited in a manner at odds with Soviet ambi-
tions. Stalin was therefore most anxious to fi x the realities on the ground before 
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34 Ideology Triumphant

Washington changed its mind and decided to have a say in what those realities 
should be.

Stalin’s reassessment of the main adversary did not turn upon personalities. 
He preferred the coolly urbane Roosevelt to the more combustible Churchill, 
who had committed himself only for the time being against Germany as the 
greatest threat to the British Empire, a position hitherto occupied by the USSR. 
But within the Marxist-Leninist vision “subjective” factors such as character 
were ultimately less important than “objective” factors dictated by the nature 
of the socioeconomic system: in this case capitalism in its imperialist and fi -
nal phase. “It would be incorrect to think that the second world war arose by 
chance or as a result of the mistakes of this or that statesman, although mistakes 
were made,” Stalin insisted. “In actual fact war occurred as the inevitable re-
sult of the development of world economic and political forces on the basis 
of contemporary monopoly capitalism.”24 Even Roosevelt, who had since 1933 
tirelessly accumulated an unprecedented extension of power, was by no means 
a free agent. His behavior was not implausibly assumed to refl ect, albeit indi-
rectly, larger elements at work, even if mitigated by the cosmopolitan, patrician 
emollience of his character, as against the awkward, provincial angularity of his 
untried successor, then Vice President, Harry Truman. It was crucially a ques-
tion of the balance of forces within the United States.

Having bet on rapid industrialization of the economy from 1929, and having 
done so largely on the back of American technology (amerikanomania), Stalin 
did not underestimate the economic weight of the capitalist colossus that had 
emerged across the Atlantic. Moreover, his own economy had been severely 
damaged by war. Losses were estimated by Gosplan at no less than 679 million 
rubles: double the amount of investment made in all prewar fi ve-year plans. 
The costs of war and associated losses to national income stood at 1,890 million 
rubles. Loss of population alone—some twenty-fi ve million—was estimated to 
cost the country 1,664 million rubles. Overall, Russia had been deprived of 
some 4,734 million rubles: $893 million.25

It was only a matter of time before consciousness of power caught up with the 
unprecedented accumulation of American strength in wartime. That aware-
ness was sharpened in Moscow by the extent of aid from Washington. “Stalin 
more than once said that without Lend-Lease we could not have won the war,” 
Khrushchev recalled.26 The experience of 1929–32 had, however, also shown 
that the United States lay along a fi nancial fault line that could without warning 
jolt the country back into self-absorbed political isolation: a repeat of the Great 
Crash of 1929 was a recurring nightmare and not just on Wall Street. Evidence 
was not hard to fi nd that the US market would have to continue to expand over-
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 Ideology Triumphant 35

seas if full employment were to be sustained into the peace. Sooner or later the 
country’s elite would realize how precarious was the new prosperity, and this 
would inevitably determine foreign policy.

Stalin was well aware of the link between US needs for overseas markets and 
Soviet purchasing power postwar. Moscow managed a number of agents within 
the Treasury and related departments, including Harry Dexter White, Secre-
tary Morgenthau’s right-hand man.27 When Eric Johnston, president of the US 
Chamber of Commerce, visited to discuss trade credits on 26 June 1944, Stalin 
told him “that the task confronting the American Government was to avoid 
unemployment and to assist returning soldiers in fi nding work, thus preventing 
depression.”28 This fast became an idée fi xe in Moscow, so much so that three 
years later the US ambassador rightly commented that “the Russians count a 
great deal on an American economic crisis.”29 It played a signifi cant role in 
resistance to compromise with Washington in the years to come.

There, lobbying from the private sector had already begun to make itself 
felt. In late October 1944 at the House of Representatives Subcommittee on 
Foreign Trade, the executive vice president of Stein, Hall and Co. and the vice 
president of the National Council of American Importers testifi ed to “general 
agreement on the need of expanding world trade in the post-war era in order to 
assure our own American system of doing business with the full employment of 
our population and a decent standard of living for all the people.”30 Similarly 
the president of US Steel demanded “free access to world trade.”31 George Wolf 
argued that postwar tariffs from Europe should be resisted. “I don’t believe,” he 
said, “there are any trade spheres of infl uence—I don’t think that any country 
has the right to set up a sign and say ‘This is our backyard, and the rest of you 
keep out.’”32 John Otterson of the American Maritime Council pointed out 
that the US merchant fl eet would at the end of the war amount to one-half the 
world’s tonnage and double that of Britain. He insisted: “From the standpoint of 
our own economy we shall be confronted with the simple fact that we can pro-
duce more than we can consume under a peacetime economy. We are in dan-
ger of having unemployment as a permanent part of our national economy.”33 
This was a very real fear. Vice President Chenea of Pan-Am Airways similarly 
pointed out by letter to Secretary of War Henry Stimson that fi fty million jobs 
were required to sustain full employment postwar. And to meet that target, ten 
million had to be created. His conclusion was that “several million of these new 
jobs will be found in the wide expansion of our foreign trade, and in the rapid 
development of global air transport.”34

The needs of commerce were inevitably bound up with political necessity. 
The two came to complement one another in a manner that to distinguish 
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36 Ideology Triumphant

 between the interests of business and the “national interest” in the emerging 
confl ict with Moscow appeared superfl uous. Confl ict arose only over the degree 
to which excessive federal expenditure in support of foreign policy would simul-
taneously overinfl ate the economy and defl ate fi nancial markets by squeezing 
private investment. This became a serious bone of contention in the second 
half of the decade as shares underperformed relative to treasuries because of 
pessimism about the infl ationary outlook.

Full employment also came to be essential to presidential prospects, and full 
employment turned on foreign trade. Fred Vinson succeeded Henry Morgen-
thau at Treasury on 5 July 1945. “Our own program of maintaining high levels 
of production, employment and national income is dependent on our success 
in expanding world trade,” he argued two days later. “For trade is an important 
factor in our economy. We need markets abroad.”35 Prewar statistics show that 
only certain sectors of the US economy were trade dependent. But, electorally 
as well as economically, these were sectors of signifi cance: in 1937–38, they in-
cluded 31 percent of raw cotton, 30 percent of leaf tobacco, 12 percent of wheat 
fl our, 54 percent of refi ned copper, 15 percent of farm equipment and machin-
ery, 14 percent of autos and trucks, 14 percent of industrial machinery, and 
11 percent of refi ned oil. Vinson therefore took the view that “for large segments 
of agriculture and industry, exports mean the difference between prosperity and 
depression.”36 The conclusions were inescapable. The United States had little 
choice but to become a global Power. Otterson was certainly not alone in the 
belief that “the development of ourselves as a great foreign trading nation in-
volves radical and extensive changes in our national philosophy and psychology 
and in our economic, fi nancial, and political structure.”37

THE UNITED STATES AND WORLD POWER

When Churchill reached Moscow on 9 October 1944 to negotiate an agree-
ment on the division of the Balkans and the rest of the Danube basin, Stalin 
still assumed that Britain would return to hold the balance of postwar Europe 
as it had repeatedly since the War of the Spanish Succession (1701–14). Yet 
Roosevelt’s foreswearing of US interest in Europe at Tehran lasted only so long 
as re-election on 7 November. The War and the Working-Class was the sole 
informal mouthpiece of the Kremlin on foreign affairs, created by Stalin and 
edited by Molotov—a former editor of Pravda—at the Narkomindel.38 Just over 
a week later it appeared with a belated review of Joseph Jones, A Modern For-
eign Policy for the United States.

The delay is interesting because the substance of the book had appeared pre-
viously in Fortune magazine prior to the Tehran conference in August, Septem-
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 Ideology Triumphant 37

ber, and October 1943. Moscow had discounted its signifi cance no doubt as a 
result of Roosevelt’s explicit personal abnegation of interest in postwar Europe. 
Two other signifi cant works on the future of US foreign policy also emerged in 
1943—America’s Strategy in World Politics by Nicholas Spykman, the Dutch-
American at Yale, and U.S. Foreign Policy: Shield of the Republic by the popu-
lar columnist Walter Lippmann. Yet neither had contradicted what Roosevelt 
said in private to Stalin about Europe; indeed, Lippmann effectively argued for 
what Stalin saw as minimal: the Soviet right to Eastern Europe as a sphere of 
infl uence/protectorate.

What was unusual about Jones was the peremptory assertion of American 
primacy, that “no country but the United States is equal to the task of leader-
ship in organizing world power for peace-keeping purposes”;39 the emphasis 
on the importance of “a living principle” for US foreign policy;40 and the link 
established between that principle (“freedom”) and the need for “expanding 
markets” for the United States.41 Indeed, the anonymous Soviet reviewer— 
certainly approved by Molotov if not by Stalin—seized upon these ideas, sum-
ming it all up in Jones’s bold claim for the United States that “the moment 
is ours.” Leadership would go to Washington above all because of its massive 
industrial and technological power and the immense increase in its air force. 
The review concluded, “Jones’s judgments about the ‘leadership’ of the USA, 
although in a less acute form, in essence reproduced the stance of those Ameri-
can circles which are very vociferously laying claim to the domination of the 
United States in the postwar world.”42

Jones’s theses emerged from the stables of publishing magnate and activist 
Henry Luce, owner of Time, Life, and Fortune magazines, the most infl uential 
American journals of the day. Writing before Pearl Harbor Luce had expressed 
deep regret: “In the fi eld of national policy, the fundamental trouble with 
America has been, and is, that whereas their nation became in the 20th Century 
the most powerful and the most vital nation in the world, nevertheless Ameri-
cans were unable to accommodate themselves spiritually and practically to that 
fact. Hence they have failed to play their part as a world power—a failure which 
has had disastrous consequences for themselves and for all mankind. And the 
cure is this: to accept wholeheartedly our duty and our opportunity as the most 
powerful and vital nation in the world and in consequence to exert upon the 
world the full impact of our infl uence, for such purposes as we see fi t and by 
such means as we see fi t.”43 Furthermore, the vision was that of bourgeois de-
mocracy: “It is for America and America alone to determine whether a system 
of free economic enterprise—an economic order compatible with freedom and 
progress—shall or shall not prevail in this century.”44 The United States would 
become the “dynamic center of ever-widening spheres of enterprise.”45

Haslam, Jonathan. Russia's Cold War : From the October Revolution to the Fall of the Wall, Yale University Press,
         2011. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=3420662.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-28 01:16:18.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

1.
 Y

al
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



38 Ideology Triumphant

Luce had employed the formidable Raymond Buell to write weekly memo-
randa on foreign affairs throughout the war and to chair a series of roundtable 
study groups to which the great and the good were invited, at the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Buell’s preliminary task lay in defi ning “what America herself 
intends to be or will be or might be—or contra.”46 He shared Luce’s conviction 
that “so few intellectuals these days understand the concept of the free market 
and its relation to democracy.”47 A core assumption was the “widespread fear 
in many circles that at the end of this war the U.S. will suffer a depression even 
more serious than in 1930.”48 Buell also believed that peace in postwar Europe 
needed an American presence “because of an inherent power disequilibrium.” 
Without the Americans, Russia or Germany would tend to predominate.49 In-
stead he and others believed the United Staes should take and hold the balance 
of Europe as Britain had done since 1701.

Roosevelt’s victory by no means dispelled Kremlin concern. On the contrary. 
Shortly thereafter, NKVD resident in New York, Vladimir Pravdin (Roland Ab-
biate), sent a report “on the outlook for the domestic and foreign policies of 
the USA” after the elections. Although Roosevelt had won, Pravdin argued, his 
success in establishing international cooperation was by no means guaranteed. 
“The re-election of the Roosevelt administration has put off for several years the 
serious threat of the rise to power of fascism, but not liquidated it. It would be a 
mistake to underestimate the actual strength of American reactionaries. Despite 
the selection by the Republican apparatus of the unpopular candidate Dewey, 
whose isolationist ties are widely known, through its organization, discipline, 
and capable propaganda the Republican Party has succeeded in attracting to 
itself a vast mass of voters and to a signifi cant extent reducing Roosevelt’s ma-
jority in comparison with previous elections. It has also to be borne in mind,” 
Pravdin emphasized, “that in contrast to previous years, when the industrial and 
fi nancial magnates supported Roosevelt, this year economic groupings almost 
exclusively supported Dewey.” Crucially, isolationism was effectively dead and 
buried. But this was not entirely good news. “The old isolationists have turned 
into expansionists and will be the initiators of an adventurist and aggressive pol-
icy. Instead of a policy of international cooperation they will aim at establishing 
American domination of the world, and their policy will in this fi rst instance be 
directed against the USSR.”

Pravdin also expressed the view that as a result of Germany’s defeat and the 
fundamental shift in the European balance of power “only one Great Power 
remains—the USSR.” Moreover Britain, which traditionally pursued a policy 
of balancing the Powers on the Continent, could “no longer” do so since all 
the forces they would rely upon were extinguished. Thus the United States was 
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left facing only the USSR in Europe and only the British Empire—“seriously 
weakened but still suffi ciently powerful”—beyond. Britain was the “natural” 
ally of the United States but also, as a result of its global interests, “the main 
rival” and the likely victim of US economic expansion. The key point, however, 
and this is where Stalin came around to Pravdin’s viewpoint, was that “such fun-
damental alterations in the balance of world power has driven the ruling class 
of the USA, independently of party affi nity, to the conclusion that the interests 
of the USA demand continuous and direct participation in the resolution of 
international issues. Otherwise, the course of world events would be decided 
exclusively by the USSR and England which, for understandable reasons, the 
USA cannot permit. This is understood by both the isolationist Republicans 
and the anti-Roosevelt Democrats.” The transformation of public opinion has 
played its part in this.50

Moscow was thus alert to Washington infi ghting. Control of the State Depart-
ment was naturally seen as symptomatic of changes in the offi ng. Hull headed 
the department only because, as a former senator (for Tennessee), his presence 
would silence criticism from Capitol Hill.51 At the Moscow conference he had 
injudiciously told reporters: “While we were signing these declarations, I could 
give them no assurances whatever that the American people could in the long 
run support the aims of these documents. I told them that I knew the Ameri-
can people at the moment were fully in support of the principles and these 
declarations, but that I just could not say how long they would feel that way 
about them.”52 Not surprisingly Roosevelt cut him out of Tehran to Moscow’s 
astonishment.53 Buell brutally commented: “Hull is himself senile. He never 
has an idea of his own.”54 His ideas were a collection of core liberal beliefs held 
with a rigidity never fully shared by his patron, Roosevelt. When he retired in 
November 1944 Hull told a joint session of Congress: “There will no longer be 
need for spheres of infl uence, for alliances, for balance of power, or any other 
of the special arrangements which, in the unhappy past, the nations strove to 
safeguard their security or to promote their interests.”55 It was no accident that 
Luce’s contacts with State ran through Welles rather than through Hull. And 
that Welles, the experienced Under Secretary “cut from the same cloth of Gro-
ton, Harvard, and the Eastern establishment,”56 was Roosevelt’s conduit to the 
department until exposure as a homosexual and his resignation on 16 August 
1943.57 And Welles had, by the time of his forced retirement, come to see the 
Russian problem with more realism than he had at the outbreak of war and, 
indeed, into 1942, having been warned by Litvinov on 7 May 1943 that Stalin’s 
aims were alarmingly uncertain and uninformed by any real understanding of 
US opinion or regard for it.58
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40 Ideology Triumphant

Quondam vice president of US Steel, Hull’s successor Edward Stettinius, 
a salesman by nature as much as by trade, was scarcely any better regarded. 
Bohlen scorned him as “a decent man of considerable innocence” with “a Boy 
Scout enthusiasm.”59 Moscow understood from decrypting Lord Halifax’s tele-
grams from Washington that he represented a victory of Harry Hopkins over 
“Jimmy” Byrnes, who had been backed by Senators Connelly and George, both 
fellow southerners. The choice of Stettinius as against Byrnes, an independent 
fi gure in his own right, cemented State to the White House.60 The Kremlin 
cannot have been displeased. In late November 1944, Buell attacked Stettinius’s 
irresponsible statement to the press “that this government’s traditional policy 
of not guaranteeing specifi c frontiers of Europe is well known.” Buell rightly 
regarded this as an open invitation for Moscow to expand at will.61

Buell was anxious for “some counterpoise to the divisive forces in the postwar 
world, one of which would probably be Russian imperialism in Europe and in 
the Orient.” At the Council on Foreign Relations Anglo-American study group, 
British diplomat Michael Wright “concurred in the necessity of charting our 
course prior to the collapse of Germany. If we did this, remarked Mr. Buell, 
we could say to Russia that we intended to build a barrier in the West against 
economic chaos. Then there might be some hope that Russia would join our 
Atlantic Union as a second line of defense.” Another member insisted that the 
Atlantic powers had fi rst to put their own house in order or “Russia was likely to 
take advantage of the situation. Indeed, said Mr. Wriston [president of Brown 
University], Russia is doing that very thing now.”62

Luce and Buell were by no means voices in the wilderness. Others now 
shared their concern lest US naïveté cost them the peace, economically as well 
as politically. Floyd Blair, vice president of National City Bank “thought it fool-
ish to approach the problem of a world organization in idealistic terms. Russia 
would be bound by her own interests and the foreign policy of the United States 
would be designed to protect the interests of the American people.” Should 
Britain and the United States cooperate, “Western Europe, he felt sure, would 
fall within our orbit.” And publisher of the Washington Post, the formidable 
Eugene Meyer—a confi dant of Litvinov when the latter was ambassador to 
Washington—expressed the view that “Americans, on the whole, were illiter-
ate as regards foreign affairs. They were sensitive to strong leadership, but ex-
cept in the military departments of the Government strong leadership was now 
lacking—in the White House, in the State Department, and in Congress.”63 
Buell’s ideas were for a foreign policy in the waiting, of which Jones’s book was 
the most coherent outward projection. Moscow had good reason to take notice, 
not least because an anti-Soviet headwind was blowing through Washington.
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FAR EASTERN PROMISES

At the close of December 1944 Stettinius learned “that the revolt against 
the administration now brewing in the Senate was based largely on the feel-
ing that whereas we are fi ghting this war to destroy German and Japanese to-
talitarianism, what we are really doing is to substitute Soviet totalitarianism.” 
Rebel senators, numbering some twenty-seven, included “an astonishing cross-
section . . . including both isolationists and reactionaries.”64 The increasingly 
weary president was not helped by the fact that public opinion polls simulta-
neously revealed rising disquiet lest the country was being taken advantage of 
in its foreign relations.65 The tide thus appeared to turn in favor of those who 
had long pressed for a more confrontational foreign policy than Roosevelt had 
been willing to implement; in particular, against the USSR. Like it or not, 
Luce and Buell were the shape of things to come. The newly assertive stance 
adopted by Roosevelt after re-election—opposing Russian recognition of a com-
munist regime in Poland—symptomized a harder line against Moscow’s grow-
ing unilateralism.66

The Far East, however, was one area where agreement proved easier to ob-
tain and was vital if many more American lives were to be saved. As Litvinov 
indicated at the Moscow conference, Japan had long been a problem, and not 
just for the United States. But Soviet victory against Germany at Kursk in July 
1943 turned Japan from threat to suitor. On 6 March 1944 the assertive young 
ambassador to Japan, Yakov Malik, a Stalin favorite, noted the impact made 
by “the victorious successes of the Red Army” and “the deterioration in the 
military circumstances of Japan in the Pacifi c Ocean” on the stance of “hostile 
armed neutrality” in prompting “a qualitative change in the nature of Japanese-
Soviet relations.” Malik concluded that “from the vantage point of the future . . . 
independently of the outcome of the current mortal combat between Japan 
and the Anglo-Saxons in the Pacifi c Ocean, the USSR must and will have its 
weighty word to add on Far Eastern questions too.”67 Japan offered to reopen 
talks that had led to the compromise neutrality pact of April 1941, now hoping 
for the full nonaggression pact it had denied Russia on the eve of the German 
invasion.68

Recalled, Malik was instructed to formulate proposals for negotiations that 
required clarifi cation of Soviet goals for the postwar Pacifi c. “On the Issue of 
Japanese-Soviet Relations” was ready within a month, on 21 July 1944. Unaware 
of Stalin’s commitment to enter the war against Japan, Malik paid particular 
attention to the hope that Moscow mediate with Washington. “Without doubt,” 
wrote Malik, “to the degree that the allies increase their attacks on Japan, the 
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42 Ideology Triumphant

Japanese will be forced to become all the more ‘soft and polite’ in relations with 
the USSR.” Yet Tokyo knew that, still engaged in Europe, Moscow would not 
wish to fi ght in Asia; it was this that had prevented Japan making far-reaching 
concessions. The key was power. “One must always take into account and never 
forget that Japan more, if you like, than any other country in the world takes 
notice only of strength.”69

The memorandum is striking in a number of respects. Throughout, Malik 
used the term “Russia” interchangeably with the USSR: heresy to all but Stalin, 
who surprised Georges Bidault by referring to “Russia,” whereas Molotov re-
ferred to the Soviet Union.70 Malik went further in attributing to geography the 
decisive factor in Russian history. This was also unusual and provoked Molotov’s 
blue crayon into action. But when Malik went on to say that Russia should not 
stand aside while Britain and the United States destroyed the Japanese Empire, 
Molotov was delighted. He underscored the following: “in no way can we al-
low territories contiguous to Soviet Far Eastern possessions (Manchuria, Korea, 
Tsushima, the Kurile Islands) [to] pass from the hands of the Japanese into the 
hands of some other strong power.”

Malik went on to list questions of importance for a settlement. This was com-
piled from a classifi ed US State Department assessment of likely Soviet aims in 
the region, purloined from the Offi ce of Pacifi c Affairs within the month, likely 
as not from GRU agent Alger Hiss who worked there.71 For instance, with re-
spect to Manchuria, Malik took into account that Washington was considering 
the region for joint Chinese and Soviet control. Malik also assumed Moscow 
would take possession of the Kurile island chain, “blocking as they do Russia’s 
route for egress into the Pacifi c Ocean.” He also suggested neutralization of the 
straits of Tsushima or a Soviet naval base to guard the entry points for the pur-
pose, inter alia, of keeping the British out. “Russia must expunge the black stain 
of the Portsmouth Treaty,” Malik insisted; and, in contrast to 1905, the United 
States should be excluded from the matter. The list went on to some twenty-
seven points. The only other items worthy of note are the possible strengthen-
ing of national liberation movements in Southeast Asia, the need to secure a 
friendly and “democratic” China, and payment by the Japanese of reparations 
to the USSR.

Summing up, Malik wrote: “The days of the Washington conference, when 
Soviet representatives were not even allowed into this conference, have long 
since passed.” He added, “Circumstances and the array of forces in the Pacifi c 
Ocean after the defeat of Japan will evidently take shape in such a way that the 
Soviet Union must have and will have, as I see it, suffi cient moral and legal 
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 Ideology Triumphant 43

bases to sustain for itself a weighty if not decisive voice in the examination of the 
majority of international problems in the Pacifi c Ocean and especially of those 
of them which directly relate to the question of measures for the maintenance 
and defense of the security of the USSR.”72 Stalin needed little convincing. At 
Tehran he had responded to allied requests with the complaint that the only 
warm water port he possessed—other than Murmansk—was Petropavlovsk on 
Kamchatka.73

Stalin pretended that his only reason for intervening in the Pacifi c war was to 
please the West and that unless his conditions were met, the people would not 
understand “the national interest involved.”74 Finally, at Yalta on 11 February it 
was agreed that “two or three months after the capitulation of Germany,” the 
USSR would enter the war against Japan. Roosevelt’s only caveat with regard to 
Stalin’s terms was that those relating to China had to be made conditional upon 
the consent of Chiang Kai-shek.75 Stalin had waited impatiently for news of 
presidential agreement. When a special messenger arrived, he excitedly asked 
young Gromyko to translate word for word. Every so often Gromyko was told 
to repeat the occasional phrase. “He [Stalin] paced up and down the study and 
repeated out loud: ‘Good. Very good!’ . . . Several times he passed through the 
room serving as the study with it in his hands, as though he did not want to let go 
of what he had received.” Gromyko adds, “He was still holding the letter in his 
hand at the moment I left him.”76 Roosevelt had granted Stalin by promissory 
note the territorial gains in the Far East sought in return for a Soviet war against 
Japan. But that was music of the future until Russian troops had advanced and 
made promise fact, which was not likely until 1946. This much is evident from 
internal documentation. Stalin thereafter suspected that the Americans might 
meanwhile secure a separate peace with Japan and deprive Russia of the ability 
to secure a place d’armes in northeast Asia at Japanese expense.

DOMINATION OF POLAND

At Yalta the tacit quid pro quo for entering the war in Asia was that Moscow 
should effectively have most but not all of its way on Poland, which was largely 
in Soviet hands by virtue of victory in the fi eld; so the democracies could effec-
tively change matters only through hard bargaining. Harriman later summed 
up the position: “Though it may be diffi cult for us to believe, it still may be true 
that Stalin and Molotov at Yalta considered that by our willingness to accept a 
general wording of the Declaration on Poland and Liberated Europe, by our 
recognition of the need of the Red Army for security behind its lines, and of the 
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44 Ideology Triumphant

predominant interest of Russia in Poland as a friendly neighbor and a corridor 
to Germany, we understood and were ready to accept Soviet policies as they 
had already made them known.”77

Poland long held the focus of attention in Moscow. An alliance, Stalin had 
asserted back in August 1944, was “the basis of our policy.” The rationale was 
simple: “Whatever restrictions are place on Germany, it will regenerate regard-
less and stand on its own two feet. After the Franco-Prussian War in 1870 Ger-
many took little more than forty years to attack again in 1914. In 1939 Germany 
once again succeeded in attacking; this time the interval that it required for 
preparation was reduced to twenty-fi ve years. We reckon that Germany will 
regenerate once more after the present war within twenty to twenty-fi ve years.”78 
Poland was thus the frontline for the containment of Germany. It did not come 
quietly. Resistance to Soviet occupation began with the abortive Warsaw Up-
rising in August 1944, which, as we have noted, was launched to preempt the 
arrival of the Red Army and continued sporadically throughout the rest of the 
decade.

One straw appeared in the wind on 25 January 1945 when Czech envoy 
Zdenĕk Fierlinger was bluntly informed “that there had been enough delay 
and that the Soviet Government expected the Czechs to recognize [the Lublin 
regime] without more ado.”79 After Yalta an allied commission was formed in 
Moscow to reconstitute the provisional Polish government. On 2 March Har-
riman’s reporting from Moscow indicated growing pessimism born of unrealis-
tic expectations—for the simple reason that it was entirely Eurocentric: “The 
Russians cannot afford to let the Crimea declaration break down is still my 
conviction. It is apparent, on the other hand, that Molotov is under instructions 
from Stalin and his associates to fi ght every inch of the way and to give as little 
ground as possible in the direction of bringing in elements not under Soviet 
control.”80 Yet whereas Moscow decided that the Yalta formula on Poland was 
effectively a face-saving gesture for their allies, Washington began pressing for 
genuine implementation of the compromise obtained and thus ran into an 
impenetrable barrier.

Matters were further complicated by the fact that Stalin now also suspected 
the allies of overturning understandings tacitly agreed at Tehran. Thus when 
the United States and Britain took the surrender of German forces in Italy, 
he sensed collusion and demanded Soviet participation. Roosevelt was furi-
ous. Amidst this unpleasantness, on 13 March he met an old friend he had not 
seen for many years and alarmed him by his gloomy outlook on relations with 
Moscow. Roosevelt told Leon Henderson that the Western allies would abide 
by the agreements on Germany. But when asked whether Moscow would be 
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meticulous in this respect, Roosevelt said “‘yes’—on protocols, on anything that 
would show, but anywhere else, they would go their own way.”81 Yet even this 
proved too optimistic. Ten days later Roosevelt was more depressed and cor-
respondingly more negative: “Averell [Harriman] is right,” he told Anna Rosen-
berg at lunch. “We can’t do business with Stalin. He has broken every one of 
the promises he made at Yalta.”82

The point of contention on Poland was that at Yalta Stalin dropped a demand 
that the communist government should merely be “enlarged” in favor of the 
Western stance that it be “reorganized.” But now Molotov, on Stalin’s instruc-
tions, insisted that he “be shown one sentence which says that the Warsaw Gov-
ernment would not be taken as the basis for the future government.” Moreover, 
Moscow demanded the right to veto noncommunist Poles for consultations on 
reforming the government: “If Poles are hostile to the Soviet Union they are 
not suitable for consultation even if they call themselves democrats and are not 
members of the émigré government.”83

Roosevelt was reluctant to press matters, however, not least because the Red 
Army occupied Poland in its entirety en route to Berlin, but also because he was 
ever anxious to lock Moscow into the world security organization negotiated 
into being at Dumbarton Oaks the previous autumn as well as to hold them in 
reserve against Japan. Roosevelt found it hard to scale down grand universalist 
aspirations to the grim reality of bargaining with Stalin. Amateurism, idealism, 
and naïveté were still evident in the most unusual quarters of the US govern-
ment. Ill-informed comment refl ected either an unbounded sense of Ameri-
can power or genuine innocence, sometimes both. General William Donovan, 
head of the OSS (US intelligence), was reported to have “told the Polish Am-
bassador in Washington that he should not worry about the Russians in Poland 
because we will straighten all of that problem at the San Francisco Conference 
next month.”84 But Molotov’s bottom line, with which even Litvinov agreed and 
which Churchill clearly understood, was “that according to the map Mexico 
is nearer to the United States than Poland, but since Poland according to the 
map is nearer to the Soviet Union, what transpires there is more important to 
the Soviet Union than to the United States.”85 At this stage Litvinov was rather 
more careful talking to newspapermen than diplomats. He was nevertheless 
“obviously pessimistic about the world situation” when Cyrus Sulzberger of the 
New York Times talked to him on 5 April. Litvinov was “a regular Jeremiah, full 
of gloom. He didn’t say so outright, but he seemed to think worse trouble was 
coming.”86

Increasingly depressed and soon fatally ill, Roosevelt lost his grip. His for-
eign policy in Europe was adrift in uncertain waters, kept afl oat on unfounded 
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46 Ideology Triumphant

hopes but doomed to wreckage on the rocks of Stalin’s sullen suspicions. He 
believed still that the Red Army was vital to defeat Japan and save further 
American lives. The atomic bomb now being engineered had yet to prove it-
self. Meanwhile, in late February Moscow learned that leading representatives 
of the Polish government-in-exile from London had reached Poland. A trap 
was set once their whereabouts had been established. It was laid by Red Army 
Colonel-General Ivanov—Deputy Commissar Ivan Serov of the NKVD—as 
a result of which the sixteen disappeared from circulation on 27 March. They 
included Jan-Stanisław Jankowski and General Leopold Okulicki, who had for-
mally dissolved the underground army in his command but had ordered the 
formation of small fi ghting cells to remain ready for future instructions.87 On 
31 March former Prime Minister Wincenty Witos was also tricked into NKVD 
custody. Interrogation of the sleep-deprived prisoners then proceeded for the 
preparation of an indictment, a trial, and long sentences for incarceration. In 
this matter Stalin was acting on intelligence information from London as to the 
intentions of the Polish government-in-exile.

Thus were the last months of the war in Europe overshadowed by growing 
acrimony in relations between London and Washington on one side and Mos-
cow on the other. Stalin still seriously suspected a separate peace to be in the 
offi ng. On 21 March word came in from the London residency of a telegram 
from Ribbentrop to the German ambassador in Dublin. “I do not know,” Rib-
bentrop wrote, “which Englishmen or Americans you can count on in the cur-
rent situation. If the opportunity presents itself, I would ask you to convey these 
instructions via an agent of very special authority among English or American 
circles. Nothing on paper must in any circumstances originate with us.” What 
the war had demonstrated was “the military might of the Soviet Union,” which 
had now taken over Eastern Europe in its entirety. Even in France and Italy, 
communists were especially active.88

After news arrived of the arrests in Poland, Churchill took heed and advised 
Roosevelt that they must shake hands with the Russians “as far to the East as 
possible.”89 At the Foreign Offi ce, arch-realist and Deputy Under-Secretary 
Orme (“Moley”) Sargent brooded on Soviet obstructionism, and not merely in 
Poland. Given the sudden rapidity of the breakthrough on the Western front, 
it looked as though they “were resolved to give nothing away a moment sooner 
than they need, because they now fi nd that in view of the sudden increase 
in strength of our military position they will need all the bargaining counters 
they can lay their hands on in the coming struggle for position in the politi-
cal fi eld.”90 Stalin was well aware of the sentiments expressed. This document 
reached Soviet intelligence and was dispatched to Moscow on 22 April, together 
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with minutes from Permanent Under-Secretary Alec Cadogan and Eden dated 
4 April.91

PRESSURE ON THE NEAR EAST

Stalin then compounded concern by pressing Ankara to revise the foundation 
of relations with Moscow that were settled at a time of chronic Soviet weakness 
in December 1920. In both 1923, at Lausanne, and 1936, at Montreux, Moscow 
failed to obtain a treaty that placed control over access to the Black Sea solely 
in the hands of the riparian Powers. In 1939 negotiations between Ankara and 
Moscow stumbled because Stalin saw London’s infl uence gaining at Russian 
expense. He therefore demanded a military base on the Straits and failed to ob-
tain it. In negotiating with Berlin in 1940 Russia was keen to establish predomi-
nance over Bulgaria and infl uence over the fate of Romania given the proximity 
of both—one hundred miles and two hundred miles—to the Straits in an age 
of airpower. Lack of sympathy for a state that failed to commit against Germany 
left Turkey isolated and therefore vulnerable. Churchill had repeatedly and 
foolishly promised Stalin during the war that this anomaly would be rectifi ed 
to Soviet advantage. Nothing had been done, however. The fate of Turkey had 
arisen in Molotov’s talks with Hitler on 13 November 1940.92 At that time Stalin 
could not contain his distaste and his corresponding determination not merely 
to master the Straits. “We will drive the Turks into Asia,” he fulminated. “What 
is Turkey? There are two million Georgians there, one and a half Armenians, a 
million Kurds, and so forth. The Turks amount to only six or seven million.”93

Thus after Turkey’s belated declaration of war against Germany—received 
with derision in the Soviet press—on 19 March 1945, the Kremlin, in defi ance 
of advice from its diplomats,94 informed Ankara that the treaty of neutrality and 
friendship signed twenty years before would lapse. But Stalin expected much 
more than Churchill had anticipated. He was pressing not merely for control 
over the Straits but also responding, as in the case of Iran, to irredentist ambi-
tions from within Soviet republics in the region (Armenia, Georgia, and Azer-
baijan). He therefore pressed for realignment of the Turkish-Soviet frontier. 
Molotov strongly objected to what he regarded as a Great Power chauvinist 
policy,95 but Stalin’s Caucasian instincts won out, encouraged no doubt by dep-
uty foreign commissars Vladimir Dekanozov and Sergei Kavtaradze plus Beria 
(all from Georgia) and Anastas Mikoyan (from Armenia).

In the knowledge that Moscow was insisting on revision of the Straits con-
vention, the leaders of Armenia turned to Stalin on 6 April making the case 
for retrocession of territory lost to Turkey during the Russian civil war and 
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48 Ideology Triumphant

its aftermath. That Stalin then chose publicly to receive Archbishop Gevorg 
Cheorekchiyan of the Armenian Church on 19 April indicated open sympathy 
for Armenian nationalism.96 Thus on 7 June Molotov presented the Turkish 
ambassador, Selim Sarper, with a set of demands, including joint control over 
the Straits, naval bases in the Bosphorous and Dardanelles, plus retrocession of 
Kars and Ardagan. It was clear that “should the territorial side of the question, 
which in the Soviet-Turkish treaty was decided to the disadvantage of the So-
viet Union, including Armenia and Georgia, be settled, that would have great 
signifi cance for the strengthening of friendly relations for many years between 
the Soviet Union and Turkey.”97 The demands were reiterated on 18 June in no 
uncertain terms.98 And a further note on 7 August 1946 restated the insistence 
that the riparian Powers alone settle the fate of the Straits, including their joint 
defense (a point reiterated on 24 September).

The Caucasian lobby had made themselves felt but had been suppressed 
after a collision with Lenin in 1920–21.99 It was here, however, with respect to 
Iran rather than Turkey that the greatest disagreement arose. In 1942 London 
and Moscow divided the country between them for the duration of hostilities. 
This then presented Stalin with an ideal opportunity to bring about the for-
mation of a separatist movement identical to that of the fetal Ghilan repub-
lic, which Lenin had ruthlessly aborted for reasons of state in 1921. As early as 
6 March 1944 the Kremlin decided to extend its infl uence throughout occupied 
northern Iran for the indefi nite future. All key offi cials in the area were re-
placed by Azeri offi cials. Molotov emphasized in his briefi ng to those appointed 
that they work all out “for the purpose of reinforcing our infl uence among the 
population.”100 As we have seen, Molotov never cared much for this policy. One 
obvious source of infl uence on Soviet policy came from rival Beria who, noting 
Anglo-American interest in postwar Iran for its oil, emphasized the importance 
of northern Iran as a contiguous source.101 To these ends a front organization 
was established, the separatist Democratic Party, at the initiative of Bagirov, sec-
retary of the Azerbaijan Central Committee. This was decided on 6 July 1945 at 
a Politburo meeting “on measures for the organization of a separatist movement 
in southern Azerbaijan and other provinces of northern Iran.”102

Meanwhile Moscow tried to extract from Tehran agreement to exclusive 
rights for oil exploration and extraction in northern Iran. Instead of withdrawing 
when it was time to leave in March 1946, Stalin sent in a further 15,000 troops 
to augment the 60,000 already there while Azeris and Kurds clamored for 
independence from Tehran.103 As he openly admitted, there was no “deep 
revolutionary crisis”; the success of the separatists was due entirely to the 
presence of Soviet forces.104 A pattern of territorial expansion that was by no 
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means restricted to Europe thus began to emerge as the war reached its close 
in Europe.

The Near East had its importance in illustrating the blatant use of local 
revolutionaries for national objectives. This was equally evident in the Middle 
East, instanced by Soviet support for Zionist terrorism. The fi rst contacts be-
tween Moscow and the Jewish Agency representing the community in Palestine 
(Yishuv) occurred in October 1940 between Dr. Nahum Goldman and ambas-
sador Konstantin Umansky, himself a Russian Jew and protégé of Litvinov, in 
Washington. The second took place at the end of January 1941 at a meeting 
between Dr. Chaim Weizmann and Maisky, also Jewish, in London. In discuss-
ing whether Palestine was the only likely future solution for the diaspora of the 
capitalist world, Maisky said that if this were so, then populations would have to 
be moved. In the words of the Jewish Agency record of the conversation, Weiz-
mann “said that if half a million Arabs could be transferred, two million Jews 
could be put in their place. That, of course, would be a fi rst instalment; what 
might happen afterwards was a matter of history.”105 The meeting was followed 
up by David Ben-Gurion, chairman of the Jewish Agency executive, in early 
October. He called in ostensibly to ask what help the Jewish community glob-
ally could do for the war effort. It soon became apparent he was disturbed that 
the Arab-Jewish Communist Party of Palestine had before the war supported the 
Arabs against Jewish colonization. He clearly wanted that policy changed and 
suggested a delegation be sent to Moscow.106 But Stalin was too preoccupied 
with repelling Germany to look so far from the fi eld of battle and into so distant 
a future.

When, however, the tide of war began to turn to allied advantage following 
the battle of Kursk, it occurred to the more extreme element within the Yishuv 
that Moscow might see them as a convenient instrument with which to under-
mine British power in the postwar Middle East. A breakthrough occurred when 
Maisky stopped over in Palestine en route from London to Moscow as part of 
his duties as deputy commissar. There, despite the best efforts of the British au-
thorities, Maisky managed to see Ben-Gurion, visit Jerusalem and a few settle-
ments, and probe the intentions of the agency for their plans.107 Encouraged as 
a result of Moscow’s evident interest, by the end of the year one terrorist group, 
the Stern Gang (Lohamei Herut Yisrael, or “Lehi”), recommended collabora-
tion with Moscow in view of its rivalry with London in the region.108

On 1 November 1944, the other terrorists, led by Menachem Begin, “Etzel” 
(Irgun Tzva’i Le’umi), assassinated the British resident minister in Palestine, 
Lord Moyne, who was vocally anti-Jewish. Vyshinsky was one of two senior 
Soviet offi cials who expressed a positive view of the struggle in conversation 
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50 Ideology Triumphant

with the Jewish Agency representative in Bucharest, Joseph Clarman.109 Such 
sentiments arose from assumptions that Arab “efforts to unite and to create a 
United Arab Federation are incited and supported by the British insofar as it 
suits their plans to reinforce their infl uence in the Middle East and to establish 
a barrier against any possible penetration of Soviet infl uence there.” As “none of 
the Arab countries is really an independent state,” Moscow estimated, “any sort 
of unifi cation among them is possible only under the aegis of a ruling power, 
which at present is Britain.”110

ANGLO-AMERICAN DIFFERENCES

Anxious at the prospect of Stalin making impossible a postwar balance of 
Europe, Churchill attempted to persuade General Dwight Eisenhower, com-
manding allied forces in the West, that troops press ahead to take both Berlin 
and Prague before Moscow did so. Stalin was aware of this. Churchill’s mes-
sage to Eden concerning Prague reached Soviet intelligence and was copied to 
Stalin on 26 April 1945.111 But neither the trusting Eisenhower, an increasingly 
despondent Roosevelt, nor his untutored successor Truman showed that they 
really understood the crucial importance of the battlefi eld in defi ning of the ter-
ritorial settlement following war. Only Stalin and Churchill did so, conscious of 
precedent; Stalin tutored by the historian Yevgenii Tarle, Churchill something 
of an historian himself.

Washington was at this early stage much lower down the learning curve in 
realpolitik. Kennan, writing to a former colleague two decades hence, refl ected 
on the “naïve assumptions about the personality of the Stalin regime and the 
prospects for postwar collaboration which permeated our entire policy-making 
at that time.”112 A few years and a growing conviction that Stalin was taking the 
United States insuffi ciently seriously were to make all the difference. A note 
to Moscow on 6 July 1948, for instance, claimed the right of Americans to be 
in Berlin as a consequence of withdrawing its forces from the region in 1945 to 
cede it to Russia. The note also stated that, had it known of what was to come 
in respect of the Soviet blockade of Berlin, the United States would not have 
done so.113 It was unquestionably a failure of statesmanship not to have real-
ized this sooner. Clausewitz’s dictum On War as the continuation of politics 
through other means was evidently read neither extensively nor deeply at West 
Point. General Walter Bedell Smith, as ambassador to Moscow and later head 
of CIA, had good cause for rueful regret at the “great mistakes . . . made during 
the war because of American failure to realize that military and political action 
had to go hand in hand.”114 Stalin, however, knew all too well. He had absorbed 
Clausewitz via Engels and Lenin. “This war is not as in the past; whoever oc-
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cupies a territory also imposes on it his own social system. Everyone imposes 
his own system as far as his army can reach. It cannot be otherwise,” Stalin 
famously told Yugoslav communist leader Milovan Djilas.115 And extravagant 
hopes of reaching as far as Denmark excited the Soviet mind. At discussions on 
postwar planning in June 1944 Lozovskii insisted on the need for military bases 
on Bornholm at the gates of the Baltic Sea. The problem was that Denmark was 
not an enemy state. The argument made to Dekanozov by the head of the fi fth 
European department was that Russia had “special interests . . . in Denmark 
which controls egress from the Baltic Sea.”116

Few were in a position to enlighten Washington for fear of rapid and fatal ret-
ribution. The Litvinovs were a notable exception; the only problem being that 
Maxim’s warnings were easily brushed aside as the grievances of a senior offi cial 
passed over for the highest offi ce.117 The fact that Litvinov had to emphasize 
the responsibility of Molotov rather than Stalin (the necessary fi ction of the 
evil counselors advising the innocent monarch) certainly did not help advance 
the credibility of his position. It was during the spring of 1945 that his garrulous 
wife asked Harriman whether he remembered the unsolicited advice she had 
offered a year before. “At that time,” Harriman recalled, “she had told me that 
it was her opinion that efforts on our part to ingratiate ourselves with the Soviet 
authorities were only interpreted as weakness on our part and that if we wished 
to establish our relations on a satisfactory basis we should be fi rm in all our deal-
ings with them. In commenting on the fact that Molotov was not going to San 
Francisco and the present very unsatisfactory state of our relations, she chided 
me for not having followed her advice of last year. She said that this advice still 
held true and that it was not too late to put it into practice if we desired to have 
our relations with the Soviet Union placed on a satisfactory basis.”118

UNCERTAIN SUCCESSION

Roosevelt fi nally died of a stroke at 4:35 p.m. on 12 April. The bewildered 
and entirely uninformed Harry Truman found himself in power two and a half 
hours later, at a crucial moment for the United States, with the world confront-
ing an uncertain, unsettled, and therefore troubled peace. Vice President less 
than three months before, Truman had attended cabinet meetings and had 
seen Roosevelt once or twice since then. “But he never did talk to me confi den-
tially about the war,” Truman recalled, “or about foreign affairs or what or what 
he had in mind for the peace after the war.”119

Those at the White House were so disoriented on 12–13 April that no one got 
up when Truman walked into the Oval Offi ce. This instinctive lack of respect 
lingered. That it would take time to adjust was inevitable. Yet time was short. 
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52 Ideology Triumphant

Washington paralyzed by grief, Churchill wasted not a moment reassessing 
Britain’s position. Immediately he resolved to take preemptive action where 
nothing had been agreed in advance with Moscow. “It is in our interests,” he 
wrote, “to prevent the Russian submergence of Central and Western Europe as 
far as possible.”120 To this end British forces were told to take northeastern Italy, 
Venezia Giulia, as speedily as possible in order to deny the key port of Trieste to 
the irredentist and communist Yugoslavs, who had signed a mutual assistance 
pact with Stalin on 11 April, thus breaching the letter of the percentages agree-
ment of October 1944; and to hold open the possibility of granting possession 
to Italy in order to throw the local Communist Party into confusion by raising 
aloft the banner of Italian nationalism above the red fl ag. Churchill’s message 
to Eden in Washington that it was now a waste of time to fritter away British ef-
forts in a lost cause with Yugoslavia was sent to Stalin by the London residency 
of the NKVD/NKGB on 5 May.121

Churchill acted swiftly because the death of Roosevelt prompted a new sense 
of uncertainty that Moscow might quickly exploit. He understood “that the new 
man [Truman] is not to be bullied by the Soviets.”122 This assessment was also 
read by Stalin,123 as was a telegram insisting that Britain and the United States 
had to stop the USSR absorbing Central and Western Europe.124 But Churchill 
also knew Truman had been kept in the dark by Roosevelt. Predictions of US 
policy were thus hard to make. Litvinov’s successor as ambassador and Molo-
tov’s protégé, the dullard Gromyko, found it “diffi cult to judge what domestic 
and foreign policy Truman will carry out.”125

Stalin, however, appears to have found intelligence assessments more pen-
etrating. He immediately made a show of force on 21 April by signing a mutual 
assistance pact with a Polish communist government as yet unrecognized in by 
the West. The omens were therefore not propitious when Molotov met Truman 
for the fi rst time on 22 April—only ten days after Roosevelt’s death. Harriman 
had warned Truman that “in effect what we were faced with was a ‘barbarian 
invasion of Europe,’ that Soviet control over any foreign country did not mean 
merely infl uence on their foreign relations but the extension of the Soviet sys-
tem with secret police, extinction of freedom of speech, etc.” Stalin had the 
impression that he did not have to heed US opinion and that “some quarters in 
Moscow believed erroneously that American business needed as a matter of life 
and death the development of exports to Russia.”126

Stalin had originally refused to allow Molotov to go to the United States 
for the opening of the UN. Indeed a TASS communiqué on 29 March had 
stated that Gromyko would attend instead. Stalin and Molotov had argued. On 
19 April, however, having won out, Molotov left, traveling via Anchorage, Alaska, 
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and then on to San Francisco before a hasty departure for Washington to see 
Truman. Erofeev noted: “Molotov’s participation in the San Francisco confer-
ence turned out to be very important, and he understood this from the very 
beginning, but had to take Stalin’s opinion into account. This was yet another 
instance of disagreements with Stalin, which increasingly became exacerbated 
and took on an increasingly severe form. In these disputes Beria played his part; 
he was no friend of Molotov’s.”127

Stalin’s actions the day before Molotov’s meeting with Truman consciously 
poured fuel on the fl ames. But Truman remained studiously cool, and the 
meeting, a preliminary before the foreign ministers began working on Poland, 
was brief and cordial. Matters were to prove different on the following day, 
however. Alerted that Moscow’s position had moved not one iota, Truman told 
Molotov that “our agreements with the Soviet Union so far had been a one-way 
street and that could not continue; it was now or never. He intended to go on 
with the plans for San Francisco and if the Russians did not wish to join us they 
could go to hell.” But this was only one side of the coin. Those advising him 
most concerned with the campaign to defeat Japan were not at all enthusiastic 
for a showdown.

Indeed, Stimson had no knowledge of Poland and, like the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General George Marshall, he was inclined to forgive 
Moscow anything on the grounds that they succeeded in battle. “He said we 
must understand that outside the United States with the exception of Great 
Britain there was no country that understood free elections.”128 The overall im-
pression Truman received, however, was “that the time has arrived to take a 
strong American attitude toward the Soviet, and that no particular harm can 
now be done to our war prospects even if Russia should slow down or even stop 
its war effort in Europe and in Asia.”129 On this occasion, therefore, he sided 
with James Forrestal, Admiral William Leahy (now presidential chief of staff), 
Stettinius, and Harriman, venting his fury at Molotov when they met later that 
day, on 23 April. This much is evident even from the toning down of the record 
by note-taker Bohlen.

Taking up Harriman’s suggestion of Lend-Lease as a stick with which to 
threaten Moscow, Truman insisted that failure to reach agreement on Poland 
would damage public opinion; that popular support was vital to economic ap-
propriations for overseas projects; and that Moscow should consider this in 
weighing his own and Churchill’s proposals on Poland. When Molotov coun-
tered that Moscow was interested in cooperation, Truman snapped back that 
this was of course true, “otherwise, they would not be talking today.” When 
Molotov went on to say observance of the Yalta decisions was for him a matter 
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54 Ideology Triumphant

of honor, Truman “replied with great fi rmness that an agreement had been 
reached on Poland and that it only remained for Marshal Stalin to carry it out in 
accordance with his word.”130 “I have never been talked to like that in my life,” 
Molotov objected. “Carry out your agreements and you won’t get talked to like 
that,” Truman responded.131 The president “used plain American language” 
(only retrospectively cleaned up for the record), Leahy noted, adding “language 
that was not at all diplomatic.”132

Present, Gromyko characteristically omitted all mention of this disagreeable 
exchange in his memoirs—themselves a monument to discretion (and trivia)—
but more than once confi ded what had taken place to Oleg Troyanovsky, Mo-
lotov’s foreign policy assistant on the United States. According to him, “Truman 
immediately took the offensive, accusing the Soviet Union of various mortal 
sins. The onslaught was indeed so unexpected that Molotov was taken aback, 
which rarely happened to him. After Truman’s tirade he readied himself to re-
ply, but the President thereupon gave to understand that the conversation was 
at an end and, excusing himself, left.”

Molotov was patently alarmed. He foresaw that Truman’s conduct would 
draw an extremely negative response from Moscow, and he feared Stalin would 
hold him responsible for everything. Back at the embassy a palid Molotov began 
putting together an account of the meeting for dispatch to Moscow. “He spent a 
long time writing. Evidently he completely failed to recast the dark tones of the 
discussion into brighter colors. Finally he called over Gromyko, and together 
they set to softening the sharp edges.”133 From Molotov’s standpoint, however, 
this was a risky procedure. Sooner or later Stalin would fi nd out what had re-
ally happened. Molotov was not Caesar’s wife; Stalin, as he was soon to be 
reminded, was much given to fatal suspicion even of his closest brother-in-arms, 
with Beria’s encouragement, of course.

TRUMAN BACKS OFF

The fi rst skirmishes over Truman’s attention had thus been won by Harriman, 
who said nothing to Kennan. But as the war against Japan drew to a climax, 
Truman muted his assertiveness against Moscow in deference to the military. 
Litvinov correctly advised Molotov that the allies were “interested in our enter-
ing the war with Japan. . . . For this very reason they will be more inclined to be 
accommodating than after their victorious conclusion of the war in the East.”134 
He was right. On further refl ection Truman “felt that agreements made in the 
war to keep Russia fi ghting should be kept and I kept them to the letter.” He 
added, “All of us wanted Russia in the Japanese war.”135 Indeed, the Kremlin 
was conscious that Washington refrained from exacerbating the relationship 
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still further.136 Intelligence information reaching Stalin from San Francisco 
noted that, although sent by Roosevelt to mediate between the Chinese nation-
alists and the communists, General Patrick Hurley had forbidden US offi cials to 
have anything to do with the Mao Tse-tung and that London and Washington 
were agreed on liquidating communism in China. Yet, and this was the mate-
rial issue for Stalin, Truman was nevertheless bent on defeating Japan.137

The end of the war in Europe thus sounded an inconclusive note in East-
West relations. In Moscow on the evening of 11 May, Marshal Georgii Zhu-
kov, Commander-in-Chief of Soviet forces in Germany, was summoned to 
Stalin, who suggested that the British were colluding with the Germans to use 
them against the Russians. Molotov expressed the view that with the death of 
Roosevelt, Truman would soon come to terms with the British. And the Ameri-
cans appeared to be lingering in Thuringia to snap up what they could lay their 
hands on in terms of technology. On Stalin’s view they were trying to improve 
their bargaining position vis-à-vis the Russians. “If you live with wolves, you 
have to howl like a wolf,” Stalin quipped.138 Meanwhile, on the following day 
in a telegram to Truman, Churchill expressed alarm “that half the American air 
forces in Europe has already begun to move to the Pacifi c theatre. The news-
papers are full of the great movements of the American Armies out of Europe. 
Our Armies also are under previous arrangements likely to undergo a marked 
reduction. The Canadian Army will certainly leave. The French are weak and 
diffi cult to deal with. Anyone can see that in a very short space of time our 
armed power on the Continent will have vanished except for moderate forces to 
hold down Germany.” What, then, “is to happen about Russia?” “I have always 
worked for friendship with Russia but,” Churchill emphasized, “like you, I feel 
deep anxiety because of their misinterpretation of the Yalta decisions, their at-
titude towards Poland, their overwhelming infl uence in the Balkans excepting 
Greece, the diffi culties they make about Vienna, the combination of Russian 
power and the territories under their control or occupied, coupled with the 
Communist technique in so many other countries, and above all their power 
to maintain very large Armies in the fi eld for a long time. What will be the 
position in a year or two, when the British and American Armies have melted 
and the French have a handful of divisions, mostly French, and when Russia 
may choose to keep two or three hundred on active service?” Churchill saw an 
“iron curtain . . . drawn down upon their front. We do not know what is going 
on behind.”139 It was this that led the prime minister plan for the possibility of 
war with Russia.

Churchill was right to worry. Having condemned Browder for ignoring the 
class struggle, Moscow now openly reasserted revolutionary solidarity with 
regard to the working class in the West facing “the looming danger of mass 
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56 Ideology Triumphant

 employment” and “the struggle which the peoples of the colonial countries are 
waging for their freedom and independence,” adding that it was “not surprising 
that the striving of the peoples in dependent countries for liberation fl ared up 
with new force during the struggle against fascist aggression.”140

In ignorance, Washington was unreceptive when asked to exploit military dis-
positions in the fi eld. Hopkins insisted to Truman that delaying withdrawal was 
“certain to be misunderstood by the Russians.”141 Truman sent Hopkins to see 
Stalin in late May. He returned early June via Frankfurt where he spoke at al-
lied headquarters, “bubbling with enthusiasm about his meetings with Stalin.” 
And whereas those he addressed naturally saw Germany as “the most diffi cult 
problem in Europe,” Hopkins “made it clear that Germany was pretty far down 
on Washington’s priority list.” He said with “obvious sincerity” that “we can do 
business with Stalin! He will co-operate!”142 Truman shared this naïveté: the 
Russians had “always been our friends and I can’t see why they shouldn’t always 
be.”143 Thus when Truman and Churchill requested “free access” to Berlin “by 
air, road and rail” and failed to obtain it, the president let the matter drop. Har-
riman, however, still shared Churchill’s concern. Newly appointed Under Sec-
retary of State Dean Acheson wrote to daughter Mary a few days later: “Averell 
is furious about the Rouskis—an attitude which is OK for those who can handle 
it but dangerous medicine for those who want to be ineffectively anti-Russian. 
He says rightly that they are behaving badly and running out of arguments and 
attempting to dominate Europe and elsewhere. With this I agree and I am for a 
policy of fi rmness. . . . He sees lots of trouble ahead and fears that San Francisco 
lulls people into a false sense that we don’t have to stand up to Stalin.”144

Acheson, however, had no intention of remaining in government.145 He had 
what his latter-day special assistant Lucius (“Luke”) Battle affectionately re-
ferred to as only “a veneer of Eastern seaboard polish.”146 Along with Marshall, 
whom Truman revered, Acheson rather than the president was to give intel-
lectual cohesion and steadfast purpose to US conduct of the Cold War in its 
crucial phase. For the moment, however, his views had yet to cohere. Acheson 
refused to see confl ict with Moscow as inevitable. Thus the only apparent by-
product of “crocodile” Harriman’s gruff lobbying was the decision encouraged 
by Leahy to cut Lend-Lease completely—leaving Britain in the same empty 
boat as Russia. Stalin had by then reached stark conclusions. He refused to con-
template a division of Germany on the grounds that it would lead to “American 
domination” of that country.147

In the West a fundamental problem lay with a president entirely unaccus-
tomed to dealing with other societies. A natural, prickly, and provincial isola-
tionism pervaded Truman’s early decisions. On 20 July, for instance, he wrote 

Haslam, Jonathan. Russia's Cold War : From the October Revolution to the Fall of the Wall, Yale University Press,
         2011. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=3420662.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-28 01:16:18.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

1.
 Y

al
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



 Ideology Triumphant 57

of his having “to make it perfectly plain to them [Churchill and Stalin] at least 
once a day that so far as this President is concerned Santa Claus is dead and that 
my fi rst interest is [the] U.S.A.”148 He also tended to project his own personal 
experience onto alien political cultures. After the Potsdam summit he wrote: “I 
like Stalin. He is straightforward.” Stalin, indeed, reminded him of his sponsor, 
the corrupt Tom Pendergast of Missouri.149 Thus the dispatch of Hopkins to 
negotiate a compromise on Poland made sense if one were dealing with Pend-
ergast; yet Stalin was ill suited to the role assigned to him. Given his outlook, 
any compromise was bound to be a victory of form over substance.

In Poland, communists headed by Władisław Gomułka who had led a guer-
rilla struggle against Germany amounted to a mere 140,000.150 Without the Red 
Army they were powerless. On the other hand the behavior of the NKVD made 
ever more problematic attempts to win over the population. Gomułka therefore 
pleaded with the Kremlin to release some of those taken in the hope that they 
could be won over to widen the basis of support for the communist cause. Sta-
lin was persuaded to release many from the underground army who had been 
swept up in mass arrests that followed the entry of the Red Army into most of 
Poland.151 But, unable to secure freedom for leading émigré Poles imprisoned 
in March and ever anxious that Moscow be kept onside for the defeat of Japan, 
which Hopkins discussed with Stalin, Washington conceded without consult-
ing London and accepted communist predominance.

Churchill had little choice but to accept US concessions, though no more 
than that. “We desire the entry of the Soviets into the war against Japan at the 
earliest possible moment,” he wrote. However, Churchill continued, “Having 
regard to their own great interests in the Far East, they will not need to be 
begged, nor should their entry be purchased at the cost of concessions prejudic-
ing a reign of freedom and justice in Central Europe or the Balkans.”152 In a 
sop to Truman, Stalin allowed Stanisław Mikołajczyk, formerly leader of the 
London Poles and head of the Smallholders’ Party, to join the Polish govern-
ment as deputy chairman of the Council of Ministers on 28 June. On 5 July, the 
defeat of Japan in sight but with Soviet assistance still assumed vital, the United 
States and Britain swallowed hard and recognized the new Polish government.

Stalin had thereby secured Poland as a fi efdom with window dressing. But he 
knew that resistance was growing. Moscow had long been reading the secret cor-
respondence between the president and prime minister. On 4 June Churchill 
reiterated to Truman the “profound misgivings” with which he viewed “the 
retreat of the American Army to our line of occupation in the central sector, 
thus bringing Soviet power into the heart of Western Europe and the descent 
of an iron curtain between us and everything to the eastward.” He had “hoped 

Haslam, Jonathan. Russia's Cold War : From the October Revolution to the Fall of the Wall, Yale University Press,
         2011. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=3420662.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-28 01:16:18.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

1.
 Y

al
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



58 Ideology Triumphant

that this retreat, if it has to be made, would be accompanied by the settlement 
of many great things which could be the true foundation of world peace.” How-
ever, “nothing really important has been settled yet, and you and I will have to 
bear great responsibility for the future.”153 With this approach, had he known of 
it, which doubtless he did not, Litvinov was entirely out of sympathy. Still react-
ing to the preceding period of tension following Molotov’s visit to Washington, 
Litvinov asked Edgar Snow: “Why did you Americans wait till right now to be-
gin opposing us in the Balkans and Eastern Europe? You should have done this 
three years ago. Now it’s too late, and your complaints only arouse suspicion 
here.”154 Before long, however, when he came to realize the full extent of what 
lay behind Moscow’s behavior, he was to press for ever greater fi rmness from 
the West.

What fl owed out of London did nothing to reduce Stalin’s suspicions. 
From the NKVD residency on 3 August arrived the copy of a memorandum 
by  Under-Secretary Sargent dated 11 July. It argued that, although Britain had 
had to come to come to terms with Russia in the diplomatic arena, the time 
had come to throw down the gauntlet over Finland, Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
 Austria, Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria instead of waiting for Moscow to threaten 
 British interests in Germany, Italy, Greece, and Turkey. London’s policy should 
be to turn Italy, Greece, and Turkey into bastions of liberalism. The battle for 
Germany, however, would not only be more diffi cult but also more decisive for 
the whole of Europe.

The trouble was, and here Stalin’s ears will have pricked up, Britain could not 
count on continuing cooperation from the United States. Too many Americans 
considered Britain dangerous and reactionary, just as the British had seen the 
French in the 1920s. Only on the problem of economic revival, which touched 
core interests, did they seem likely to collaborate. Once it had given material 
aid to countries in diffi culty, Washington was more likely to show an inter-
est in their politics. As to Britain, it should challenge communist penetration 
in the majority of Eastern Europe and resist communism in Germany, Italy, 
Greece, and Turkey even if the Americans refuse assistance or embark on the 
appeasement of the Soviet Union. It was very much in terms of an economic 
counterweight that Sargent saw the security of British and American political 
interests in Europe: the earliest sign of the thinking that led eventually to the 
Marshall Plan.155

A crucial exception to US misgivings about Britain occurred in the fi eld 
of intelligence cooperation that had begun in February 1941 with the gift of 
the Purple Analog machine—a machine that broke the Japanese diplomatic 
code—to the British. This gesture was eventually rewarded with the sharing 
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 Ideology Triumphant 59

of the efforts to break the German Enigma codes in June 1942.156 In June 1945 
the US Army and Navy Communications Intelligence Board (ANCIB) sug-
gested that London and Washington extend their collaboration after the war 
but against the USSR. This became project Bourbon. Arrangements remained 
informal, with the exchange of liaison units.157 Stalin will have known since 
Philby was building up the counterintelligence Soviet section of MI6.

RUSSIA ATTACKS JAPAN

Meanwhile, the sudden end to war in Europe had caught Moscow short. 
Germany’s defeat was not expected until much later. Throughout, Stalin had 
been rotating units between the Far East and the European front. Signs of a 
shift of air forces eastwards became apparent as early as October 1944. Previous 
air strength was calculated at around 1,770 aircraft. But between October 1944 
and July 1945 about 2,000 additional plans were moved east and between mid-
April and mid-June heavy military traffi c was observed along the trans-Siberian 
railroad, which was working to full capacity.158 From April to September an 
average of 10 trainloads were transported in twenty-four hours, peaking at 22 
in July.159 From May to 9 August 136,000 carriage loads of materiel had been 
transported.160 The number of men moved amounted to 33,465 in May, ris-
ing to 152,408 in June and 206,042 in July, dropping to 11,449 between 1 and 
8 August.161

Lozovskii, supervising Soviet policy in the East, wrote to Molotov on 10 Janu-
ary 1945 anxious lest the neutrality pact with Japan be extended. Russia needed 
“a free hand.” At the same time Moscow had to be careful to rid itself of the 
pact in such a way “that the Japanese hope through serious concessions on their 
part to see the neutrality pact extended for another fi ve years.”162 Thus it was 
duly denounced in the press on 6 April.163 Plans for the attack on Japan were 
not complete until the end of the month.164 But the need to catch up in plan-
ning as well as logistics inevitably heightened Stalin’s anxiety lest Washington 
jeopardize his prospective share in the Far Eastern settlement. Suspicions were 
easily aroused. A dispatch from Malik in Tokyo on 7 June reported an approach 
by former Prime Minister Hirota. Malik noted, “Throughout my discussion 
with Hirota, not only did he not once attack the USA and England, but he did 
not even direct a sharp remark at them. Doubtless the story about talks with 
the USSR is needed by the Japanese for peace soundings that could lead to ne-
gotiations with the USA and England.”165 Later Stalin acknowledged that “the 
deterioration in relations . . . was due to an accumulation of facts antedating the 
return of the Labour Government to power.”166 Since Labour came to power 

Haslam, Jonathan. Russia's Cold War : From the October Revolution to the Fall of the Wall, Yale University Press,
         2011. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=3420662.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-28 01:16:18.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

1.
 Y

al
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



60 Ideology Triumphant

during the course of the Potsdam summit in July, it is fair to conclude that in 
Stalin’s mind, at least, a cold war was by now certain.

Stalin’s greatest concern, evidenced by his encrypted correspondence with 
the embassy in Tokyo, was lest Japan, fearing an attack and a vengeful settle-
ment, sought a separate peace with the United States and thereby forestalled 
Russian entry into the war and its share of the fruits. From Lisbon US diplomats 
reported an approach from the Japanese legation expressing interest in condi-
tional terms of peace and arguing in strongly anti-Soviet terms similar to those 
used by Himmler in negotiations with Sweden for a separate peace. Japan was 
said to be useful in keeping Russia out of China. Washington stood to lose the 
Chinese market if Russia came in.167 Moscow learned of this ballon d’essai. 
Early in June the Soviet political representative in Budapest, Pushkin, asked his 
American opposite number, Schoenfeld, for information about such peace feel-
ers. But he was told nothing was known. Pushkin thanked him, adding by way 
of explanation that “the Soviet Union had a bone to pick with Japan.”168 Stalin’s 
concern was made apparent when Hopkins saw him in May: “Stalin,” Hopkins 
noted, “expressed the fear that the Japanese will try to split the allies.”169 At-
tempts by Hirota to lure Moscow into negotiation were thus fi rmly rebuffed.

Goodwill naturally counted for nothing. As in Europe, so in Asia, Russia 
was dissatisfi ed with what had been formally agreed with the allies. At a meet-
ing with the Politburo, leaders of the state apparatus, and senior offi cers on 
26–27 June, veteran of the Far Eastern army Marshal Kirill Meretskov proposed 
the occupation of Hokkaido, Japan’s largest island to the north, along with 
territory agreed at Yalta. Young Nikita Khrushchev spoke in favor. Molotov, 
however, consistently Eurocentric and anxious to pace Soviet expansionism, 
spoke against on the grounds that it would breach the Yalta agreements; as did 
Marshal Georgii Zhukov, who dismissed it as an escapade.170 Stalin split the 
difference. He instructed the military to plan for the occupation of Hokkaido 
and then asked Washington to consent, fully expecting Truman to agree.171 Just 
as Litvinov feared and had warned, as with respect to Hitler, the appetite was 
growing with the eating. And it was not merely Stalin who had exaggerated 
expectations of the fruits of victory that he was reluctant to disappoint.

On 30 June Stalin appointed army Chief of Staff Marshal Aleksander 
Vasil’evsky commander-in-chief for the war. Negotiations now opened with 
China to secure what Roosevelt had promised on their behalf. On 2 July Stalin 
outlined the geopolitical rationale for his demands in terms strikingly similar 
to that deployed with respect to Europe: “We are closed up. We have no out-
let. One should keep Japan vulnerable from all sides, north, west, south, east, 
then she will keep quiet.” “Japan will be crushed,” he continued, “but she will 
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 Ideology Triumphant 61

restore her might in 20, 30 years,” Stalin told Soong, Chiang Kai-shek’s Foreign 
Minister and brother-in-law. “The whole plan of our relations with China is 
based on this.”172

In conversation with Hopkins, Stalin appeared unduly anxious for a peace 
conference to close matters in Europe. Only this would consolidate the gains 
of war and translate them into legal form. He was lucky. British anxiety to 
settle matters before American forces demobilized and left them alone facing 
the mass of Russian troops worked precisely in the same direction. It was thus 
agreed to hold a summit that opened in the outskirts of Berlin at the Cecilien-
hof in Potsdam on 17 July. By agreeing to Berlin against Churchill’s wishes, 
Washington effectively placed the West once again—as at Yalta—in Soviet 
hands. Moscow made full use of the opportunity by delaying the opening of 
the conference until all US troops had been hurried out of the Soviet zone.173 
Here Truman reiterated the wish that Russia enter the war against Japan.174 “At 
the time,” Truman later confessed, “we were anxious for Russian entry into the 
Japanese war. Of course we found later that we didn’t need Russia there and the 
Russians have been a headache to us ever since.”175 After the plenary session on 
17 July, as everyone was dispersing, Truman ran after Stalin to say something. 
Soviet interpreter Pavlov hurried over and translated the president’s news that 
on the previous day the United States had tested a bomb of unusual destructive 
power. Stalin just listened and said nothing. Not a muscle moved on his face. 
He turned on his heels and departed. Taken aback by the reaction, or lack of it, 
Truman was at a loss for words, gazing after the disappearing Stalin.176 “Believe 
the Japs will fold up before Russia comes in,” Truman wrote in his diary on 
18 July. “I am sure they will when Manhattan appears over their homeland.”177 
“Had we known what the Atomic Bomb would do we’d have never wanted the 
Bear in the picture,” Truman wrote later.178

On the successful atomic test, Churchill said he “now thought it a good thing 
that the Russians knew about it and it may make them a little more humble.”179 
But ham-fi sted attempts by Truman and his new and independent-minded Sec-
retary of State, Irish-American southern segregationist Byrnes, to highlight the 
atom bomb in order to intimidate Russia backfi red badly, instead reinforcing 
Stalin’s suspicions about the breadth of US ambitions. He commented: “They 
slay the Japanese, and bully us. Once more everything is done in secret.”180 The 
Soviet military were horrifi ed at developments. Gromyko recalls: “The military 
in our General Staff had their heads in their hands. The Soviet Union, having 
only just beaten the fascist armies, once again faced the threat of attack. There 
sat people who, having passed through the hell of a fearful war, had not yet re-
covered from the ‘22 June’ syndrome and seriously considered that the USA, as 
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62 Ideology Triumphant

soon as it had to its credit 10–15 atomic bombs, could in a possible war with the 
USSR deploy them against the major cities and industrial centers. The Krem-
lin and the General Staff were nervous; mistrust of the allies now mounted. 
Opinions were expressed in favor of the preservation of a mass land army, the 
establishment of control over great expanses as a counter to possible losses from 
atomic bombers. In other words, the atomic blows against Japan forced us yet 
again to evaluate the signifi cance for the USSR of the entire East European 
bridgehead.”181

Stalin knew an atomic bomb had been tested. On 8 August 1941 an offi -
cer in Soviet military intelligence (Razvedupr) in London, Semyon Kremer 
(codename “Barch”), formally the military attaché’s secretary since January 
1937, made the acquaintance of one Klaus Fuchs. Fuchs, a German refugee, 
was then working on the theoretical side of the British atomic bomb project 
at Birmingham University. The practical application was done at Oxford. It 
was expected work would be complete in three months. Thereafter everything 
would go to Canada for industrial production.182 On 16 September 1941 the 
British Uranium Committee chaired by Lord Hankey but led by physicist Sir 
George Thomson convened and agreed that a uranium bomb was feasible in 
a few years. This information from spy John Cairncross was sent in to Moscow 
on 25 September by NKVD resident in London Anatolii Gorskii along with the 
news that on 20 September the Chiefs of Staff had agreed to proceed with its 
speedy construction.183

Not until 10 March 1942, however, did Commissar of Internal Affairs Lavrenty 
Beria present the state defense committee chaired by Stalin with this vital infor-
mation, the signifi cance of which had evidently eluded him.184 Fuchs handed 
over about 246 pages of secrets between August 1941 and October 1942, when 
Kremer returned to Moscow, and contact was taken over by Kuczynski by whom 
a further 324 pages were obtained through to November 1943. Meanwhile Yan 
Chernyak (codename “Jack”) recruited Alan Nunn May at the Cavendish Lab-
oratory in Cambridge in 1942 obtained some 142 pages on the bomb in several 
months’ work. The activities of both Razvedupr and the NKVD were coordi-
nated on this issue under the control of Sudoplatov’s section “S” at the NKVD. 
Early in 1944 everything—including the handling of Fuchs—was transferred to 
NKVD foreign intelligence. Nevertheless important progress was made in the 
United States by Arthur Adams, a Swede, who headed the Razvedupr’s illegal 
residency. He recruited a key scientist codenamed “Kemp” in February 1944 
who supplied more than 5,000 pages of secret documents in that year alone.185

The atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on 6 August. Two days later Russia 
hurriedly declared war on Japan. Another bomb fell on Nagasaki the day after. 
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Tokyo surrendered on condition that the emperor remain in place. Meanwhile 
Stalin, sending his forces across the borders into China and Korea against Ja-
pan’s occupation troops, had his eyes focused on the not-so-distant past as well 
as the future when Japanese forces on the mainland fi nally laid down their arms: 
“The defeat of Russian forces in 1904 in the period of the Russo-Japanese War 
left painful memories in the consciousness of the people. It left a black stain on 
our country. Our people believed and waited for the day when Japan would be 
beaten and the stain would be liquidated. We waited forty years, the people of 
the old generation, for this day. And here we are, this day has come.”186

The subordinate position of the USSR in the region was, however, underlined 
when Molotov suggested that several commanders-in-chief receive Japan’s sur-
render. “Besides General MacArthur there could be Marshal Vasil’evsky,” he 
suggested. Ambassador Harriman erupted in indignation: “The Soviet Union 
cannot present such demands after a total of two days at war with Japan. The 
United States, in tying up Japanese forces, did not give the Japanese the pos-
sibility of attacking the Soviet Union at the most critical time for the Soviet 
Union.”187 Moscow had thereby been served notice that this was exclusively an 
American sphere of infl uence. Stalin was beside himself with fury. Japan was a 
direct neighbor. Unpleasant memories of Russia’s humiliation at the hands of 
Japan at Tsushima still rankled even among Bolsheviks and imperial Japan had 
subsequently held a gun to Moscow’s head for over a decade. Now Russia might 
be denied satisfaction. On 16 August Stalin had asked that Soviet forces occupy 
the northern half of Hokkaido, the main northern island of Japan, thus bisect-
ing the country in the manner of Korea and Germany. Given Truman’s bitter 
experience of noncooperation with Stalin, this was hardly likely to be accepted, 
despite Stalin’s pleas. In reply on 18 August Truman rejected Stalin’s suggestion 
outright.188 Plans to land forces on the main northern island of Hokkaido were 
nevertheless confi rmed by Stalin on 20 August, only to be abruptly curtailed on 
the morning of 22 August. That day Stalin complained, “I and my colleagues 
did not expect from you such a response.”189

Moreover the US request for temporary landing rights on the Kuriles, terri-
tory explicitly allocated to Russia, was viewed with suspicion. Five days later 
Harriman clarifi ed that Washington was not seeking a permanent military base. 
Stalin received him coldly: “He was astounded to have received Truman’s origi-
nal request.”190 That same day the Chief of Staff Soviet forces in the Far East, 
Colonel-General Ivanov, circulated an advisory: “In order to avoid creating 
confl icts and misunderstandings with the allies, it is categorically forbidden to 
send any kind of ship or plane whatever in the direction of Hokkaido.”191 For 
its part, Washington saw no reason why Stalin should be allowed more say in 
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64 Ideology Triumphant

the fate of Japan than Truman had in Eastern Europe under Soviet occupation. 
Even allies like Britain were effectively excluded from the process of occupying 
Japan.192 These differences between Washington and Moscow were to come to 
a head when the foreign ministers of Britain, the United States, and the USSR 
met in London that September.

Stalin’s position prior to the conference was undoubtedly reinforced by sur-
reptitious receipt on 7 September of yet another memorandum purloined from 
the Foreign Offi ce: a record of Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin’s views. Here the 
veteran of trades union clashes with British communists and staunch opponent 
within the cabinet of extensive wartime aid to Russia said that the previous gov-
ernment had made too many concessions to Moscow and that these had led to 
the division of Europe into spheres of infl uence, which the Labour government 
opposed. Bevin wished to proceed with the bases of a Western bloc, but not of-
fi cially or in any haste. Bevin felt that Eden, who poorly understood economics, 
had underestimated what an understanding of economies and social democracy 
could do for the future of Europe.193 Britain was thus ready and waiting for what 
became the Marshall Plan at least two years before Marshall or anyone else in 
Washington had heard of it. They were therefore more than prepared to assist 
in conception and aid delivery when eventually the waters broke.

STALIN AND MOLOTOV FALL OUT

Molotov represented the USSR at the Council of Foreign Ministers in Lon-
don, but he was on a tight leash. Milovan Djilas contrasts him with Stalin: 
“With Molotov not only his thoughts but also the process of their generation 
was impenetrable. Similarly his mentality remained sealed and inscrutable. 
Sta lin, however, was of a lively, almost restless temperament.”194 Molotov had 
differed with Stalin during the 1920s, insisting on the importance of the expand-
ing the revolution worldwide.195 Yet as Stalin consolidated his power among 
equals Molotov became the loyal, indispensable, though never unquestioning, 
adjutant. In 1930 he was put in as Chairman of the Council of People’s Com-
missars. In 1939 he took over from rival Litvinov whom he hated. “Molotov 
doesn’t know how to charm foreigners,” commented Alexandra Kollontai, am-
bassador to Sweden, “as the clever Litvinov did.”196

Molotov did, however, represent a safe pair of hands, staying in his offi ce into 
the early hours of the morning—with his staff—until the signal came that Sta-
lin had retired for the night, which often meant he did not himself sleep until 
4:00 a.m. The difference was made up in catnapping. He used to tell the head 
of his own bodyguard: “Wake me up in fi fteen minutes,” and he was asleep as 
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 Ideology Triumphant 65

soon as his head hit the pillow.197 His offi ce as chairman and, after 1941, deputy 
chairman, was on the same fl oor of the Kremlin government house building 
as Stalin’s, at the end of another wing.198 His other offi ce, from May 1939 until 
April 1949, was at Kuznetsky Most, the Narkomindel (which from 1946 became 
the Minindel). It was effectively “on wheels” to and from the Kremlin as occa-
sion demanded. Among his many subordinates Molotov used to be known as 
“the boss”; Stalin, “the big boss.”199

Generally Molotov stood proudly in Stalin’s all-encompassing shadow. He 
was more moderate, though extremely tough, highly effi cient, slow, plodding, 
dull, unrelenting, always in control. Being Georgian and of a more mercurial 
temperament, Stalin, however, had great diffi culty in containing the darker 
side of his own emotions and not infrequently fell victim to a terrifying para-
noia that resulted in the deaths of intimates and the imprisonment of the wives 
of immediate subordinates, let alone the millions of wretches rounded up in 
early morning raids and shot or starved to death in labor camps at the hands of 
the NKVD.

Throughout, Molotov was also undeniably loyal—unhesitatingly he went 
along with every death sentence Stalin proposed. Molotov protected his own, 
but to work for him was no privilege. He never obtained special treatment for 
subordinates. Duty was everything. The diplomatic traffi c delivered, half a 
dozen diplomats who worked in his secretariat would have to sort out what 
was important or vital from what was not; then they annotated the documents 
with recommendations. This meant that Molotov saw only a small percentage 
of materials and these had been assessed for action. He would then correct the 
annotations and admonish his subordinates for every kind of mistake, real or 
imagined.200 It was, moreover, impermissible to fall ill. “He was verbally abu-
sive. And if someone did not match up in his work Molotov replaced him with-
out further ado. Moreover, former service was not taken at all into account.”201 
As Erofeev recalls, in justifi ed exasperation, everyone suffered from high blood 
pressure working in Molotov’s offi ce except Molotov.202

Differences with Stalin nevertheless arose over policy that sorely tested his 
temper because of Molotov’s notorious stubbornness, long ago noted with ex-
asperation by Lenin. “Molotov was far from being the obedient executor all the 
time,” recalls Mikhail Smirtyukov, who worked under him at Sovnarkom from 
1930.203 Molotov had strongly pressed for an understanding with Germany in 
opposition to Litvinov. Even before the invasion Stalin showed his annoyance 
at Molotov by demoting his wife, Polina Zhemchuzhina, from membership 
of the Central Committee at the Eighteenth Party Conference (15–20 Febru-
ary 1941); Molotov then openly abstained from voting, in defi ance of Stalin.204 
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Once the Nazi-Soviet pact was shown to be disastrous in June 1941, as Litvinov 
had predicted it would be, “albeit unoffi cially, Stalin put the blame for its con-
clusion on Molotov.”205 Stalin’s irritation showed with the evacuation of the 
government to Kuybishev in October 1941 entrusted to the more junior deputy 
chairman of Sovnarkom Nikolai Voznesenskii instead.206 Molotov’s status within 
the tight inner circle never fully recovered from his fundamental misjudgment 
in the foreign policy of the 1930s most probably because, rather than despite 
the fact that, Stalin had listened to him but bore the ultimate responsibility for 
these errors. What is remarkable, perhaps, given Molotov’s evident limitations 
was Stalin’s tolerance of him. Khrushchev has pointed out that “Molotov . . . 
displayed incredible stubbornness to the point of stupidity.” And for Stalin this 
was a word of last resort in arguments with Molotov.207

The common portrayal of Molotov as invariably obedient is thus misleading, 
though the innocent view taken by a high US offi cial in the spring of 1945—that 
“Uncle Joe is all right—a straight shooter. It’s that double-crossing little Molotov 
who causes all the trouble”—was equally misleading.208 Molotov later lashed 
out at the presumption that he had been merely Stalin’s lapdog. “I more than 
any among you, above all you, comrade Khrushchev, sometimes argued with 
comrade Stalin and as a consequence of this faced great unpleasantness.”209 
One core difference in emphasis with Stalin apparent in the mid-1920s over the 
USSR’s internationalist revolutionary duty came to light again indirectly after 
the war. Whereas Molotov, self-consciously the old Bolshevik, spoke of “the 
Soviet Union,” Stalin increasingly referred to “Russia.”210 And whereas Stalin 
was willing to take the occasional risk, assistant Smirtyukov noted that “Molotov 
always knew that in any matter limits existed beyond which even he should not 
go.”211 Foreigners generally expected Molotov to succeed Stalin. And as the war 
drew to a close Stalin had talked of retirement: “Let Vyacheslav [Molotov] do 
some work!” he declared.212 “Age has taken its toll,” Stalin, now merely sixty-
fi ve, confessed to the US ambassador.213

This was not surprising. Stalin had not had a holiday for nine years. Some 
time from mid-October 1945 he “became ill, seriously so and for a long time.”214 
Rumors of illness leaked out. Yet handing over the reins was impossible. He 
became fearfully jealous when Molotov failed properly to consult him. Molo-
tov recalls: “In my opinion the last years Stalin began to weaken . . . sclerosis 
comes to all with age to various degrees. . . . But in him it was noticeable.”215 
Indeed, arteriosclerosis fi gured prominently in Stalin’s postmortem. He now 
spent a number of months toward the end of each year secluded on the Black 
Sea, where self-imposed isolation relieved only by the occasional visitor and a 
mass of incoming intelligence information fed morose and, indeed, lethal sus-
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picions. Here differences in temperament, refl ected in a greater willingness on 
the part of Molotov to compromise with the West and a reluctance to expand 
Soviet territory too far, which had previously been forgiven when overlain with 
absolute loyalty, now appeared threatening to Stalin’s ultimate authority.

When allied foreign ministers gathered in London in September 1945, com-
mon adversity that had held together this fragile wartime alliance against the 
onset of deep-seated mistrust was now a rapidly fading memory. Yet Truman 
hastened demobilization, a move he later conceded to have been premature.216 
The international situation remained fragile, and the domestic economy could 
not easily absorb the return of jobless GIs in the absence of burgeoning wartime 
production. “The people and Congress are so intent on demobilising and get-
ting the boys home to the farm and to the country store and to the city barber 
shop that the question of what is to be done with him when he arrives has not 
been made too full an impression,” complained Major General Fred Anderson 
at US Army headquarters.217

US dependence for the credibility of its power thus pivoted upon atomic 
bombs that had yet to be stockpiled. At Molotov’s side, Troyanovsky noted a 
distinct cooling of the atmosphere.218 For the fi rst time an allied summit was 
to close without any decisions. Two critical factors were at work. First, Sta-
lin believed Russia had to stand fi rm against the United States—not only had 
Washington challenged hegemony over Eastern Europe, it was now cutting 
Moscow completely out postwar Japan. Was not unilateral possession of the 
atomic bomb going to their heads? Second, Byrnes ineptly left everything to 
the full sessions, which were conducted morning and afternoon without al-
lowing for quiet soundings and coordination in informal gatherings that could 
normally take place when meetings were restricted to half the day. Trouble thus 
could not be correctly anticipated and proved impossible to head off in private 
with minimal fuss.

At the beginning of the conference Molotov conceded to a request that France 
and China be admitted to the negotiations for peace treaties with the former 
Axis Powers, in this case Finland and the Balkans. Summing up the fi rst week 
of talks in a telegram to Stalin on 19 September, Molotov mentioned the pres-
ence of the France and China, which were backing the Anglo-American posi-
tion against Moscow. Carelessly overconfi dent, Molotov predicted a deal as the 
search for compromise gained pace. Through Vyshinsky, Stalin, encouraged 
if not incited by Beria, pointed out that according to the Potsdam agreements 
only the big three could negotiate the treaties of peace. Molotov confi dently 
replied that because this was not “particularly important” and because Bevin 
and Byrnes were insistent, he had given way. There followed a brutal response 
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68 Ideology Triumphant

on 21 September, dropping the familiar form of address (ty) and instructing 
Molotov in no uncertain terms to follow the decisions of the Potsdam confer-
ence. “While the Anglo-Saxon states—the United States and England—stood 
in opposition to the Soviet Union, no one raised the question of majorities or 
minorities. Now that, in violation of the decisions of the Berlin conference and 
in the face of your connivance, the Anglo-Saxons have succeeded in bringing 
in the Chinese and the French as well, Byrnes has found a way of raising the 
question of majorities and minorities.”219

Molotov immediately fell into line. He still favored following through with a 
proposal from Byrnes concerning the demilitarization of Germany for a twenty- 
to thirty-year period, “without displaying any special interest.” But Stalin again 
drew him up short. “Byrnes’s proposal,” he wrote, “has four objectives in mind: 
fi rst, distract our attention from the Far East, where America is behaving like a 
latter-day friend of Japan’s, and by that means creating the impression that all 
is well in the Far East; second, to obtain from the USSR formal agreement that 
the USA will play the same role in the affairs of Europe as the USSR, in order 
then, in a bloc with England, to take the fate of Europe into its hands; third, 
to devalue the alliances already concluded by the USSR with European states; 
fourth, to render pointless all future alliances of the USSR with Romania, Fin-
land, and others.”220

This rebuke affords a fascinating glimpse into Stalin’s thinking. Whereas Lit-
vinov always favored an overarching international security framework, Stalin’s 
instincts were unilateralist. His priority was to create a Russian-dominated sys-
tem of alliances in Eastern Europe justifi ed by the danger of a German revival. 
A US proposal to forestall such a revival would undermine the core rationale for 
that system. It would make Soviet security dependent, albeit in part, on Wash-
ington. This mattered because Stalin’s security priorities were not in effect di-
rected at Germany at all, but aimed primarily at the United States. Stalin’s posi-
tion thereby matched the demands of the international communist movement 
in standing up to the leading capitalist Power. Moscow still harbored hopes for, 
rather than fears of, postwar Germany. Prior to the rise of Hitler, the German 
Communist Party (KPD) had been the largest in Europe outside Russia. At the 
outbreak of war, as already noted, even ex-Menshevik Maisky believed in the 
potential of revolution.

During the war, resident for Razvedupr in London Sklyarov claimed: “Above 
all our allies fear the entry of Russians into Germany, since this could, they 
believe, prompt communist revolutions throughout the countries of Europe.”221 
Khrushchev also tells us that with the advent of peace, “initially Stalin along 
with the other leaders of the CPSU presupposed that a strong Communist Party 
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 Ideology Triumphant 69

would reemerge in Germany, that the entire working class would unite around 
it, and that it would take a fi tting place in the construction of a new Germany.”222 
Meeting German communist leaders on 4 June 1945 Stalin made clear that he 
expected them to work toward “an antifascist democratic Germany” in the form 
of a parliamentary democratic republic; that they should “not transpose the 
Soviet system to Germany”; thus all talk of socialism had to be put aside. At the 
same time, however, “the hegemony of the working class and its revolutionary 
party” had to be assured.223

It was the dashing of such hopes through the Marshall Plan that made Sta-
lin more pessimistic about prospects in Europe. There was also more to the 
clash between Stalin and Molotov than policy. Behind the scenes, Soviet dip-
lomat Erofeev learned, “Beria, who hated Molotov, began to play upon these 
disagreements.”224

The US pursuit of predominance in the Far East in fact left Britain no hap-
pier than Russia. The difference was that, in desperate need of Washington 
to counterbalance Moscow, London knew it had no choice. Bevin wistfully 
noted in November 1945: “The United States have long held, with our support, 
to the Monroe Doctrine for the Western Hemisphere and there is no doubt 
now that, notwithstanding all the protestations, they are attempting to extend 
this principle fi nancially and economically to the Far East to include China 
and Japan.”225 Similarly Bevin told Harriman that “the United States already 
had their ‘Monroe’ on the American continent and were extending it to the 
Pacifi c.”226 But, as we have already noted, the issue for Stalin amounted to more 
than merely Japan.

STALIN TIGHTENS THE SCREW

The reign of repression now gripping Poland made a mockery of the Yalta de-
cision on free and unfettered elections. “You keep conducting a defensive pol-
icy,” Stalin told Gomułka in mid-November. “You behave as if you were sitting 
in the dock.” The time for appeasement was over. “You don’t need to worry so 
much about the bloc disintegrating. If you are strong they are going to come to 
you.” Weakness was relative. The fact that the PPR—as the communists called 
themselves—were a tiny minority should not worry Gomułka. “A membership 
of 200,000 is a force which can overturn a whole country if it is well organized, 
well managed and controlled, and if it has instructions as to what to say and how 
to say it.” He advised: “Do not believe in divergences between the English and 
the Americans. They are closely connected to each other.” As to rumors of a war 
with the USSR, “They are not capable of waging a war against us. Their armies 

Haslam, Jonathan. Russia's Cold War : From the October Revolution to the Fall of the Wall, Yale University Press,
         2011. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=3420662.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-28 01:16:18.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

1.
 Y

al
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



70 Ideology Triumphant

have been disarmed by agitation for peace and will not raise their weapons 
against us.” And as to the atomic bomb: “Not atomic bombs, but armies decide 
war.” As to their aims: “First of all, they are trying to intimidate us and force us 
to yield in contentious issues concerning Japan, the Balkans, and reparations. 
Secondly, to push us away from our allies—Poland, Romania, Yugoslavia, and 
Bulgaria. I asked them directly when they were starting a war against us. And 
they said ‘Chto vyi? Chto vyi?’ [What on earth do you mean?]. Whether in thirty 
years or so they want to have another war is another issue. This would make 
them great profi ts, especially America, which is overseas and couldn’t care less 
about the effects of a war. Their policy of sparing Germany testifi es to that. He 
who spares the aggressor wants another war.”227

The West had no grounds for complacency. What followed only reinforced 
the conviction that in this Britain was correct. An important indicator was the 
suggestion that the United States continue intelligence cooperation “in view 
of the disturbed conditions of the world and the necessity of keeping informed 
of the technical developments and possible hostile intentions of foreign na-
tions,” a proposal to which Truman responded positively.228 At the theater on 
21 November 1945 Harriman encountered Litvinov, who told him “that he was 
disturbed by the international situation, that neither side knew how to behave 
towards the other, and that this was the underlying reason for the breakdown of 
the London Conference and the subsequent diffi culties.” Litvinov was not to 
be palmed off with the comment that time would heal the wounds. “He replied 
that in the meantime, however, other issues were developing. I suggested that 
it might clear the atmosphere if we came to an understanding about Japan. He 
replied that other issues would then confront us.” When asked whether he was 
deeply pessimistic, he responded, “Frankly, between us, yes.” But, as before, 
“crocodile” Harriman—never notably perceptive about human nature—was 
unfortunately still inclined to discount the warnings on the grounds that Lit-
vinov was personally out of sorts, “obviously antagonistic to Molotov, and his 
advice has evidently been disregarded by the Soviet Government.”229

LITVINOV PROPOSES CONTAINMENT

With ever greater pessimism Litvinov lobbied nevertheless for a settlement. 
Just as in 1944 he had pressed for a division of spheres of infl uence with Britain, 
so now he argued the same with the United States. “The strategic appetite of 
the United States, encompassing the entire Atlantic and almost all the Pacifi c 
oceans, West Africa and the countries of the Near East, makes possible at the 
appropriate moment an approach to the American Government with the offer 
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 Ideology Triumphant 71

of ‘revealing one’s cards.’” Nothing, however, came of this suggestion, even had 
Molotov wished to risk Stalin’s wrath once more on behalf of a longstanding ri-
val.230 On 22 February 1946, Kennan, by now utterly exasperated and enervated, 
sent a long telegram to Washington that outlined his solution to the Soviet prob-
lem and in so doing echoed that of Litvinov. He differed, however, in having 
resolved that Marxism in Russia was merely a “fi g leaf,” a “guise” that overlay 
“the steady advance of uneasy Russian nationalism,” whereas Litvinov saw ide-
ology as a force in and of itself. Yet both diagnoses led to the same conclusions. 
Highlighting an “instinctive Russian sense of insecurity,” Kennan emphasized, 
that “they have learned to seek security only in patient but deadly struggle for 
total destruction of rival power, never in compacts and compromises with it.” 
This was “a political force committed fanatically to the belief that with [the] 
US there can be no permanent modus vivendi, that it is desirable and neces-
sary that the internal harmony of our society be disrupted, our traditional way 
of life be destroyed, the international authority of our state be broken, if Soviet 
power is to be secure.” The answer was to resist: “Impervious to [the] logic of 
reason,” it was “highly sensitive to [the] logic of force. For this reason it can eas-
ily withdraw—and usually does—when strong resistance is encountered at any 
point.” He concluded, “If the adversary has suffi cient force and makes clear his 
readiness to use it, he rarely has to do so.”231

Despite their differences, it is no accident that the strategy advocated by Ken-
nan was identical to Litvinov’s: containment of burgeoning Soviet power. In 
February the usually cautious Molotov boasted publicly, “It is now impossible 
to resolve the serious questions of international relations without the participa-
tion of the Soviet Union or without listening to the voice of our motherland.”232 
The problem was that in alienating the Western Powers to the point where they 
were coalescing against the USSR, Stalin’s behavior would result in Moscow 
being cut out of any say in the settlement of issues within an exclusively West-
ern sphere of infl uence. And as if to underline Kennan’s worrying message, Sta-
lin, who had raised control of the Dardanelles at Yalta and made demands for 
territorial concessions on Turkey in June 1945, once again turned up the heat 
on Ankara. Moreover, when incoming US ambassador Bedell Smith visited the 
Kremlin on 4 April 1946 he asked, in part with reference to Turkey, how much 
further Stalin intended to go. Looking the ambassador directly in the eye, Sta-
lin coolly and provocatively parried: “We’re not going much further.”233

This attitude of mind was precisely what drove Churchill, now in opposi-
tion, to speak out at the hitherto little-known Westminster College in Fulton, 
Missouri—Truman’s bailiwick—on 5 March. Here he repeated in public that 
an iron curtain had been drawn across Europe. “I do not believe that Soviet 
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72 Ideology Triumphant

Russia desires war,” he intoned, also echoing Litvinov. “What they desire is the 
fruits of war and the indefi nite expansion of their power and doctrines.”234 The 
reaction from the Kremlin was forceful; as Stalin freely confessed, “crude.” But 
there was no danger of war, he insisted. “The aim was to intimidate us.”235

In March 1946 London and Washington fi nally cemented intelligence coop-
eration with the UK-USA agreement which updated its predecessor, BRUSA, 
concluded in 1943.236 Kennan’s long telegram relaunched his idling career. It ar-
rived just as the White House had to make sense of continued failure to redress 
the relationship with Moscow along American lines. Clark Clifford drew it to 
Truman’s attention. Before long Kennan was recalled to Washington; though 
it was not until 5 May 1947 that General Marshall made him the fi rst director 
of policy planning in the State Department, a post that handed him the con-
struction of strategy and tactics in US foreign and intelligence policies against 
the expansion of Soviet power and communist power in general. He returned 
from Russia “disgusted with our defeatism and hysteria, in the face of the Soviet 
political onslaught: disgusted with the attitude of ‘collaboration with Russia is 
impossible; therefore there must be a war.’ I was conscious of the weakness of 
the Russian position, of the slenderness of the means with which they operated, 
of the ease with which they could be held and pushed back.”237

Meanwhile, ignorant of the shift that Kennan’s arrival in Washington signi-
fi ed and despairing lest no one important was listening, Litvinov raised the risk 
to his own life and that of his family by briefi ng others, including Kennan’s 
counterpart at the British embassy, Frank Roberts, in the deputy commissar’s 
offi ce. The briefi ng was presumably intercepted by Beria and the transcript 
read by Stalin and Molotov, as was the case with Litvinov’s warnings to the US 
journalist Hottelet on 18 June.238

Although no Russianist, the diminutive but quick-minded Roberts—“the 
wicked wizard”—needed no prodding on Litvinov’s part; but, just in case he 
did, Litvinov spelled out matters with characteristic bluntness. If concessions 
were granted in reaction to Moscow’s entreaties, Litvinov emphasized, it “would 
lead to the West being faced, after a more or less short time with the next series 
of demands.”239 When asked whether he meant to compare the USSR with 
Nazi Germany, Litvinov said, “Hitler probably felt sincerely that his demands 
were justifi ed that he was entitled to Lebensraum. Hitler was probably genu-
inely convinced that his actions were preventive and forced on him by external 
circumstances.”240

This came as something of a shock. Bevin might, in a moment of peevish-
ness, liken Moscow’s behavior to that of the Nazis, but for Litvinov to do so was 
truly astonishing. Roberts noted that “Litvinov himself was less outspoken than 
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his wife, but he has consistently taken the line that a fundamental decision had 
been taken in the Kremlin which precluded the development of friendly rela-
tions on the basis of our joint war effort, and that this decision made increasing 
suspicion and friction inevitable. When I have suggested to him that the Soviet 
rulers in the Kremlin could not want war, Litvinov has agreed but has usually 
added: ‘Neither did Hitler, but events became too strong for those who should 
control them, if they have set a wrong course.’”241

At home Litvinov paced the house in frustration with little to do, knowing 
it to be bugged, muttering, “You have got to bully the bully.”242 And he left no 
doubt whom he meant by the bully, though in conversation with foreigners 
he was very careful never to mention Stalin’s name, only Molotov’s; the more 
perceptive understood what he meant, however. Nevertheless, “Mrs. Litvinov 
herself talks to us quite openly about the possibility of their being sent to Si-
beria,” Roberts wrote.243 Anything in writing that could incriminate them in 
Stalin’s eyes had to be destroyed. “Never mention to anyone,” Ivy had written to 
the Meyers in mid-November 1943, “but I have left behind a document in ms. 
which might one day (in about 10 yrs is my guess) be of the greatest interest.”244 
In January 1946 she wrote to Freeman asking him to destroy the memoir that 
by then lay in the vaults of a New York bank. “I cannot live in peace till I know 
it no longer exists,” she wrote, adding, “These last two years have been full of 
struggle and anxiety.”245 Freeman consigned it to the furnace in the basement 
of the building.

To Hottelet in June a resigned and fatalistic Litvinov suggested that relations 
between East and West had deteriorated beyond the point of recovery. The 
root cause was the ideological conception prevailing in Moscow that confl ict 
between capitalism and communism was inevitable. Peaceful coexistence no 
longer seemed practicable. Asked why the existing leadership should cling to 
the acquisition of natural frontiers to ensure security, Litvinov said that Russia 
had returned to an outmoded concept of geopolitics to assure their security 
through territorial expansion and they had done so “because they are conserva-
tive in their thinking and still follow old lines.” And he was pessimistic whether 
a younger generation would make any difference given that they would be in-
doctrinated as was the old. Unfavorable comparisons with Hitler’s search for 
Lebensraum were again made, as with Roberts, and he did not see any chance 
of changing a totalitarian state from within.246 When the subject of Germany 
arose in conversation with Hottelet, Litvinov expressed the view that each side 
wanted Germany as a whole. Thus it would be broken in two. It remained 
the greatest problem outstanding between East and West. Molotov’s comments 
later left no doubt where he stood. “Litvinov was completely hostile to us . . . 
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74 Ideology Triumphant

we received a transcript of the conversation by the usual means. . . . A complete 
betrayal.”247 For his outspokenness Litvinov merely lost his job and not his life 
or his freedom.

In London, by April 1946 spy Burgess was assistant private secretary to the 
Minister of State at the Foreign Offi ce, Hector McNeill, with access to every-
thing Moscow needed. McNeill was a clever and tough-minded thirty-six-year-
old Scot, but he was also a lazy man who gave Burgess free run of his offi ce and 
had him draft his papers.248 By no means all Stalin’s questions were answered, 
however. The key question was whether the US quest for predominance would 
result in an early collision with Britain or whether, ever mindful of reduced 
resources, Britain would seek to harness the United States to its own advantage 
and therefore abrogate understandings already made with Russia.

The response in Moscow to rising hostility from Washington was twofold. 
When the Americans showed every sign of resolute resistance to Soviet en-
croachment in areas marginal to Russian security—Turkey, Manchuria, Den-
mark, and Iran—Stalin had taken a step back. With respect to Iran his reason-
ing is available and of great interest. The withdrawal of troops was completed 
on 9 May 1946, a move that prompted complaint from the head of the so-called 
democratic party of Azerbaijan (northern Iran). Stalin did not think highly of 
foreign communists unable to achieve what the Bolsheviks had achieved. But 
he generously outlined his reasoning: “We cannot leave them any longer in 
Iran mainly because the presence of Soviet forces in Iran has undermined the 
bases of our liberation policy in Europe and Asia. The English and the Ameri-
cans have told us that if Soviet forces remain in Iran, then why should Eng-
lish forces not remain in Egypt, Syria, Indonesia, Greece; and American forces 
as well—in China, Iceland, Denmark.” Nevertheless in rebuke he saw fi t to 
add: “While Soviet forces were in Iran, you had the chance of furthering the 
struggle in Azerbaijan and of organizing a broad democratic movement with 
far- reaching demands. But our forces had to leave Iran.”249

On crucial issues, however, the dominant line was to offer stubborn resistance 
to US solutions, notably to the German problem, on equitable terms. Thus, 
when allied foreign ministers met, Stalin seemed more intent on confrontation 
rather compromise. Twice, on 30 April and 2 May, he reprimanded Molotov for 
not exposing US expansionism in spreading military bases around the globe.250 
Molotov duly obliged on 5 May.251 “Across the globe,” Molotov argued, “there 
is not one corner that has not attracted the gaze of the United States. The USA 
is organizing its air bases everywhere: in Iceland, Greece, Italy, Turkey, China, 
Indonesia, and other places; there are a great number of naval and air bases in 
the Pacifi c Ocean. Up to now the USA has maintained its forces in Iceland in 
spite of protests from the Iceland government, and also in China.”252
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At home, Stalin simultaneously cracked down on the limited degree of cul-
tural and literary pluralism unleashed in time of war. The so-called Zhdanovsh-
china was inaugurated at a meeting on 18 August 1946, to which representatives 
of the creative intelligentsia were summoned.253 And in a parting gesture of 
indifference to Western opinion, on 24 August Litvinov was fi nally dismissed 
from the Minindel. The last time he had been sacked was a matter of months 
before the Nazi-Soviet pact. Stalin’s action was thus resonant with symbolism. 
It indicated that he was now dispensing with even the appearance of acting in 
concert with the democracies. Anti-American polemics were discharged with 
virulence from the pages of a press controlled absolutely by party and state, 
even while a noticeable lightening of attacks on Britain indicated that Stalin 
believed he could encourage a measure of Western disunity. But, contrary to 
nonsense spread by Mikoyan and reiterated by Valentin Berezhkov, Litvinov 
was never murdered. Indeed, Maxim—no sentimentalist—told his daughter 
that Stalin was holding him in reserve in the event of the need to heal rela-
tions with the West.254 Ivy recalled that he “was still going to the Kremlin every 
day for dinner and to mix with former colleagues.” And in the last months of 
his life he had “round-the-clock nurses, weekly consultations by the fi rst [best] 
heart specialists in the country . . . anti-biotics . . . sedatives . . . at last the 
oxygen tent.”255

Struggling to meet popular demand for greater welfare, Britain faced hu-
miliating conditions for a loan from Congress, mediated by the sympathetic 
fi gure of Acheson—convinced by Truman of the need to stay in government. 
Meanwhile, as the Labour backbenches in Britain reacted to worsening East-
West relations by sympathizing with Moscow, Stalin saw an opportunity to drive 
a wedge between London and Washington. He attributed any attempt at rap-
prochement to weakness. On 4 September Andrei Zhdanov—now overseeing 
relations with fraternal parties—briefed Dimitrov, former head of the defunct 
Comintern. Stalin thought “that a new war in the immediate future is out of the 
question. He is,” Zhdanov assured Dimitrov:

completely calm about the way things are developing. If in our analysis of 
the present situation we base our judgement not on form but on the content 
of what is going on, we can say with confi dence that from our point of view 
everything is in order. All the noise made by the Anglo-Ameri[cans] and the 
threats of a new war are nothing but blackmail. They want to discredit the 
Soviet Union in the eyes of their workers. But this is already evidence that our 
infl uence in their countries is strong enough. The contradictions between 
England and America are still to be felt. The social confl icts in America are 
increasingly unfolding. The Labourites in England have promised the En-
glish workers so much concerning socialism that it is hard for them now to 
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step back. They will soon have confl icts not only with their bourgeoisie, but 
also with the American imperialists. It was not by chance that [Labour Party 
chairman Harold] Laski came to us with his delegation. All the time he was 
justifying himself and the Labour Party and reported what they had done. 
He declared that they would not give in to the imperialists. They will follow 
their own parliamentary path to socialism. Stal[in] told him: We consider the 
Soviet way to be a better one, but if you think that the parliamentary way is 
more suitable for England, we will not object to that. It is obvious that Laski 
was trying to fi nd out whether Moscow would conduct a policy of “societiz-
ing” [socializing] England. . . . It was also clear that the Labourites wanted to 
prepare the ground for the moment when, should they be in a tight spot, they 
would have some support from the Sov[iet] Union.256

In conducting a policy of expansion predicated on a degree of risk carefully 
calibrated, Stalin was inadvertently hastening the very outcome he had always 
dreaded: the emergence of the United States as a formidable force to reckon 
with that would challenge Russia for predominance. To gird itself for the con-
frontation ahead, Washington had to mobilize public opinion along ideologi-
cal lines according to the values, both capitalist and democratic, that had long 
inspired the Republic. Here Kennan, for one, was soon at variance with the 
struggle under way. From being a confl ict over the balance of Europe, the Cold 
War now also became preeminently a clash of values. And before long the two 
had become so interwoven as to make any degree of separation invisible to the 
casual onlooker.
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